
Chapter 5 

COLLECTIVE BARGAINING: LEVELS AND COVERAGE* 

A. INTRODUCTION AND MAIN FINDINGS 

Industrial relations systems, operating at national, 
sectoral and local levels, play an important role in deter- 
mining economic and labour market performance. They 
constitute a “web of rules” relating economic agents 
who, while pursuing their self-interests, generally find it 
beneficial to reach a degree of consent and some form of 
(more or less conflictual) co-operation. In providing pro- 
cedures for consensus-building and conflict resolution, 
these arrangcments are shaped by specific national legis- 
lation and labour market conditions, and by each 
country’s prevailing attitudes towards work, conflict and 
co-operation. 

There are many ways to analyse systems of labour 
relations in OECD countries. For example, Chapter 4 of 
the 1991 Employment Outlook examined trade union 
density (the proportion of workers who are union mem- 
bers), and noted widely differing rates of unionisation 
across countries, ranging from around 10 per cent in 
France to over 80 per cent in Sweden. 

Union density is just one indicator of the character 
of a country’s industrial relations system. The extent to 
which employees are covered by collectivc agrccments 
concluded at various levels - national, regional, sectoral 
or company - is another important feature of the system 
by which wages and other employment conditions are 
set. In many countriec, workers who are not union mem- 
bers are in fact - through extension and enlargement 
provisions both within and outside the bargaining unit - 
covered by the terms and conditions of union contracts. 
In addition, strong unionisation in a sector or geographic 
area may induce non-union employers to offer terms 
and conditions similar to those found in collective 
agreements. 

Key features of collective bargaining arrangements 
are outlined in Section B. Irrespective of the level at 
which bargaining takes place, a central goal is to reach 
compromises and agree upon rules for facilitating 

conflict resolution. Importantly, collectivc ncgotiation 
over the terms of employment can also have the function 
of providing “collective goods”, the nature of which 
will depend on central features of the bargaining system. 
For example, multi-employer bargaining can facilitate 
certain kinds of economic restructuring through provi- 
sions on training and skill formation, where both market 
and government “failure” are likely impediments 
[OECD (1993); Soskice (1990)l. It may also standardize 
employment conditions, taking wages out of competition. 
Nothing, however, guarantees that such collective goods 
will actually bc produced and, even if hey are, worker 
and employer organisations may not attach the same val- 
ues to them. Apart from discussing these factors, Sec- 
tion B introduces the various levels at which bargaining 
can occur and the concept of co-ordination between 
levels. Institutional, structural and economic factors 
which dctcrmine the spread and scope of collective bar- 
gaining are also outlined. 

Section C presents the available information on col- 
lective bargaining coverage (and unionisation rates) for 
OECD countries. Several findings are of particular 
importance. First, in 12 out of 17 countries for which 
data (referring generally to 1990) were available, at least 
two-thirds of e~nployccs are covered by collective agree- 
ments. Second, as is the case with rates of unionisation, 
coverage rates vary widely: the Nordic countries and 
mosl ol‘ continental Europe have a much higher level of 
coverage than North America and Japan. Third, while a 
high rate of unionisation leads, by definition, to a high 
coverage rate, the opposite is not necessarily the case. 
For example, the unionisation rate in France and Spain is 
roughly 10 per cent, yet collective bargaining coverage is 
92 and 68 per cent, respectively. 

The empirical findings of large differences in cover- 
age across countries and of considerable variation 
between unionisation and coverage within countries is 
prima facie evidence of the importance of institutional 
factors. Section D, therefore, explores some of thcse in 
greater dctail, Three elemenls 01 collective bargaining 

* This chapter is based on a drilft by Dr. Franz Traxler from the University of Vicnna, using data received from private consultants 
and national statistical offices. The chapter also uses a data set on trade union density supplied by Dr. Jelle Visser from the 
Univcrsity of Amsterdam. 
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that arc particularly important are examined: i) the pre- 
vailing level at which collective agreements are con- 
cluded; ii) the degree of co-ordination between levels; 
iii) the importance of extension mechanisms. Countries 
characterised by single-employer bargaining, such as 
Canada, Japan and the United States, tend to have lower 
coverage rates compared with countries where bargaining 
is conducted at higher levels and where employer 
organisations and union federations are strong. Strong 
unions, however, are not necessary for high coverage 
rates. For example, relatively high rates in Belgium, 
France and Portugal seem partly attributable to the 
importance of extension mechanisms in these countries. 

In light of the findings on bargaining levels and 
extension mechanisms, there is some reason to believe 
that if the provision of “collective goods” is an impor- 
tant factor in attracting employers to collective bargain- 
ing, it is more likely the case for multi-employer bargain- 
ing. This is because industry-wide agreements tend to 
take wages and other working conditions out of competi- 
tion, and because the bargaining is more distant from the 
enterprise and therefore tends to place fewer restrictions 
on managerial prerogatives such as work assignments, 

Other economic and institutional determinants of 
covcragc rates, such as sectoral characteristics and firm 
size, are addressed in Section E. While coverage varies 
across industries - with manuhcturing and transportation 
tending to show the highest coverage rates - the degree 
of cross-industry variation is rather dissimilar across 
countries: high in systems where single-employer bar- 
gaining is predominant and comparatively low in most 
countries characterised by multi-employer bargaining. 

Section F examines an important issue for policy- 
makers: has there been a trend in recent years towards 
decentralisation in collective bargaining, and in labour 
relations more generally? lf so, this should take the form 
of increased bargaining at the enterprise and/or establish- 
ment level, The empirical evidence, largcly qualitative, i s  
mixed. Some countries, such as the United Kingdom and 
New Zealand, have moved in this direction with a signiti- 
cant decline in multi-employer forms of bargaining. The 
evidence is less clear for most other countries, some of 
which have moved towards centralisation and decentral- 
isation simultaneously, depending on the issues involved. 

Section F also examines the hypothesis that the past 
decade has witnessed an important trend towards deregu- 
lation of labour relations and markets. The argument here 
is that, for a variety of reasons, individual employment 
relations are increasingly replacing collective agree- 
ments. The limited time-series data on coverage rates 
suggest a more nuanced view. In some enterprisc-ccntrcd 
systems (e.g in Japan and the United States) or in coun- 
tries where major institutional changes in policies have 
occurred (e .g .  New Zealand and the United Kingdom), 
there has been a clear decline in coverage. By contrast, in 
countries such as Germany, Finland and Spain, coverage 
has been rather stable, while it has increased in France 
and Portugal. 

Based on the findings of this chapter, it seems 
appropriate to regard bargaining systems as governance 
institutions in their own right. To cope with economic 
challenges, they provide the actors with a range of spe- 
cific options: for example, complex bargaining systems 
may allow decentralised negotiations over some issues, 
while maintaining more centralised bargaining in other 
areas. Clearly, collective bargaining in OECD countries 
is not evolving along the lines of a single model. Rather, 
the available evidence seems to point to continuing 
cross-country differences in bargaining structures rather 
than convergence, 

B. CENTRAL FEATURES OF COLLECTIVE 
BARGAINING 

Collective bargaining is a process of decision- 
making between parties representing employer and 
employee interests which implies the “negotiation and 
continuous application of an agreed set of  rules to govern 
the substantive and procedural terms of thc cinployment 
relationship ...” [Windmuller et d. ( l987)]. In most 
OECD countries, basic rules pertaining to collective bar- 
gaining are laid down in labour law, although there are 
important diffcrcnces in the extent to which governments 
intervene in labour-management rclations.’ 

Bargaining takes place in many forms. For example, 
it can occur between trade unions and individual compa- 
nies (single-employer bargaining), or between union fed- 
erations and employer associations (multi-employer bar- 
gaining). Moreover, these levels are not necessarily 
mutually exclusive: different issues can be taken up at 
different levels. Unions in the United States tend to bar- 
gain with company management over detailed terms of 
employment. In countries with a tradition of “corporat- 
ism”, trade union confederations oftcn negotiate national 
wage agreements with central employer organisations 
and sometimes enter into additional agreements with gov- 
ernments establishing wage or incomes policy guidelines. 
Japanese enterprise unions each year launch wage claims 
in their common Shunto offensive; German industrial 
unions negotiate industry-wide agreements by region; 
and in Australia, unions and employer associations argue 
wage cases before arbitration tribunals. 

In all of these cases, the goal is to agree upon rules 
to facilitate compromises between conflicting interests 
over the tcrms and conditions of employment. Creating 
institutions to improve the bargaining position of workers 
has historically been an important impetus to collective 
bargaining. In replacing unilateral decision-making by 
the employer, bargaining has introduced an element of 
industrial democracy into the workplace [Cordova 
(1990); Windmuller et nl. (1987); Traxler (1991)l. 
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As a rule, however, some asymmetry of bargaining 
strength continues to exist in market economies, leading 
to different employer and employee preferences in bar- 
gaining arrangements. For workers, collective relations 
provide a protective function (ensuring adequate wages 
and working conditions), a voice function (influencing 
personnel and labour relations practices), and a distribu- 
tive function (sharing in the fruits of technological pro- 
gress and productivity). By contrast, employers may try 
to maintain individual employment relations, since they 
might expect to enjoy a bargaining advantage over 
employees. In addition, they might find bargaining time- 
consuming and inimical to their desire for managerial 
flexibility. 

It would, however, be misleading to suppose that it 
is simply at the urging of workers and trade unions that 
employers have entered into collective bargaining. While 
as a rule it is true that the formation of unions preceded 
that of employers’ associations, there are important 
examples where the initiative for multi-employer bar- 
gaining historically came from business [Windmuller 
et al. (1987)l. In addition, in a number of countries (par- 
ticularly in continental Europe), collective bargaining has 
shown considerable stability over the post-war period. If 
employers’ participation were mainly or solely enforced 
by union power, one would expect a significantly higher 
volatility over time. 

A positive incentive for many employers to accept 
collective bargaining is that it can facilitate the provision 
of collective goods (over and above that of social peace) 
that otherwise might not be produced. Several types of 
collective goods can be noted, depending on the structure 
of collective bargaining. In the case of single-employer 
bargaining, the parties may share a common interest in 
the prosperity of the enterprise. If management 
recognises the employees’ chosen representatives as a 
bargaining partner of equal standing, this may help 
“manufacture consent’ ’ and enhance compliance with 
the company’s goals ~ leading to “productivity coali- 
tions’ ’ which in turn may improve company performance 
[Windolf (1989)l. 

As for multi-employer bargaining, industry-wide 
collective agreements tend to standardize wages and 
working conditions and so produce a latent cartelisation 
among employers insofar as they take wages out of 
competition.2 It has also been suggested that higher-level 
bargaining arrangements can weaken management resis- 
tance to unionism, partly because the union wage pre- 
mium will likely be lower than under single-employer 
bargaining [Blanchflower and Freeman (1992)l. 

Multi-employer bargaining may also facilitate 
modernisation and restructuring. Such bargaining struc- 
tures are sometimes seen as one way to overcome certain 
market failures [Soskice (199O)l. As recent examples 
from countries as di€erent as Australia [Mitchell and 
Scherer (1993)1, Germany [Jaccobi et al. (1992)l and 
France [Goetschy and Rozenhlatt (1992)l indicate, this 
may be particularly true for occupational training where 

. .. 
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joint regulation by collective agreement, often including 
mechanisms for collective financing, can prove comple- 
mentary to State and company programmes [see, for 
example, Streeck (1988a)l. Wage policy is another 
example. While multi-employer bargaining may be used 
as an instrument of wage restraint aimed at protecting 
employment or attracting investments, in some cases a 
general high-wage policy has been used to trigger eco- 
nomic restructuring. For example, one argument in sup- 
port of Sweden’s “solidaristic” wage policy is that it 
encouraged labour to move away from firms with low 
productivity, and thereby raise the productivity of the 
exposed sector of the economy [Meidner and Hcdborg 
(1 984)] .? 

Apart from the interest it holds for individual 
employers, bargaining with trade unions is often held to 
be beneficial for the overall economy and society. For 
example, labour legislation establishing ground rules for 
collective bargaining was in many cases initially pro- 
moted with the intent of ensuring stability and social 
peace. Also, the “autonomous” regulation of employ- 
ment conditions by strong bargaining partners can free 
governments from immediate responsibility in this 
domain, thereby increasing the legitimacy of the political 
system [Miiller-Jentsch (1983)], 

The fact that certain collective goods may be impor- 
tant to both employers and employees does not guarantee 
that they will be produced. Moreover, the value each 
party attaches to such goods may vary considcrably with 
the economic environment and the particular strategies 
adopted by businesses to cope with that environment. In 
the case of single-employer bargaining, for example, 
companies may develop human resource strategies as an 
alternative to union recognition [Jacoby (1990)l. Incen- 
tives to opt out of bargaining may also arise if inter- 
enterprise wage differentials reach a critical level not 
offset by productivity differences [Blanchflower and 
Freeman (1992)l. This can also be true in multi-employer 
bargaining when, for example, a critical number of 
employers remain outside the collective agreement, bene- 
fitting from a lower wagc bill. In addition, the effective- 
ness of collective agreements in encouraging on-the-job 
training can be weakened if firms outside the agreement 
engage in poaching the trained workers of others 
[Soskice (1990)l. 

Equally, the value attached to the collective-goods 
functions of bargaining can change as fundamental eco- 
nomic forces alter. For example, some analysts have sug- 
gested that in trying to shift from mass production to 
flexible specialisation, businesses’ competitive stratcgies 
may clash with established labour practices [Whyman 
and Burki tt (1 993); Thomas and Kochan (1992)l. Thus 
bargaining, particularly at centralised and branch levels, 
but also within enterprises, can be viewed by manage- 
ment as a rigidity inhibiting the continuous adaptation to 
market-driven changes, Enterprises may therefore prefer 
to replace traditional negotiating frameworks with more 
individualised forms of “human resource management”, 



In fact, there is a growing debate as to what impact 
the widely diverging bargaining patterns in OECU coun- 
tries might have on overall enterprise and economic per- 
formance. Some employers now view unions and collec- 
tive bargaining as forces hindering enterprises in today’s 
more competitive and globalised economy. However, 
other schools of thought maintain that unionism and 
collective bargaining, by providing workers with a 
“collective voice” that protects them from unilateral 
management decisions, can set positive incentives for 
firms to adopt better management practices, change 
work relations in socially beneficial ways, and contributc 
to better productivity performance [Helman (1992); 
Freeman ( 1  992)]. 

Given these conflicting interests and perceptions of 
the value of collective bargaining, its spread and scope 
depend upon a variety of factors. First, institutional fac- 
tors such as the legal framework of labour relations can 
play a role in containing possible “defection” from col- 
lective bargaining. For example, compliance with collec- 
tive agreements may be strengthened when these are 
legally enforceable (which is generally the case in OECD 
countries with the exceptions of the United Kingdom and 
New Zealand). 

Similarly, the threat of undercutting by “outsiders” 
who arc not members of the bargaining partics, and 
therefore not bound by the agreement, may be avoided by 
means of institutionalised extension procedures. The 
issue of “extension” in principle addresses both non- 
unionised employees and non-affiliated employers. In 
practice, employers tend to apply voluntarily the terms of 
collective agreements to their non-unionised employees .4 

By contrast, the bargaining parties themselves have little 
means of bringing non-affiliated employers into line 
with their agreement. Only employer associations are 
charactcriscd by a reasonably clear distinction between 
members and non-mcmbcrs allowing governments to 
extend agreements to non-affiliated 

Works councils or similar bodies, which bring a 
consultative or advisory element to labour-management 
rclations, also influence the structure of collective bar- 
gaining. Thcy can represent potential competition tn 
“free collective bargaining” as a regulatory and conflict- 
solving device at the local level. In some countries, their 
“co-determination” and “veto” rights on certain issues 
may come close to the bargaining model.6 

Structural characteristics of unions and employer 
associations are also important. Were such associations 
able to organise their entire potential constituencies and 
make them comply with the terms of their collective 
agrccmcnts, there would be no need for extension. Even 
when this is not thc case, bargaining associations may be 
so strong that the effects of thcir agreements spill over to 
the small group of remaining outsiders, This is tlic case, 
for example, in the Scandinavian countries, which tend to 
have above-average bargaining coverage, although exten- 
sion practices are unimportant. 

There are also economic factors. For instance, 
small, labour-intensive firms fearing leap-frogging wage 
claims by strong unions may feel more of a need than do 
large firms to join bargaining associations. In single- 
employer bargaining systems, on the other hand, small 
firms may be more hostile to unionism than larger firms. 

The general economic climate is another aspect. 
Indeed, some analysts have argued that more intensive 
international competition and the spread of flexible tech- 
nologies have created pressures on existing collective 
bargaining structures [Lash and Urry (1987); Piore and 
Sabcl ( 1984)l. An increasing emphabis on managerial 
flexibility and job structures has, in this view, led to 
attempts both to decentralise bargaining arrangements 
(shifting from higher to lower levcls of bargaining) and 
to “deregulate” labour relations overall (leading to a 
decline in collective bargaining coverage). Both aspects 
are addressed below. First, however, it is important to 
outline briefly the concepts of negotiating levels and 
co-ordination of bargaining. 

Negotiating levels and co-ordination 

Within certain limits set by each country’s labour 
legislation, bargaining parties are, as a rule, free to 
choose thc appropriate level, or specific mixture of 
levels, for their negotiations. 

To simplify, three levell;, not necessarily mutually 
exclusive, may be distinguished. Economy-wide bargain- 
ing is a bipartite or tripartite form of negotiation or “con- 
certation” between union confederations, central 
employer associations and government agencies. It aims 
at providing a floor for lower-level bargaining on the 
terms of employment, often taking into account 
macroeconomic goals. Ovcr the last decade, some form 
of economy-wide bargaining has bccn apparent in 
Australia, Belgium, Finland, the Netherlands, Norway, 
Portugal and (to a lessening degree) in Spain and 
Swedcn. 

Srctnral bargaining, which aims at the standardiza- 
tion of the terms of employment in one industry, includes 
a range of bargaining patterns. Bargaining may be either 
broadly or narrowly defined in terms of the industrial 
activities covered and may be either split up according to 
territorial subunits or conducted nationally. Sectoral bar- 
gaining is characteristic of Austria, Germany, the 
Netherlands and Switzerland, but is also important in the 
countries listed above as practicing economy-wide 
bargaining. 

The third bargaining level involves the company 
and/or establishment. This type is predominant in 
Canada, the United States and (since 1991) New Zcaland, 
and is becoming increasingly important in the United 
Kingdom [Millward et al. (1992); Kenyon and 
Lewis (1993)l. As a supplementary type of bargaining, it 
also occurs in a number of continental European coun- 
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tries, emphasizing the point that bargaining levels need 
not be mutually exclusive. 

Bargaining systems are also characterised by the 
degree of co-ordination between levels. Co-ordination 
refers to the extent to which the different levels are inte- 
grated so as to prevent them from mutually blocking their 
respective purposes. For example, if economy-wide bar- 
gaining over macroeconomic goals is to be successful, 
the ability to ensure that they are respected at, say, the 
industry level is critical. One way to illustrate these rela- 
tionships is to compare the lJnited Slates and France. 
They differ greatly on both thc preferred negotiation 
level and thc degsee of co-ordination. 

The Uviiled Slates has no economy-wide or sectoral 
agreements which would eotabli sh a framework for sup- 
plementary agreements at lower levels. Single-employer 
bargaining is by far the dominant tendency, while multi- 
employer bargaining - which used to be important in 
sectors such as steel, coal and trucking - has been dis- 
banded or has greatly diminished in importance [Kochan 
et al. (1986); Cullen (1987)].7 

To the extent co-ordination of bargaining within an 
industry occurs, it relies nn pattern (if. follow-the- 
leader) bargaining. Both single-employer bargaining and 
pattern bargaining fostcr negotiations that usually result 
in scttiiig precise wage rates (rather than minima) and 
establishing in detail other employment conditions, such 
as work rules, job classifications and fringe benefits, Tn 
fact, pattern bargaining has declined along with multi- 
employer bargaining. Deregulation has fostered this 
decline by facilitating the entry of non-union firms. 

By contrast, collective bargaining in France has 
expanded, partly as a result of government initiatives, 
into a full-fledged three-tier negotiation system in spite of 
low trade union membership. Economy-wide, multi- 
industry bargaining was revived in the latc 1980s through 
the conclusion of natiolial “orientation agreements” lo 
encourage negotiation on issues such as cconomic 
modernisation, technological change and flexible work- 
ing hours.R 

Sectoral bargaining, partly at national and partly at 
regional levels, has traditionally been thc most important 
type of negotiation. That importance increased with the 
1982 Auroux laws, which obliged the bargaining parties 
already bound by a sectoral agreement to negotiate pay 
annually and discuss the sector’s job classification system 
and its economic development every five years. Gener- 
ally, scctoral agreements set a floor under working condi- 
tions which may be improved in the course of bargaining 
at company level, A collective bargain reached between 
an employer association and one “recogniscd” union 
will bind all members of that association with respect LO 

all their employees, whcther those employees are mem- 
bcrs of that union, another union, or no union at all. In 
addition, around half of all sectoral agreements are usu- 
ally extended by government decree. 

The Auroux laws also stimulated company-levcl 
bargaining by making annual negotiations on pay and 
working time obligatory in firms with union representa- 
tion. As a consequence, since 1981 the number of 
company agreements has increased fivefold, although 
they continue to cover a much lower number of 
employees than branch-level agreements [Coffineau 
(1993)l. 

C. AN OVERVIEW OF COLLECTIVE 
BARGAINING COVERAGE AND UNION 

DENSITY RATES 

1. The concept and measurement of collective 
bargaining coverage 

An indicator of the extent to which the terms of 
workers’ employment are influenced by collective nego- 
tiation is the coverage rate, i.e. the number of employees 
covered by a collective agreement divided by thc total 
number of wage- and salary-carncrs. 

The many dimensions and levcls of collcctive bar- 
gaining create scrious difficultics with regard to collecl- 
ing accurate statistics on coverage. For example, some 
employees may haw thcir working conditions regulated 
by more than one collective agreement, which makes it 
important to avoid double-counting. Some countrics 
compile statistics on the basis of questionnaires com- 
pleted by the bargaining units. One statistical problem 
this creates arises from collective agreements without a 
specified termination date, because the bargaining units 
might report on them only in their first year of validity. 
Extension mechanisms can also complicate data collec- 
tion, since the bargaining units may be poorly informed 
about the number of employees and/or employers to 
whom their respective agreement is  extended. Furthcr- 
more, bargaining domains may cut across conventional 
branch classification systcms, thus making analysis of 
coveragc by scctors difficult. 

Some countries rely on household or labour force 
surveys which include a queslion as to whether the 
respondent’s job is covered by a collective agreement. 
The advantage of such surveys is that they avoid the 
problem of double-counting as a result of workers being 
covered by more than one agreement. On the other hand, 
a statistical difficulty may arise from multiple job hold- 
ers. There is also uncertainty about whether non-union 
members know how their working conditions are regu- 
lated. Other countries use employer surveys. Thesc could 
be more accurate, as employers arc likcly to know of 
any agreement thcy have entered into (including those 
extcnded to them) and are likely to have a reliable count 
of employees at the enterprise. 

Apart from these difficulties, any calculation of 
national coverage rates needs to take account of the fact 
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that, in a number of countries, some employees are 
excluded from the right to conclude collective agree- 
ments. Hence, it is important to differentiate between the 
unadjusted coverage rate, defined as employees covered 
by a collective agreement as a proportion of all 
employees, and the adjusted coverage rate, defined as the 
ratio of employees actually covered to the potential num- 
ber who could in principle be covered as determined by 
the formal provision of bargaining rights. 

The adjusted rate is used in this chapter, both 
because it better measures the diffusion of collective bar- 
gaining within its potential domain and because it shows 
the relative importance of collective bargaining com- 
pared with individual contracts as an alternativc mode of 
employment governance. Of course, identifying the 
potential domain of collective bargaining implies the dif- 
ficult task of disentangling the groups of employees with 
bargaining rights from those without. Detailed sources 
and methods used in compiling coverage statistics and in 
calculating coverage rates are outlined in Annex 5.A. 

2. Cross-country comparisons of coverage 
and unionisation 

Chart 5.1 shows adjusted coverage and unionisation 
rates for 17 countries around 1990. Coverage rates vary 
greatly, with values ranging from 18 to 98 per cent. In 
12 out of 17 countries, at least two-thirds of those who 
enjoy the right to bargain are covered by some form of 
collective agreement, with Austrian, Finnish and French 
employees having coverage rates of above 90 per cent. 
By contrast, rates are considerably lower in countries 
characterised by single-employer bargaining; with 18 per 
cent coverage, the United States has the lowest rate of all 
OECD countries in the survey, followed by Japan, 
Canada and the United Kingdom. 

The polar cases of Austria and the United States 
show the importance of the institutional and organisa- 
tional contexts of labour relations for understanding 
national differences in coverage rates. U.S. labour legis- 
lation encourages single-employer bargaining, while 
Austrian labour law allows only bargaining units operat- 
ing at the multi-ernploycr level to sign collective agree- 
ments. Furthermore, while employer associations play 
virtually no role in the U S .  system, Austria’s Federal 
Chamber of Business and Commerce (Bundeswirt- 
schuftskammer, BWK) is among the best-equipped and 
most influential national associations in the world 
[Traxler (1986)l. Based on the principle of compulsory 
membership, the BWK covers the majority of sectors. As 
a result, with regard to issues regulated by “general” 
collective agreements signed by the BWK, the coverage 
rate approaches 100 per cent. Importantly, this also 
serves to emphasize that the extent of coverage of collec- 
tive agreements across countries cannot be proxied by 
unionisation alone. Finally, in Austria agreements negoti- 
ated by sectoral employer associations are usually 

extended to unaffiliated employers within the associa- 
tions’ domain [Klein (1992)j. By contrast, extension is 
unknown in the United States. 

Chart 5.1 also gives an indication of unionisation 
defined as the number of union members as a proportion 
of all wage- and salary-earners. With some exceptions, 
these rates are calculated on the basis of “net” member- 
ship figures, i.e. they exclude to the extent possible self- 
employed, retired and unemployed union members [ see 
OECD (1991), Annex 4.A, for details]. 

Like coverage rates, union density rates differ across 
countries by wide margins. Unionisation ratcs in Finland 
and Sweden are above 70 per cent, compared with 
figures below 20 per cent in France, Spain and the United 
States. With some exceptions, rates in Western and 
Northern European countries are above rates in other 
OECD regions; also, they generally seem to be higher in 
small countries than in large ones. 

It is useful to consider the relationship between col- 
lective bargaining structures and union membership. In 
some countries, bargaining structures have likely been an 
incentive to join unions. For example, in Australia and 
(until 1991) New Zealand, the system of arbitrated 
“awards” has encouraged membership, In the United 
Kingdom and the United States, the traditional “closed 
shop” and “union shop” arrangements characteristic of 
some industries, whereby all employees in a bargaining 
unit were required to become union members, had the 
effect in the past of keeping membership high in some 
sect01-s.~ 

However, some bargaining structures may serve as 
disincentives to join trade unions. In France and Spain, 
for example, collective agreements as a rule do not dis- 
criminate in favour of union members; in fact, such 
discrimination would frequently be illegal. However, 
employers are legally obliged to bargain with recognised 
trade unions, no matter how low their membership. Fur- 
thermore, widespread extensions of the terms and condi- 
tions of collective agreements to both non-unionised 
employees and non-affiliatcd employers - while raising 
the coverage rate in a number of countries, particularly in 
Europe - may be a disincentive to unionisation. In both 
types of cases workers need not be union members to 
enjoy the advantages of union contracts, 

Considering the relation between coverage and den- 
sity rates, the unweighted average coverage rate for the 
17 countries shown is around 30 percentage points higher 
than the average union density rate (68 vs. 38 per cent). 
Several groups of countries can be identified. First, there 
is a group - Canada, Japan, the United States - with 
below-average coverage and unionisation, and little dif- 
ference between the two {even if among them both rates 
vary considerably). Another group features very high 
unionisation and coverage rates and relatively modest 
differences between them, e.g. Finland, Norway and 
Sweden. Finally, there are countries with sometimes 
quite considerable differences between the two indica- 
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Chart 5.1 
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a) Figures have been rounded. The trade union density rate refers 
to the number of trade union members as a per cent of wage- 
and salaryearners. The collective bargaining coverage rate 
refers to the number of workers covered by collective agree- 
ments as a per cent of wage- and salary-earners. Coverage 
rates have been adjusted for employees excluded from bar- 
gaining rights. Methodological differences in the calculation of 
trade union density rates are explained in Table 5.7. 

b) Data refer generally to 1990, except for the coverage rates in 
France, Germany, Japan and Portugal, where they refer to 1985, 
1992,1989 and 1991, respectively. 

c) Coverage rate refers to Great Britain only. 

Source: See Annex 5.A. 



tors; the gap is especially wide in France, but also signifi- 
cant in countries such as Austria, Germany, the 
Netherlands and Spain. With the exception of Spain, 
these countries have above-average coverage rates, but 
only Austria also has an above-average rate of unionisa- 
tion. Consequently, while a high unionisation rate is nec- 
essarily associated with a high coverage rate, across these 
17 countries there is only a modest positive correlation 
( r  = 0.4141) between the two rates. A full understanding 
of cross-country dissimi'larities in coverage rates and 
within-country differences bctween unionisation and 
coverage requires cxainination of bargaining levels, the 
dcgree of Lo-ordination across those levels and thc role 
of extension inechanisms. These topics are taken up in 
the following section. 

D. BARGAINING LEVELS, CO-ORDINATION 
MECHANISMS AND EXTENSION RULES 

Differences in prevailing bargaining levels among 
countries were emphasized earlier. An equally important 
feature is the degree of bargaining co-ordination, which 
can be either direct or indirect. Direct or overt cu- 
ordination rcfers lo the explicit pursuit of economy-wide 
co-ordination goals by h e .  priricipal bargaining agents 
(i.e. the peak associations of business and labour, possi- 
bly joined by government agencies in tripartite arrange- 
ments). When co-ordination is achieved through the 
internal governance of the associations and/or through 
the pace-setting role of bargaining in key sectors, it may 
be termed indirect or covert co-ordination. 

It is also useful to differentiate between the co- 
ordinating goals of the principal actors (i.e. government, 
tradc unions, employers and their associations) and thc 
bargaining systcm's actual capacity to co-ordinate. Goals 
may range from an cconomy-wide co-ordination of bar- 
gaining rounds to the lack of any c.o-ordinating claims. 
However, bargaining sysLerns vary in their ability to 
attain the desired goals. Much depends on whether there 
i s  a sufficiently supportive institutional framework for 
economy-widc co-ordination, how frequently such co- 
ordination takes place, and whether or not co-ordination 
efforts suffer from defection by bargaining agents. Stark 
disproportion of goals and capacity is likely to create 
pressures for change in the bargaining system. 

1. Review of country developments 

Table 5. I prcscnts an overview of OECD countries' 
institutionalised bargaining Icvcls, lheii- predominant bar- 
gaining level and the (desired and actual) degree of bar- 
gaining co-ordination. The assignment of countries tinder 
these headings is based on qualitative judgements best 

appreciated in conjunction with an overview of bargain- 
ing developments in individual countries. Using bargain- 
ing co-ordination as the point of reference, countries may 
be classified into three main groups: one with unco- 
ordinated bargaining, one characteerised by covert co- 
ordination and a third relying on overt co-ordination. The 
review of individual country developments will help to 
show how differences in prevailing bargaining levels and 
in degrees of co-ordination are related to coverage rates. 

i) Unco-ordinnted bargaining 

U nco-ordinated bargaining tcnds to occur where 
negotiations at company or plant level predominate. This 
type of bargaining is chwactcristic of Canada, New 
Zealand (since 199'1 ), the United States and increasingly 
of the United Kingdom. In Switzerland, too, there is little 
co-ordination of bargaining, although negotiations there 
are primarily, at the sectoral level. . 

The case of the United States was already presented 
in Section B. Bargaining patterns in Canadu by and large 
resemble those in the United States, although union den- 
sity rates differ considerably. Single-employer bargaining 
is the general norm, while multi-employer bargaining is 
most. established in industrics with many small firms, 
such as trucking and consiruction.'O Howcver, in contrast 
with the United Statcs, there hat; been no consistent trcnd 
towards dccentralisation. There js wine evidence from 
the late 1980s that multi-employer barsaining has some- 
what expanded [Coleman (1493)l. Quebec and British 
Columbia, in particular, have encouraged bargaining by 
employer associations [Thompson (1987)j. 

The labour relations system in New Zealnnd has 
undergone profound change with the passing of the 
Employment Contracts Act in 1991. The Act brought 
about an extensive deregulation of labour law, including 
the dismantling of the previous award systcm and aboli- 
tion of the provisions for union regiswation and recogni- 
tion. Previously, most collective bargaining and settle- 
nierit by awards was conducted at the multi-employer 
level preferred by thc unions. In  1990, 3 out of 
4 employees under a collective agrccment and half of 
total employees were covered by multi-employer bar- 
gaining [Hai-bridge (1991)j. Since then, such bargaining 
has largely collapsed; according to a recent survey, 
84 per cent of all covered employees in New Zealand 
derive their coverage from single-employer, enterprise 
settlements [Harbridge ( 1  993)]. 

There has been a significant shift to lower-level 
bargaining in the IJnitcd Kingdom. Sectoral bargaining 
started to weaken back in the 196Os, when an informal 
system of workplace negotiations developed which was 
backed by the bargaining power of the shop stewards 
under a tight labour market. As a result of changed 
labour market conditions and declining union influence 
during thc 1980s, employers started to demand a further 
shift towards decentralised hargaining. This has meant, in 

. 
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Table 5.1 . Bargaining lcvcls and bargaining co-ordination, 1980-1994 

Institutionalised bargaining 
lCVClS“ Predominant bargaining level 

Economy-wide co-ordination 

As a goal‘ Capacity for implementation 

Australia 
Austria 
Belgium 
Canada 
Finland 
France 
Germany 
Sapan 
Nclherluiids 
Ncw Zealand 
Norway 
Portugal 
Spain 
Sweden 
Switzerland 
United Kingdom 
United States 

1. 2, 3 
2, 3 

1, 2, 3 
1. 2 

1 ,2 ,  3 
1 ,  2, 3 

1 , 2  
1, 2 

1 .  2, 3 
1 ,  2 

I :  2? 3 
‘I, 2, 3 
1: 2, 3 
1 ,  2, 3 

1, 2 
1, 2 
1, 2 

2 + 3 ,  1 
2 
2 
1 

3 + 2/1 
2 
2 
1 
2 

2 t l  
2-3  
2 + 213 
213 -+ 2 
3 + 2  
2 

2 + 1  
1 

Overt co-ordination 
Covert co-ordination 
Overt co-ordination 

No co-ordination 
Overt co-ordination 
Overt co-ordination 

Covert co-ordination 
Covert co-ordination 
Overt co-ordination 
Overt co-ordination 
Overt co-ordination 
Overt co-ordination 
Ovcrt co-ordination 
Overt co-ordination 

No co-ordination 
No co-ordination 
No co-ordination 

High 
High 

Limited 
Lacking 

High 
Limited 

High 
High 

Limiletl 
T .acking 

High 
Lirriikd 
Limited 
Limited 
Limited 
Lacking 
Lacking 

a) 1 = Company/plant level. 
2 = Sectoral level. 
3 = Central level. 

h) + Direction of change 
c )  Overt co-ordination is based on centralised concertation of bargaining rounds among the peak associations of business and labour (possibly in co-operation with the 

state). Covert co-ordination relies on intra-associational govcrnancc by the peak associations and/or the pace-setting role of bargaining in key sectors, 

most cascs, a growing emphasis on plant-level negotia- 
tions, corresponding to a decentsalisation of management 
accountability within large companies. Accordingly, thc 
share of employees covered by multi-cmployer agree- 
ments has declined continuously. At the same time, 
major company and plant agreements have taken over the 
pace-setting role in annual wage rounds [Edwards et al. 
( 1992)]. 

ii) Covert bargaining co-ordinarion 

Austria, Germany and Japan rely on an indircct 
(covert) mode of co-ordination. I n  Japan, most collective 
bargaining takes place at thc company level. However, 
negotiations arc given a precise hamework through sepa- 
rate internal co-ordination by both labour and business. 
Thus, the annual bargaining round is launched by means 
of the Shunto, the trade unions’ nation-wide “spring 
offensive”, which is based on general guidelines for pay 
demands set jointly by the national trade union centres 
[Togaki (1986); Shirai (1987)l. These guidelines are fur- 
ther specified by each sectoral union, which dccides on 
the average wage increase to bc sought in the sector and 
guides the entcrprisc unions’ particular demands, 

Parallel efforts to co-ordinate the bargaining policy 
of employers are made by the employer associations and 
the major companies, wilh the result that the companies’ 
responses to trade union demands largely converge. 
Aside from this co-ordinated pattern of company bargain- 
ing, multi-employer bargaining bctween sectoral unions 

and eniploycr associations occurs in a few scctors, such 
as shipping, steel and automobiles. Finally, it is important 
to note that company agreements in Japan give manage- 
ment considerable leeway to modify individual pay- 
ments, because several wage components are Iinked to 
managerial assessment of workers’ performance. 

In Germany, the vast majority of collective agree- 
ments arc conducted at the sectoral level, differentiated 
by region. With some exceptions (such as Volkswagen), 
bargaining at the company level involves only small 
firms whose separate agreements closely follow the 
sectoral settlements. Co-ordinatiun is assured by the 
associational strength of sectoral employer organisations 
aid trade unions which control and cn-ordinate the bar- 
gaining rounds undertaken at regional level. In addition, 
pilot agreements in key branches and regions of the 
metalworking sector usually serve as the model for bar- 
gaining in the rest of that sector, as well as in other 
branches. The practice of sectoral bargaining is backed 
by labour law, which makes supplementary bargaining 
by works councils over pay rates illegal, unless they are 
entitied to do so by an “opening clause” laid down in 
the collectivc agreement. Such clauses were, for exam- 
plc, included in agreements on workingtime reduction 
and flexibility after 1984, the details of which were fixed 
in thousands of supplementary local “woiks agree- 
ments” [Jacobi et L I ~ .  (1992)]. I n  practice, works councils 
have always been able to make some amends to sectoral 
pay agreements by negotiating on piece rates and various 
premia related to performance and work effort. 
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Signs of strain have recently become apparent in the 
eastern Liinder, where firms have opposed the quick 
adjustment of effective wages to western levels and have 
been partially successful in delaying the adjustment pro- 
cess. Special-interest associations of small and medium- 
sized firms have begun to call for a plant-related bargain- 
ing approach, since they regard the policy of the sectoral 
employer associations as being too closely oriented 
towards the interests of large firms [EIRR (1992), 
No. 2211. An opening clause providing for pay bargain- 
ing at company level has been included in the most 
recent metal industry agreement for the eastcrn Lander; 
however, flexibility remains restricted, since the trade 
union has to agree to the conduct of such supplementary 
bargaining in every particular case. 

Economy-wide concertation has a long tradition in 
Austria, which is usually classified in cross-national 
comparisons as one of the most “corporatist” countries. 
While tripartite concertation on labour legislation has by 
and large retained its importance, co-operation between 
the central confederations of business and labour (espe- 
cially concerning combined price and wage controls) has 
declined, due to the economy’s growing internationalisa- 
tion. Hence, the key arena in collective bargaining has 
shifted to the sectoral level. In addition, while labour law 
tends to exclude collective bargaining at company or 
plant level, in practice local works coLiiicils often negoti- 
ate supplementary wage increases. As in Germany, there 
has been some decentralisation to company and 
establishment level conccrning flexible working hours 
[Traxler (1992)l. Recently, ‘‘opcning clauses” in 
sectoral agreements have allowed works councils to 
accept pay cuts when working hours are reduced to pre- 
vent redundancies. 

iii) Overt bargaining co-ordination 

Overt forms of co-ordination are institutionalised as 
multi-tier systems of collective bargaining. Ideally, the 
results reached at the distinct bargaining levels form a 
hierarchical order of collective agreements wherc lowcr- 
level agreements are intended to supplement those at the 
higher levcl. One can broadly differentiate between two- 
tier systems (Portugal) and three-tier systems (Australia, 
Belgium, Finland, France, Netherlands, Norway, Spain 
and Sweden). 

In Portugal, a two-tier system composed of sectoral 
bargaining and tripartite concertation has evolved since 
the early 1980s. Tripartite negotiations have led to sev- 
eral cconomy-wide incomes policy agreements, most 
recently in 1992. Due mainly to inter-union competition, 
the system suffers from limited co-ordination capacities. 
Correspondingly, there are great variations over time in 
the effectiveness of tripartite incomes policy aimcd at 
containing inflation. Bargaining at the company level is 
rare, since private employers in Portugal - in contrast to 
many other countries - tend lo oppose company bargain- 

ing. This is mainly due to the comparatively low wage 
levels laid down in sectoral agreements, and to the 
employers’ interest in discouraging union activities 
within the enterprisc [Barreto (1992); Gaspar (1992); 
Pinto (1 990)]. 

Among the countries characterised by three-tier sys- 
tems, Finland, Sweden, Belgium and Spain will be briefly 
discussed. Economy-wide bargaining seems currently 
most entrenched in Finland, with peak associations of 
employers and employees negotiating package deals on 
wages, prices, and economic and social policy. In prac- 
tice, such agreements constitute guidelines rather than 
binding provisions: in any central bargaining round, sev- 
eral dnions enter separate negotiations at the sectoral 
level. This may occur in two ways [Lilja (1992)l. First, 
some peak associations on both sides may allow sectoral 
adjustments to the central agreement. Second, sectoral 
union affiliates may, without authorisation from their 
confederation, deviate from the central agreement in 
order to attain better bargaining results. In many cases, 
this is possible only by means of industrial action. 
Finland’s relatively high strike propensity can be traced 
to such defections, which in turn result from inter-union 
rivalry. 

Finally, central and sectoral agreements are comple- 
mented by workplace bargaining, particularly in large 
enterprises. It is an important goal of employers to extend 
the bargaining process to the company level. The central 
incomes policy agreement for 1992 and 1993 is a step in 
this direction. Aimed at restricting inflation and enhanc- 
ing the country’s competitiveness, the agreement empha- 
sizes the necessity to develop a bargaining system that 
enables the parties to pay closer attention to the needs 
of companies and their employees at the workplace 
[EIRR (1992), No. 2181. 

The Swedish bargaining system has undergone 
considerable decentralisation ovcr the last decade. 
Sweden’s previous, highly centralised, bargaining struc- 
ture had been capable of reconciling the blue-collar 
workcrs’ (LO) demand for a “solidaristic” wage policy 
with the employers’ (SAF} interest in niatching wage 
increases with the competitive position of the export- 
oriented sector. 

This arrangement entered into crisis as it became 
progressively less capable of taking into account the 
needs of the export sector. Destabilizing impulses also 
arose from the increasing strength of white-collar and 
public employees, which led to the formation of bargain- 
ing cartels outside the domain of the LO and SAF. In the 
1980s, the LO-SAF co-ordinating position in economy- 
wide bargaining was gradually replaced with pay compe- 
tition between separate bargaining cartels, Following a 
period in which collective bargaining oscillated betwcen 
the central and sectoral level [Kjellherg (i992)], SAF 
announced in 1991 that it would no longer take part in 
centralised wage bargaining and, in addition, later with- 
drew from almost all corporatist bodies. Sectoral bar- 
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gaining, combined with cover1 co-ordination by the cen- 
tral associations, is the most likely future scencario. 

In Belgium, there is a hierarchical three-tier system 
of bargaining laid down in law. Economy-wide agree- 
ments are concluded by the peak associations in the 
National Labour Council, and subsequently provide a 
framework for the sectoral agreements signed in the Joint 
Committees; these may in turn be further elaborated by 
company agreemcnts. Among the three levels, sectoral 
bargaining ~ often differentiated by region - is consid- 
ered predominant [Spineux (199O)j. In principle, higher- 
level agreements set binding provisions for those at lowcr 
levels [du Bled (1992)l. However, actual practice pro- 
ceeds less smoothly. On the one hand, Bclgium’s 
regional cleavages have generated jurisdictional conflicts 
over what issues should be dealt with at the distinct 
levels [Vilrokx and van Leemput (199211. On the other 
hand, between 1976 and 1986 economic difficulties pre- 
vented the bargaining parties from arriving at economy- 
wide agreements. During this period, collective bargain- 
ing was under tight State control, including the imposi- 
tion of a wage freeze from 1982 onwards. 

In 1986, the tradition of bipartite economy-wide 
bargaining was revitalised, with central agreements 
signed every two years. Thc 1989 Law on thc Protection 
of Competitiveness has reinforced thc authority of 
the Central Economic Council (ConseiE rmtrul de 
l’kconomie, CCE), in which the social partners periodi- 
cally discuss issues of Belgian competitiveness. The law 
also provides the government with the means to overrule 
bargaining outcomes and intervene in pay-setting in 
response to adverse trends in the economy. 

From 1976 to 1986, Spain saw a series of national 
accords which, in various combinations, included the 
government, political parties, the peak employer associa- 
tion (CEOE) and one or both of the two major union 
confederations. In addition to their contribution to stabi- 
lizing the young democracy, these accords concentrated 
on incomes policy by setting bands for wage increases, to 
which lower-level bargaining units generally conformed 
[Jimeno (1991)j. As the govcrnment switched to tighter 
macroeconomic policies at the end of the 1980s, such 
concertation lost its material base. In 1992, a degree of 
economy-wide concertation was restored when the 
CEOE and the two major union confederations agreed to 
set up a permanent social dialogue. This initiative coin- 
cided with a new government interest in macroeconomic 
concertation on matters of economic restructuring, An 
initiative for a tripartite agrccment on competitiveness, 
however, foundercd bccause of union opposition to its 
emphasis on wage restraint, and unions have since 
become increasingly hostile to government proposals on 
labour market reform, leading up to a general strike in 
January 1994. 

Sectoral bargaining, which usually sets minimum 
standards for working conditions, is most frequently con- 
ducted at the provincial level, and only in exceptional 
cases at the national level (e.g. in the chemical industry). 
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At the company level, both works councils and trade 
unions are entitled to conclude collective agreements. 
However, this takes place only in a limited number of 
large companies, due to poor union presence in the work- 
place. The recent interest in decentralised bargaining 
shown by the CEOE reflects both the employers’ call for 
more flexibility and the resistance of some of CEOE’s 
affiliates to the rigidities involved in sectoral bargaining 
[EIRR (1992), No. 216; Lucio (1992)l. 

2. An overview of bargaining patterns 

The preceding discussion of bargaining levels and 
types of co-ordination helps in understanding the classifi- 
cations in Table 5.1 which shows the main patterns and 
trends. The column on “institutionalised bargaining 
levels” demonstrates that there is no country where bar- 
gaining is exclusively conducted at one level - indeed, in 
some countries it occurs at all three. However, in most 
countries there is a clear predominance of one specific 
level, with sectoral, multi-employer bargaining prevail- 
ing most often. As Chart 5.1 has already shown, the 
countries with predominant company/plant-level bargain- 
ing tend to have the lowest coverage rates. 

In a number of countries, the predominant bar- 
gaining level has changed over the last decade, moving 
“upwards”, “downwards”, or even in both directions 
simultaneously (see also the discussion of centralisation/ 
decentralisation trends in Section F.3). The predomi- 
nance of company and sectoral bargaining seems more 
stable over time than economy-wide bargaining, as 
shown by the changing composition of the group of 
countries characterised by predominant cconomy-wide 
bargaining. This obviously has to do with the fact that the 
co-ordination goals of economy-wide bargaining are 
quite ambitious and difficult to realise. 

Table 5.1 a h  suggesls that only a €ew countries 
with economy-wide bargaining goals are equipped with 
corresponding co-ordination capacities. This is mainly 
due to incomplete co-operation of certain national peak 
associations of either business or labour (e.g. France, 
Spain and Sweden), defection of some of their affiliates 
from central accords (e.g. the Netherlands) and deadlock 
in central negotiations (e.g. Belgium and Spain). 

There seems to be more balance between co-ordina- 
tion goals and capacity in the Austrian, German and 
Japanese systems, where goals are more moderate (with 
collective bargaining mainly taking place below the 
economy-wide level} but where, at the same time, sub- 
stantial co-ordination takes place via internal governance 
by the central associations and/or via a pace-setting role 
of key sectors in bargaining. In several countries with 
predominantly single-empIoyer settlements (Canada, the 
United Kingdom and the United States), co-ordinated 
bargaining is unlikely to occur due to the absence of both 



co-ordinating associations and a multi-tier system of hier- 
archically ordered bargaining levels. 

3. The role of extension mechanisms 

Governments can influence collective bargaining 
coverage by defining the rights and duties of the bargain- 
ing parties. This is done, inrer a h ,  by union recognition 
and union security provisions, and by regulation of the 
right to strike and lockout. Extcnsion rules are another 
determinant of coverage. Apart from thc cstablished 
practice of employers exlending a collective agreement 
to non-unionised employees of the bargaining unit, 
two main legal mechanisms of extension can be 
distinguished. 

The first makes a collective agreement generally 
binding within its domain ( ie .  a particular economic 
sector and/or region) and covers both employers and 
employees who are not affiliated with the bargaining 
parties. Generally, this can be done by the responsible 
authority (normally the Ministry of Labour) at the 
request of the bargaining parties. The application of this 
provision is often tied to special preconditions. In Finland 
and Germany, for example, labour legislation provides 
that collective agreements can bc declared generally 
binding only when the bargaining parties cover more 
than a certain percentage (50 per cent in the German 
case) of the employees within the agreement’s domain. 

The second may be termed an enlargement, in line 
with the French terminology [Despax et Rojot (1987)l. 
This is designed to make collective agreements binding 
on employers and employees in certain geographical or 
sectoral areas outside the agreement’s domain if they are 
economically similar lo those covered by the collective 
agreement, and if there arc nu parties capable of con- 
ducting collective bargaining. 

The implications of lcgal extension provisions go 
beyond a simple count of the numbcr of workers (and 
employers) directly aflected. The existence of such provi- 
sions may encourage memhership in, or discourage 
dcfcction from, employer federations. Under administra- 
tive extension, an individual employer must observe min- 
imum wages and/or working conditions agreed to by the 
employer association in hisher sector of economic activ- 
ity. Rather than having the terms of remuneration dic- 
tated by outside bodies, individual employers thus have 
an incentive to join employcr organisations in order to 
influence agreements. However, tlic cxisteiice of 
employer organisation3 for bargaining purposes cannot 
simply be attributcd to incentives generated by extension 
mcchanisiiis. For example, as noted earlier, employers 
may value cci-tain collective goods that are casier to 
produce if they are organised. In addition, if employers 
face strong union federations, they have an obvious 
incentive to form counter-organisations. 

Chart 5.2 classifies countries accurcling lo the perva- 
siveness of extension practices and the degree of collec- 
tive bargaining coverage. There are three, partly overlap- 
ping, groups. First, in Austria, Belgium, France and 
Portugal, a significant number of collective agreements, 
in particular at the branch level, are regularly extended, 
although there may be variations in the way extension 
provisions are implemented. In France and Portugal, for 
example, ministerial decrees commonly extend collective 
agreements to non-affiliated workers and cmployers 
[Barreto (1992); ministere du Travail (1993)l. 

Australia’s award system represents a special case 
of extcnsion. In the federal system, unions have the right 
Lo serve demands on all employers of an industry, 
thereby making even unaffiliated cmployers party to the 
arbitration process. In some state jurisdictions, awards 
can be declared to be common ruks applicable to all 
employers within their domain [Mitchell and Scherer 
(1993)].” 

Among a second group, Finland, the Netherlands 
and Switzerland have in common a more limited, but still 
considerable impact of extension. The share of 
employees covered via extension among the total number 
of cmployees covered in these countries has been esti- 
mated at 19, 14 and 13 per cent, respectively [Kauppinen 
(.I992); Korver (1991); Bauer and Baumcann (1993)J. 
Germany, whcrc outside employers largely follow the 
outcome of sectoral bargaining, and Spain are character- 
ised by a more moderate use of the extension mechanism. 
At the end of 1992, for example, less than 2 per cent of 
valid collective agreements in Germany, notably in con- 
struction, textiles and clothing, had been declared gener- 
ally binding. This added only about 3 per cent of 
employees to collective bargaining coverage.I2 

Among the countries without extension procedures 
are the United States, Canada (with the exception of 
Quebec), the United Kingdom, Japan, Norway and 
Sweden. The first three countries demvnslrate the inconi- 
pat.ihility of single-employer bargaining and extension 
procedurcs. In the United Kingdom, the decline of multi- 
employer bargaining was accompanied by the disman- 
tling of extension procedures. Undcr thc Employment 
Protection Act of 1975, f i rm could be obliged to pay 
wages not less favourable than those fixed by collective 
bargaining in the industry. This widely used provision 
was rescinded in 1980. Similarly, the Fair Wages 
Resolution of 1946, which had required government con- 
tractors to comply with working conditions as determined 
by collective agreements in the industry, was rescinded 
in 1983 [Siebert (1991)l. 

Also in Japan, extension practices, although pro- 
vided for in labour legislation, are extremely rare. Fur- 
thermore, Norway and Sweden demonstrate that exten- 
sion mechanisms can be absent not only in decentralised 
bargahing systems, hut aIso in highly central.ised oncs. 
When associations are strong, collective agreements 
signed by them tend to dctcrmine working conditions 
outside their own domain. For example, Swedish uni.ons 
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Chart 5.2 

Extension rules and coverage, 1990 

Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 

Group 1: Extension absent or negligible 

Group 2: Limited extension practice 

Group 3: Pervasive extension practice 

Source andnotes: See Chart 5.1 and Annex 5.A. 

usually conclude “subsidiary” agreements with employ- 
ers unaffiliated with employer associations. In 1990/9 1 ,  
these agreements covered nearly 12 per cent of the total 
number of blue-collar workers under a collectivc agree- 
ment in the private sector [Nilsson (1991)l. 

Considering dala on coverage and union density in 
conjunction with countries’ use of extension mechanisms 
can shed some light on the following issues: is coverage 
greater in countries with strong extension rules? Is union 
density lower where extension is widespread? Is the dif- 
ference between the two indicators greater where exten- 
sion is pervasive? 

It is evident, first, that coverage rates are high in 
most countries classified as having a pervasive practice 
of extension. Three of the five countries with at least 9 of 
every 10 workers covered by some kind of collective 
agreement fit this description. However, it is also clear 
that high coverage rates are not uniquely associated with 
such mechanisms, as indicated in the case of Norway and 
Sweden. Second, where extension is prevalent, union 
density is not necessarily low. While France stands out as 
having the lowest union density rate among OECD coun- 

tries, Australia, Austria, Belgium and Portugal have 
above-average rates. 

Next, countries where the difference between the 
two indicators is largest are often those where extension 
possibilities are strongest. This is not necessarily an indi- 
cation of the importance of extension in explaining the 
level of collective bargaining coverage. For example, 
Austria has the highest coverage rate of the 17 countries 
shown in Chart 5. I ,  and one of the largest gaps between 
that rate and union density; yet, as noted earlier, this 
country’s main employer organisation is based to a large 
degree on compulsory membership, so that agreements 
reached in its domain lead to almost total coverage 
[Traxler (1 986)]. 

Finally, interest in the application of extension rules 
is not limited to employers and trade unions. Govern- 
ments themselves can use extension provisions to 
develop regulation where direct prescription is either not 
possible or not desired. In the case of Australia, for 
example, the Constitution has been interpreted as pre- 
cluding the federal parliament from legislating compre- 
hensively on employment conditions, and awards by 
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arbitration tribunals have often constituted the mecha- 
nism through which the federal government can achieve 
changes in employment conditions or institute wage 
restraint rules. 

In France, governments have frequently encouraged 
the conclusion of collective agreements in order to 
achieve consensus on legislative reform which would 
have been more difficult in the poIitical arena: these 
agreements often provide the basis for subsequent legis- 
lation. Similarly, in Finland and the Netherlands govern- 
ments have encouraged agreerncnts - which are later 
madc generally binding - as a basis for establishing 
supplcmentary pension funds and other social insuraiice 
provisions, l 3  

4. Summary 

There are large differences in collective bargaining 
coverage rates across OECD countries, ranging from 
under 20 per cent in the United States to virtually 100 per 
cent i n  Austria. One factor of importance is the predomi- 
nant level at  which bargaining takes place. Coverage is 
always lower in countrics characterised by sing1.e- 
employer bargaining coinpared with those where agree- 
ments are mainly concluded at the sectoral or cconomy- 
widc level. The evidcnce is less clear that the degree of 
“co-ordination” of bargaining has an impact on cover- 
age rates. For example, Japan is characterised by covert 
co-ordination of wage bargaining by pattern-setting 
unions through its Shunto, by extensive public debate on 
what an appropriate average wage increase should be, 
and by strong links and implicit understandings between 
large firms both within and across keiretsu groupings 
[Dore et al. (1989)l. That does not, however, translate 
into high coverage rates. Evaluating the impact of legal 
extension rules on coverage is not casy, and no simple 
conclusion is possible. While countries whel-e extension 
is important. generally have high coverage rates, it is not 
clear to what dcgree extcnsion explains the coverage rate, 
and extension i s  in fact absent in some countries with 
high coverage rates. 

Section B argued that the provision of collective 
goods may attract employers to enter into collective bar- 
gaining: “productivity coalitions” in the case of single- 
employer bargaining, and cartelisation or some standardi- 
zation of wages and working conditions, in combination 
with increased opportunities for the joint regulation of 
economic restructuring, in the case of multi-employer 
bargaining. Considering this in light of thc above find- 
ings, there is some reason 1.0 believe that the second type 
of c.ollectivc good may be the more important rationale. 
This is because productivity coalitions do not necessarily 
presuppose single-employer bargaining. In fact, thcy can 
also be set up within the framework of multi-employer 
bargaining or even without any union participation. By 
contrast, standardized working conditions are necessarily 
tied to multi-employer bargaining. 

While any form uf collective bargaining restricts 
management prerogatives more than individual contracts, 
the crucial point in comparing single- and multi- 
employer bargaining is that they generate contrasting 
effects on both wage competition and management pre- 
rogatives. Company-centred bargaining systems tend to 
set actual wage rates, thus restricting employers’ room to 
manoeuvre. Multi-employer bargaining systems usually 
only set a floor under wages, thus leaving the employer 
some leeway to pay higher rates. Sincc multi-employer 
bargaining is more distant from core management pre- 
rogatives than i s  compan y-centred bargaining, it tends to 
restrict managerial prerogatives less. Finally, while 
multi-employer bargaining. in combination with exten- 
sion, moderales inter-firm cornpctition in the labour mar- 
ket, a coinpany agreement directly alters the position of 
enterprises in that its economic cffccts discriminate 
between the respective company and its competitors, 
unless any wage differences are offset by productivity. 
This can create a stronger incentive for employers 
to avoid collective bargaining in a company-centred 
system. I 4  

E. OTHER DETERMTNANTS OF COLLECTIVE 
BARGAINING COVERAGE 

1. Coverage in the private and public sectors 

Developments in the public sector are important for 
the spread of collective bargaining, because a number of 
governments have placed various restrictions on the con- 
duct of bargaining in this sector. Demarcations in bar- 
gaining rights may refer to criteria as different as the kind 
of task and occupation ( e . ~ .  cxclusion of police from 
bargaining), and the stakus of employmcnt (e.8. exclusion 
of civil servants). In addition, ovcr the last few decades, 
tradc unions have found it easier to organisc employees 
in,the public than in the privale sector. As defined here, 
the public sector includes public administration, educa- 
tion, health, social services and other public activities 
such as postal services and transport; by contrast, state- 
owned businesses are excluded. 

Beginning with the role collective bargaining plays 
as a means for employment regulation in the public sec- 
tor, three types of arrangements can be distinguished. 
First, in half of the countries under consideration, collec- 
tive bargaining is the sole or predoininant mode of 
employment regulation. Alternatively, employment con- 
ditions may bc governcd eillier exclusively or predomi- 
nantly by statute, with only consultative rights conceded 
to trade unions. Finally, statutes and collective agree- 
ments can coexist as two types of regulation applying to 
distinct groups of public employees. 

In the Nordic and Anglo-Saxon countries as well as 
France and (since 1993) the Netherlands, a large part of 
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public employees are covered by collective agreements. 
In some cases, however, bargaining outcomes still 
require approval by statute. Collective bargaining appears 
to be most dcvcloped in Sweden, where since 1966 pub- 
lic employees enjoy broad bargaining rights, including 
(within certain limits) the right to engage in industrial 
action [Kjellberg (1992)]. In the Netherlands, free collec- 
tive bargaining has now replaced previous arrangements 
whereby public sector trade unions only had a consulta- 
tive role. 

In the United Kingdom, a special arrangement 
involves employees covered by Pay Review Bodies. 
Consisting of representativeb fwm unions, employers and 
government departments, these bodies are only entitled to 
subinit recommendations to the government. During the 
1980s, certain groups of employees (e.g. teachers and 
nurses) were shifted from free collective bargaining to 
wage-setting in the Pay Review Bodies, so that coverage 
in the public sector, as shown in Table 5.2, is now at 
around 78 per cent (while it was over 90 per cent a 
decade ago) [Edwards et al. (1992); Millward et al. 
(1992j1. 

YrIncipal mode of 
employinent regulation 

In Canada and the United States, employment regu- 
lation in the public sector is less uniform than in tlic othcr 
countries, duc to separate jiirisdiclions. In Canada, col- 
leclive bargaining has characterised labour rclations in  
the public sector since the 1960s, with distinct legislation 
at the federal and provincial levels. In all jurisdictions, 
however. restrictions on the conduct and results of col- 

Coverage rates 
(percentages) 

Private 
sector sector 

Australia 
Canada 
Finland' 
Germany 
Great Britain 
New Zealand 
Norway 
Spain' 
Sweden 
United States 

Collective bargaining 
Collective bargaining 
Cnllcctivc bargaining 

Mixed 
Collcclivc bargaining 
Collective bargaining 
Collective bargaining 
Statutory regulation 

Collective bargaining 
Collective bargaining 

98 72 
80 30 

100 66 
59"/100' 88 

781 401 
94 55 
97 62 

12"/100' 67 
100 72 
43 13 

~~~~~~ ~ 

a) With the exception of Spain. the table does not show countries relying 
principally on statutory regulation for determining terms and conditions of 
employmcnt in thc public srclur . 

6 )  Data refer generally to 1990: with the exception of Finland (1989) and 
Norway (1992). 

c) Coverage rate excludes firms covcrcd by cxtciisioii rules. 
dJ Coveragc raw I-clittcd LII the public sec1o1' as a whole. 
e )  Coveragc ratc acl,juslcd h r  public crnployetts excluded from bargaining 

righls. 
j) Data are based on the Wwkpltrt:u Tmlu.ytW Rdcrriowr Sirrvny (WIRS), and 

exclude estahlishmentn with lcss than 2.5 cmployccs. 
Source: Scc Anncx 5.A. 

lective bargaining were introduced in the .I 980s and early 
'I99Os, mainly in order Lo reduce public expenditurcs 
[Thompson (1.987j1. 

In the United States, there is considerable diversity 
between the federal, state and local levels concerning the 
right to bargain, from which certain employee groups 
may be excluded, and the scope of bargaining, with a 
varying range of issues excluded from negotiation. 
Nevertheless, with around 43 per cent, the coverage rate 
in the public sector is currently more than three times 
higher than that in the private sector. 

In Austria, Portugal, Spain and Switzerland, 
employment rcgulation in the public sector is exclusively 
or primarily governed by statute. Only a small number of 
public employees are covered by c.ollective agreements 
in Austria. In Spain, only public employees under non- 
standard employment contracts have a right to bargain, in 
contrast to regular civil servants [Jimeno (1991 j]. In 
Portugal and Switzerland, the entire public sector is offi- 
cially excluded from the right to bargain. In practice, 
however, the actual impact on employment relations of 
public-sector unions in all these European countries usu- 
ally exceeds the consultative role formally granted to 
them, since a type of "quasi-bargaining" has developed, 
notwithstanding the fact that formal bargaining rights are 
absent. 

Finally, Gerniany has established a mixed system of 
determining employment conditions, whereby about 
40 per cent of public employees ( i s .  the Beamte) are 
excluded from collective bargaining. Their employment 
conditions are set by statute, with an advisory role for the 
unions in the parliamentary process. By contrast, the 
coverage rate of employees equipped with the right to 
bargain is virtually 100 per cent. 

Turning to the comparison of the coverage rate in 
the public and private sectors, Table 5.2 shows that it. is 
considerably higher in the public sector in those Colin- 
tries whcrc collective bargaining is institutionalised in 
both sectors. Aside from the United Statcs, public sector 
coverage (adjusted for employees excluded from bargain- 
ing rights) is above 75 and often close to 100 per cent. 
Rec.alling that union dcnsity is also substantially higher 
in the public sector, it can be argued that the public 
sector has developed into a stronghold of unionism in  
general and of collective bargaining in particular (at least 
when bargaining procedures have been established) 
[see OECD (1991)l. It should be noted, however, that the 
higher coverage in the public sector tends to be accompa- 
nied by substantive restrictions in bargaining rights, 
including the right to strike. 

As a rule, the public sector is more sheltered from 
market Competition than almost. any other sector. While 
this cerlainly enhances trade union power, governments 
may resort to restrictions of bargaining rights - as a 
functional equivalent to "market dkcipline" i n  the pri- 
vate sector - in order to keep expenditures for public 
employees in line with budget constraints. 



, , , . . . , .  .>. . . . , . .  ”, . .  .~ 

Indusrrial sector 

1 2 3 4 5 6 I a 9 

2. Coverage by industry 

Coefficient 
of variation 

Earlier research has shown that workers in manufac- 
turing, transport and public administration are more 
likely to be union members than those in agriculture, 
trade and financial services [OECD (1991)l. Similarly, 
sectoral variation, such as differing shares of overall 
employment in manufacturing and services, may be an 
important determinant of the extent of collective bargain- 
ing coverage. 

Table 5.3 contains available data on coverage by 
industrial sector, grouped to the extent possible according 
to the one-digit ISIC classification system. As with 
unionisation, transportation and manufacturing tend to 
show the highest coverage rates. But there is wide varia- 
tion in coverage across countries. The coefficient of vari- 
ation tends to be considerably higher in countries 
characterised by single-employer bargaining, and lower 
in those with multi-employer bargaining. 

Another important question is whether changes in 
the sectoral composition of employment have had any 

Australia . .  74 80 99 72 72 88 68 88 
Austria 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 90 78 
Canada 15 41 44 72 35 14 56 12 56 
Finland‘ 20 .. 89d 82 43 72 29 55 100 
Germany 99 99 99 99 99 99 99 68 69 
Great Britain‘ 85 63 48 52 45 23 80 38 68 
Japan 11 34 33 79 7 1 1  51 28 14 
Netherlands 69 66 76 30 96 65 84 61 66 
New Zealand 30 42 68 78 61 56 79 44 68 
Norway 34 87 ,74 96 65 49 84 58 92 
Portugal 34 57 91 49 6S 100 85 78 . .  
Switzerland 13 f .  56 13f 100 57 42 55 9 
United States 4 20 22 . .  22 7 34fi 3 22 

impact on coverage rates, Table 5.4 shows the results of a 
“shift-share’’ calculation for six countries. This calcula- 
tion examines the relationship between changing cover- 
age rates and employment shifts between sectors (as 
defined here, at the one-digit level). For this purpose, 
national coverage rates at the end of an observation 
period were predicted on the basis of sectoral coverage 
rates at the beginning of the period, and of actual changes 
in the sectoral composition of employees during the 
period, assuming that the sectoral coverage rates had 
remained constant. 

There are two main findings. First, at least at the 
one-digit level, shifts in sectoral composition alone 
would not have substantially changed the level of cover- 
age over time, except in Portugal. Second, with the 
exception of Finland and Spain, the actual changes in 
coverage rates were considerably greater than had been 
predicted. Especially striking is the case of Great Britain, 
where the sectoral change apparently contributed nothing 
to the significant decline in coverage between 1978 and 
1985 (which has continued at an even faster pace since 
then).I5 

0.12 
0.07 
0.52 
0.44 
0.14 
0.34 
0.74 
0.25 
0.27 
0.27 
0.30 
0.67 
0.61 

Table 5.3. Coverage rates by industry, 1990“ 
Pcrccntages 
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Table 5.4. The impact on coverage of changes 
in the sectoral composition of employees 

Percentages 

I980 

Male Female 

Actual 
change in the change coverage rate at the end of coverage rate in the 

the period” period<,, h rate 

Predicted ’Iedicted 

over the coverage 

1990 

Male Female 

Japan 1980- 1 989 25 0 -5 
Finland 1980-1990 v5 0 0 
Great Britaind 1978-1985 72 2 -6 
Portugal 1981-1991 75 5 9 
Spain 1983- 1990 67 0 1 
Uriited States 1980-1990 25 -1 -8 

a)  Predicted rates were calculated on the basis of actual changes in the sectoral 
cornposition of cmployccs? assuming that the sectoral coverage rate remained 
constant over time. 

h) In percentage points. 
c) Union members only. 
d) Data based on the New Earnings Survey (NES). 

Source: See Annex 5.A. 

3. Coverage by gender and firm size 

Aside from sectoral shifts, gcnder and firm size are 
other important variables which may affect coverage 
levels. Table 5.5 contains available data on coverage 
rates by gender. No clear pattern i s  discernible across the 
eight countries. In terms of the level of coverage, cross- 
country variation is pronounced: the coverage rate for 
men is lower in two cases (Australia, Norway), higher in 
four (Canada, the Netherlands, Switzerland and the 
United States) and equal to that of women in two further 

Australia 
Canada 
Great Britainc 
Netherlands 
Norway 
Portugal 
Switzerland 
United States 

85 93 

71 68 
. .  . .  

. .  . .  

. .  . .  
73 64 

31 19 
. I  . .  

77 84 
41 34 
64 64 
80 73 
73 79 
79 79 
58 49 
21 15 

. . Data not available. 
a)  Except for Australia (19741, Portugal (1981) and tireat Britain (1978). 
6 )  Except for thc Ncthcrlands (19871, Norway (1992), Portugal (1991), 

Swilzerland (1992) and Greal Britain (1985). 
c) Data based on the New Eu~nintgs Suivey (NES). 

Source: See Annex 5.A. 

cases (Portugal and Great Britain). Regarding changes 
over time, differences between coverage rates of men and 
women have declined in all countries where data were 
available. 

Data on coverage by firm size are available for 
Australia, Canada, France, Great Britain and the United 
States, although comparability is limited due to the dif- 
ferent size classifications (Table 5.6). In all countries, 
coverage increases with firm size. 

This relationship could be due to the association of 
firm size with union density on the one hand, and 
employers’ organising propensity on the other. There is 
empirical evidence that unionisation increases with firm 
size [see OECD (1991)l. However, it should be recalled 
that the impact of union density on total coverage rates is 
limited; arguably, differences in employers’ willingness 
to organise are at least as important as differentials in 
unionisation. According to recent cross-national studies, 
employers’ tendency to join an employer association sig- 
nificantly increases with firm size [Traxler (1993)l. As a 
consequence, coverage is positively associated with firm 

Table 5.6. Coverage rates by firm size 
Percentages 

Pirm size 
(number 

of employees) 

Australiad under 20 
20-49 
50-99 

100-499 
500-999 

1 000 and over 

Canada under 20 
20-99 

100-499 
500 and over 

France 10-49 
50- I99 
200-499 

500 and over 

Great Britain 25-99 
100-499 
500-999 

1 000 and over 

United Statesf under 25 
25-99 

100-499 
500 and over 

Coverage rate 

1 980n 1985 I, 1990c 

.. . .  59 

.. .. 68 

.. . .  79 
I .  . .  80 
.. .. 82 
.. . .  86 

. .  11 10 

. .  20 27 

.. 46 48 

. .  55 56 

81 91 . .  
89 96 f .  

94 98 . .  
96 100 . .  

. .  53 35 

. .  69 57 

. .  82 71 

. .  89 77 

8 . .  5 
22 1 .  10 
32 . .  18 
39 . .  26 

. , Data not available. 
4) I979 for the United Slates, 1981 h r  France. 
b) 1986 for Canada, 1984 for Great Britain 
cJ 1992 for the Uni td  States. 
d) Private sector only. 
eJ Figures based on the Workpluce Industrial RcIutions Survey (WZRS). 
f J  Non-agricultural employees only. 

Source: See Annex 5.A. 
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size even in countries characterised by multi-employer 
bargaining and pervasive extension practices - the case 
in Australia and France. 

However, one would expect differences in coverage 
rates by firm size to be highest in systems characterised 
by single-employer bargaining and an absence of exten- 
sion practices. In systems where enterprises and estab- 
lishments tend to be the only bargaining arenas, coverage 
is especially sensitive to union strength at company level. 
The data in Table 5,6 confirm this hypothesis. In Canada 
and the United States, bargaining coveragc in the largcst 
firms (500 and more employees) is more than five times 
higher than in the smallest firms. By contrast, in the two 
countries relying mainly on multi-employer bargaining, 
coverage in the largest firms is only 10 per cent higher 
(France, 1985) and less than S O  per cent higher 
(Australia) than in small firms. 

F. TRENDS IN COVERAGE AND UNIONISATION 

Some analysts assume that thcre is a general long- 
term trcnd in labour relations and collcct.ive bargain- 
ing towards decentralisation and “d.isorganisation” 
[e.g. Lash and Urry (1987); Streeck (1988h); and 
Windolf (‘1989)l. According to this assumption, struc- 
tural change has exacerbated the need for flexibility in 
manufacture, product quality and employee motivation. 
At the same time, it is argued, labour relations issues 
such as flexible working hours and performance-related 
pay, which must be dealt with as close to the workplace 
as possible, have gained in importance. In addition, rising 
living standards and the expansion of the service sector 
are supposed to have fostered individual sell-interest at 
the expense of collective solidarity, resulting in a weak- 
ening of collective reguiation. Two dimensions may be 
distinguished. Thc first refcrs to the decentralisation of 
the bargaining process, in the sense of a shift from higher 
to lower levels. The sec,ond relates to a process of “de- 
regulation”, i.e. the substitution of collective agreements 
by market competition. In order to assess whether there 
is any evidence to support these assumptions, this section 
analyses trends in the evolution of collective bargaining 
coverage rates since 1980. In comparison, time series 
data on trade union density are also presented. 

1. Declines in trade union dcnsity 

Table 5.7 shows the evolution of union density rates 
between 1970 (or another year in the 1970s) and 1990. 
There were gains in all Nordic countries (particularly 
large in Finland) and strong declines in, inter din, 
France, japan, Portugal, Spain and the United States. 
Overall, among the 23 countries for which full data were 

Table 5.7. Evolution of trade union density rates in 
OECD countries, 1970-90 

Trade union membership as a per cent 
of wage- and salary-earners 

Type of 
data* 1970 1980 1990 

Australia 
Au s bia 
Belgium 
Canatla 
Dennmark 
Finland 
France 
Germany 
Greece 
Iceland 
Irelarid 
Italy 
Japan 
Luxembourg 
Netherlands 
Norway 
New Zealand 
Portugal 
Spain 
Sweden 
Swit.xdand 
Turkey 
Unjlcd Kingdom 
United Slates 

E 
E 
E 
R 
E 
E 
E 
E 
R 
E 
E 
E 
E 
R 
E 
E 
E 
R 
E 
E 
E 
R 
E 
E 

50.2“ 
62.2 
45.5 
31.0 
60.0 
51.4 
22.3 
33.0 
35.8“ 
68.1 @ 

53.1 
36.3 
35.1 
46.8 
38.0 
51.41 

60.8”’ 
27.4c 
67.7 
30.1 ” 
1 8 . 1 p  
44.8 
21.2 

. .  

48.0b 
56.2 
55.9 
36.1 
76.0 
69.8 
17.5 
35.6 
36.7d 
75.2‘ 
57.0 
49.3 
31.1 
52.2 
35.3 
56.9 
56.0‘ 
60.7 * 
25.0 
7v.7 
30.7 
29.2 
50.4 
22.1 

40.4 
46.2 
51.2 
35.8 
71.4 
72.0 
9.8 

32.9 
34.1 
78.2R 
49.7 
38.8 
25.4 
49.7‘ 
25.5 
56.0 
44.8‘ 
31.8 
11.0 
82.5 
26.6 
21.52 
39.1 
15.6 

. . Data not available. 
* E = Based on employed mcmbers only. 

R = Based on recorded membership, not corrected for possible retired, 
unemployed and self-employed members. 
Some data for 1970 and 1980 may deviate slightly from those presented 
in OECD, Employment Outlook, 1991. because of new information 
received. 

a )  1976. i) 1987. 
b} 1982. j )  1972. 
c) 1977. k )  1985. 
d) 1986. I )  1991. 
e) 1979. in) 1978. 
f) 1983. ti) 1984. 
g) 1989. 0) 1971. 
A )  1981. p )  1978 
Sources: Data supplied by Jellt. Visser, University of Amsterdam. Scc alsn 

Tablc 4.1 and Annex 4.11 in  OECD, Ertqhyment Ourlook, 1991. 

available, union density increased in 10 and decreased 
in 12, with one country (Germany) stable. This suggests, 
at least when taking 1970 as the base year, that the large 
decreases in unionisation claimed by many observers are 
not borne out by the data. 

However, if the figures relating to the 1970s are 
separated from those for the 1980s, it can be seen that the 
gains which unions rnade during the 1970s (when rates 
went up i n  two-thirds of the countries) were lost during 
the 1980s (whcn rates fell in all but three countries). The 
unweightcd average of union density rates in OECD 
countries (cxcluding Iceland, Luxembourg and New 
Zealand), which was 42 per cent in 1970 and 46 per cent 
in 1980, fell back to 39 per cent by 1990. In most coun- 
tries where rates fell in the 19XOs, absolute membership 
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has also fallen, despite expanding employment levels. 
According to all indications, this trend has continued into 
the 1990s. 

2. A trend towards reduced coverage? 

Has the coverage of employees by collective agree- 
ments declined alongside of trade union density? Such a 
trend would imply a deregulation of bargaining systems, 
in the scnse of a move from collective negotiations 
between employers and unions to individual personnel 
relations and labour contracts. 

Table 5.8 presents the evolution of total covcragc 
rates for 11 countries. At first glance, there appears to be 
no general trend. Through the 1980s, coverage rates 
remained largely stable in four countries (Canada, 
Finland, Germany and Spain). With 9 percentage points, 
Portugal recorded a large increase in coverage. Between 
1980 and 1985, France also recorded an increase - of 
7 percentage points - and there is reason to believe that 
this gain was maintained through the latter hall o l  the 
decade. 

By contrast, since 1980 coverage has declined in the 
United States, Japan, Australia and the Netherlands.’” 
The decline in collective bargaining has been most pro- 
nounced in Great Britain; froin the late 1970s to the 
beginning of the I99Os, i t s  covcragc ratc fell by morc 
than 20 percentage points.“ 

Table 5.8. Evolution of collective bargaining coverage 
rates in selected OECD countries, 1980-90° 

Percentages 

Australia 
Canada 
Finland 
France 
Gcrniari y 
Great Britain‘ 
Japan 
Netherlands 
Portugal 
Spain[ 
United States 

88 

95 
85 
91 
70 
28 
76 
70 

26 

. .  

. .  

8.5 80 
37 3x 
. .  9s 

9 2 1 .  

91 90 
64 47 
. .  23 
76 I 71 
75 79 
67 68 
20 18 

. . Data not available. 
1 Break in series in 1987. 
a )  Coverage rates have k e n  adjusted for employees excluded from bargaining 

rights. 
b) Except for Australia (1974), France (1981), Portugal (1981) and Geat  

Britain (1978). 
c) Excep~ Tor Canada (1986) arid Spain (15183). 
d) Except for Jap;~n ( IOR9) ,  Cermaiiy (1992) and Portugal (1991). 
t i )  Figures are estimates based on a cninl~ination of results from the .VW 

Eurniizjis Sirrvcy (NES) and thc \l/ni’kp/Qee frrdustrial Hclatiorr.r S L I I . V E ? ~  
(WIRS). 

f l  Coverage rate excl~idcs firms cowred by extension rules. 
Soi.irce: See Annex 5.A. 

Given the above analysis, and the earlier findings on 
the iinpact of extension rules, two hypotheses on the 
determinants of changes in coverage rates over lime can 
be put forward. First, important declines in coverage are 
more likely in company-centred systems. Over the last 
decade, 2 of 3 countries with predominant single- 
employer bargaining (Canada being the exception) 
recorded a decrease of their coverage rate; in only 2 of 
7 countries with strong sectoral bargaining (the 
Netherlands and Australia) was there a declinc in the 
covcragc ratc. 

Second, changes in the institirtional and legal frame- 
work (especially when involving thc extension mecha- 
nism) seem to trigger the strongest changes in coverage. 
There are three countries where major reforms of the 
bargaining system have occurred. As already outlined, 
extension procedures were rescinded in  the United 
Kingdom in the early 1980s and in New Zealand in 1991. 
In both countries, the coverage rate has decreased consid- 
erably since. By contrast, collective bargaining was insti- 
tutionally strengthened in France at the beginning of the 
1980s, contributing to a significant increase in coverage. 
Overall, State regulation continues to play a critical role 
in determining bargaining arrangements. Apart from the 
extmsion mechanism discussed above. issues such as 
union recognition and union security, and a “duty to 
bargain” set by legislation, can be or parlicular iiiipor- 
tancc. For cxample, it is c o m m d y  held that the diverg- 
ing paths in U.S. and Canadian industrial relations, in 
parlicular the increasingly different unionisation and bar- 
gaining coverage rates, are due to differences in legisla- 
tive provisions on union recognition existing in the two 
countries [Kumar (1993)l. 

3. Is collective bargaining becoming more 
decentralised? 

Turning finally to thc decentralisation hypothesis, in 
nearly all countries employers have, over the last few 
years, expressed a strong interest in dcccntralised negoti- 
ations - presumably with the expectation of more flexi- 
ble bargaining outcomes. Katz (1993) and Clarke ( I  993), 
among others, have argued that “the locus of collective 
bargaining is shifting downward”. While some discus- 
sion centres on wage drift phenomena and contingent 
compensation, often the evidence cited refers not so 
much to local wage negotiations as to other issues, such 
as working time and work restructuring. 

Table 5.1, although based only o n  qualitative assess- 
ment, suggests that current trends are not so unequivocal. 
Undoubtedly, a shift downward in pay-setting has 
occurred in Sweden, New Zealand and the United 
Kingdom. In addition, the United States presents the case 
of a traditionally decentralised system which underwent 
further decentralisation in the 1980s. 



However, in a majority of OECD countries the 
sectoral level has remained the principal arena for wage 
determination. In addition, during the 1980s and early 
1990s, economy-wide bargaining continued or was re- 
established in a number of, mainly European, countries. 
Prime examples are the “social pacts” concluded in 
Portugal and Spain throughout the 1980s, the central 
incomes policy agreement of Finland in November 1991; 
the tripartite common policy framework in the 
Netherlands concluded in December 1989; and the 1992 
tripartite Norwegian employment commission report. 

In Australia, the Accord struck in 1983 by the gov- 
ernment and the Australian Council of Trade Unions can 
also be said to have centralised and co-ordinated the 
wage determination process, with the trade unions 
accepting wage restraint in exchange for influence in 
economic policy. However, under the influence of the 
Accord, Australia’s industrial tribunals subsequently ini- 
tiated a process of decentralisation, coupling wage settle- 
ments with increased enterprise-level bargaining (over 
“restrictive practices’ ’, changes in work organisation, 
skill formation, etc.) in order to achieve higher economic 
performance [Lansbury and Davis (1987); Mitchell and 
Scherer (1993)l. 

Untlcr a single-employer 
agreement ( I  

Similarly, developments in France (where the 
Auroux laws of the early 1980s have strengthened both 
company and sectoral bargaining, and where in addition 
national framework agreements have been revitalised), 
show concurrent centralisation and decentralisation 
trends. Their coexistence is a paradox only when the 
distribution of bargaining tasks among the distinct levels 
is interpreted as a zero-sum game in which the growing 
significance of one level implies a weakening of the 
others. It seems that arguments presuming a general 

Uiidcr a rnuiti-cmploycr Undcr both a singlc- and 
agreementcr multi-employer agreement 

decentralisation trend proceed from this misleading 
assumption. 

Such arguments have another shortcoming: they 
tend to treat collective bargaining institutions as depen- 
dent on worldwide changes in the economic and cultural 
environment, underestimating their potential to actively 
influence how these changes impact on a particular soci- 
ety. For example, complex multi-leveI systems can 
choose to discuss distinct bargaining issues at different 
levels. The ability to choose between a range of options 
increases with the strength of the higher-level bargaining 
associations - unless these overstretch their co-ordinating 
capacities in an attempt to achieve irreconcilable goals 
(as in the Swedish case), In addition, the tolc of Statc 
regulation in shaping the structure of the collective bar- 
gaining system should not be underestimated. 

It is also useful to distinguish between organised 
and disorganised forms of decentralisation. While the 
latter type results from a breakdown or dismantling of 
higher-level arrangements, decentralisation is organised 
when higher-level parties deliberately delegate bargain- 
ing over certain issues to a lower level. Under these 
circumstances, overall control over the bargaining pro- 
cess remains with the delegating parties, as is the case, 
inter ulia, in Austria and Germany. For example, collec- 
tive agreements in Germany on the reduction of weekly 
working hours in the metal industry have included 
detailed guidelines with regard to the discretion of works 
councils to modify the process at company level. There is 
some evidence that organised decentralisation is also 
occurring in Finland. In Sweden, too, it is likely that the 
central associations will retain control over the shift 
towards lower-level bargaining. 

19SOb 1985 1990‘ I 1980 1985 1990 I 1980h 1985 1990 

Franced 24 35 . .  
Great Britain‘ 10 1 1  . .  
Netherlands 11 12 I 13 
New Zealand . .  . .  16 

Spainf 16 . .  14 
Switzerland . .  . .  6 

Portugal 8 8 7 

80 86 . .  
39 40 27-30 
65 64 I 58 
. .  . .  51 

62 . .  64 
.. . .  47 

. .  . .  . .  

. .  31 . .  
20 13 . .  

. .  . .  . .  
65 67 72 

. . Data not available. 
I Rreak in series in 1987. 
a) In France and Spain. most workers covered hy singlc employer agreements are also covered hy multi-employer agreements. 
b) Exccpl for Prance (1981). Great Britain (lY78), Portugal (1982) and Spain (19S3). 
c) Except for Portugal (1991). 
d) Data cover firms and estah1ishment.s with 10 or more employees only. 
e )  Data are taken from the New Eamirys Survey (NES), with an estimate of multi-employer agreements for 1990 made by Siebert (1991). 
f) Coverage rate excludes firms cuvcrcd by extcnsion rules. 

Source: See Annex 5.A. 
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Some evidence on coveruge mte,s by burguining level . suggests that collective bargaining is not evolving along 

Data on the evolution of coverage rates by bargain- 
ing level over the 1980s might provide a useful test of the 
decentralisation hypothesis. For a number of countries 
characterised by a multi-tier bargaining system, some 
limited data are available on coverage by bargaining 
level. Data for the seven countries contained in Table 5.9 
indicate that multi-employer bargaining still tends to 
predominate. For example, the ratio of workers covered 
by multi-employer agreements to those covered by 
single-company agreements ranges from 8 to 1 in 
Switzerland and almost 5 to 1 in  thc Ncthcrlands and 
Spain (1990 data) to 2.5 to I in France (1985 data).I8 

However, as noted above, the 3-to-1 relationship in 
New Zealand in 1990 has been totally reversed since 
then. In addition, there is reason to assume that the pro- 
portion in Great Britain is now less than 3 to 1, although 
the data seem to suggest that the decline of sectoral 
bargaining has resulted not so much in a growing signifi- 
cance of single-employer settlements, but rather in an 
increased share of employees who are not covered by any 
collective arrangement. 

Overall, it seems that there is insufficient empirical 
evidence to support a generalised decentralisation 
hypothesis. Importantly, thc locus of bargaining may 
shift “downwards” and “upwards” simultaneously, 
depending on the particular issues involved. Social con- 
certation and incomes policies remain important goals for 
governments in several countries. Particularly in Europe, 
governments feel the need to integrate labour relations 
into their measures to enhance economic performance in 
the face of growing regional economic integration. 

G. CONCLUSIONS 

This chapter has investigated the level and coverage 
of collective bargaining in OECD countries. The analysis 

the lines of a single model. The 1980s (just as preceding 
decades) have seen a considerable variation across coun- 
tries in the way bargaining is institutionalised and its 
parties are organised. These variations are associated 
with differences in the mode of coping with recent eco- 
nomic challenges. Thus, it is likely that differences in 
bargaining structures will continue. 

In particular, the chapter has shown that, with some 
exceptions, the extent to which workers are covered by 
collective agreements has been fairly stablc ovcr the last 
decade. While some movement towards more decentral- 
ised bargaining is evident, sweeping generaIisations 
about such a trend are not sustainable. Much of the 
apparent demand for discussing decentralisation has 
come from employers. However, despite increasing 
demands for “opening clauses” from sectoral wage 
agreements which would leave more room for local flexi- 
bility, at least in continental Europe the “collective 
goods” aspect of sectoral bargaining seems to retain its 
importance for both parties. It remains to be seen how 
much of the “opening clause” debate was slimulated by 
h e  recession, or whether such provisions will gain in 
long-term importance. 

There is cunently a growing debate as to what 
impact the widely diverging collective bargaining sys- 
tems in OECD countries might have on economic per- 
formance. A “corporatist” school has maintained that a 
high degree of centralisation and economy-wide con- 
certation can lead to superior economic performance, as 
measured, inter alia, by job growth, unemployment and 
inflation. More recently, other authors have claimed that 
both the least centralised and the most centralised bar- 
gaining structures produce better economic performance 
than does “intermediate”, i. e. industry-level, bargaining. 
Differences in empirical results between these studies 
seem often due to diverging country classifications. It is 
planned to further examine these relationships in futurc 
issues of the Employment Outlook. 
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NOTES 

1 . The International Labour Organisation, in its Recornmcn- 
dation No. 163 conccrning the Promotion of Collective 
Bargaining, has rccommnended to governments to ensure 
that: “colleclive bargaining is possible at any level w h i i t w  
ever, including that of the establirhlnent, thc undertaking, 
the branch of activity, the industry, or the regional or 
national lcvcls”. 

2. In practice, as multi-employer agreements tend to establish 
minimum wages rather than actual wages, they give 
employers sometimes considerable leeway to match wages 
to company performance. 

3. In addition, once trade unions have been recognised as 
bargaining partners, multi-employer bargaining may serve 
as a niechaiiism to reduce their interference in management 
prerogativcs. The higher the level of bargaining, the more 
generalised and remole from thc workplace the provisirrns 
of  any agrcciiient will tend to be. Such remoteness may, tto 
some extenl, keep union influence orit of the enterprise, 
although in a nuiiiber of countries the participatory and 
in rormal bargaining role of works councils has restored 
some of that influence. 

4. This is donc in line with L O  Recommendation No. 91 of 
1951 on Collective Agreements. 

5 .  In some countries, extension procedures have been chal- 
lenged since they prevent “outsiders” from underbidding 
wages and force new or marginal enterprises to pay the 
entire compensation package, which, it is alleged, will sti- 
fle competition and have a negative effect on job creation, 
particularly for the low-skillcd. 

6. As Hanck6 (1 993) notes, relationships between union bod- 
ies (which may vicw parallel consullal.ive mechanisms with 
suspicion) and works councils vary -- i n  only three of il 

sample o l  scvcn European counkies did thc unions domi- 
nate the consultative bodies. 

7. According to an analysis of collcctive agreements covering 
1 000 or more employees, already in the late 1970s 82 per 
cent of manufacturing employees working under a union 
contract were covered at the single-employer level [Derber 
( 1  984)]. 

8. Although intersectoral agreements are not supported by all 
union confederations, the 1991 agreement on vocational 
training, for example, was reflected in numerous corre- 
sponding settlements oil grading and classification at both 
sectoral arid conipany Level [EIRR (1992), No. 2251. 

9. In both the United Kingdom atid the ‘United States, the use 
or such arrangcmcnts has been considerably constrained 
through legislation. In (he Uriikd Statcs, for example, apart 
from thc general interdiction of’ closcd shop practices, 
21 states have additionally outlawed union shops by means 
of “right-to-work” legislation. 

10. Outside construction, single-employer bargaining accounts 
for about 78 per cent of all workers covered by major 
collective agreements (involving 500 or more employees) 
[Coleman ( I  993)]. 

11. In New Zealand, similar provisions providing for extension 
to unaffiliated employers (which was previously wide- 
spread) were repealed in 1991 with the passage of the 
Employment Contracts Act [Harbridge arid Moulder 
(1993)l. 

12. Data coinmunicatcd by the German Ministry of Labour and 
Social Affairs. 

13. In the case of the Ncthedands, the governinent is now 
icting the extension of agreements, partic- 

ularly those rclating to social insurance provisions, i n  view 
of the impact of such provisions on labour costs. 

14. For example, the comparatively high unionlnon-union 
wage differential in the United States explains, at least in 
part, why large numbers of employers have consistently 
followed anti-union policies [Blanchflower and Freeman 
(1992)l. 

15. This is consistent with other empirical work on U.K. 
unionisation rates showing the relative unimportance of 
shifts in employment cornpared with changes in the legal 
and institutional environmenl. [Freeman and Pcllctier 
(1990); Peetz (199O)l. 

16. Part of the clccline in the Netherhds  is due LO the increase 
in the number of ernployccs after the start of a new labour 
force survey in 1985. 

17. In addition, the coverage rate in New Zealand is reported lo 
haw droppcd by around half since I991 [Harbridge 
(1 993)]. 

18. It is important to note that in some of these countries most 
workers covered by a company agreement are also covered 
at branch level. In France, for example, of the 35 per cent 
covered by a single-employer agreement in 1985, only 
around one-tenth were exclusiveIy covered by such 
agreements. 
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Annex 5.A 

SOURCES AND METHODS OF COI,I,ECTIVE BARGAINING COVERAGE STATISTICS 

A. GENERAL 

Where data arc based or1 sample surveys, coverage rates 
were calculated directly from thcm. Otherwise, the coverage 
rate was calculated on the basis of the number of employees 
covered by a collective agreement divided by the corresponding 
total number of wage- and salary-earners. Data on total wage- 
and salary-earners were taken either from the OECD Labour 
Force Statistics or from national sources or a combination of 
the two. If there was a choice, national sources were preferred 
because they usually bear a closer relation to the national statis- 
tics on collective bargaining coverage. 

For Section E.l ,  the definition of the public sector is given 
in the text. It should be noted, however, that national definitions 
of the public sector are not fully identical. primarily bccausc thc 
xcnpe or State activities varies across countries. Figures used in 
this section rely on national statistics. 

B. SOURCES AND METHODS BY COUNTRY 

A ustraliu 

Data are based on a sample survey of employers on Award 
Coverage, Australia (cat. No. 63 15.0) conducted by the 
Australian Bureau of Statistics. This survey covers all wage- 
and salary-earners with the exception of the permanent armed 
forces, employees in agriculture and private household workers. 
Data are available Tor April 1954 and May of 1963, 1968, 1974, 
1983, 1985 and 1990. Because of improvements in the registers 
of businesses and modifications In some delinitions, results 
from surveys conducted sincc 19x3 arc not strictly comparable 
with previous surveys. 

Austria 

Data on coverage are not collected. However, the specific 
features of the Austrian bargaining system allow a reliable 
estimate. Due to compulsory membership in the principal peak 
association of employers (the BWK), whose domain fully com- 
prises those segments o f  TSTC sectors 3, 4, 5 ,  6 and 7 which 
have the right to bargain collectively, the coverage rate in these 
sectors is effectively 100 per cent. The same holds true for 
sectors 1 and 2, the latter being covcrcd partly by thc BWK arid 
partly by a voluntary employer association. Employees are not 
covered by collective agreements in areas whcrc thcrc is n o  
e.mployer association. This applies to parts of sect.ors 8 and 9 
which are not organised by the BWK. In sector 8, non- 
coverage involves blue-collar workers in business services 

(19 515 in 1990). Altogcthcr, the total nuinbcr of uncovcrcd 
cmployccs is cstimatcd at around 40 000, which corresponds to 
an adjusted coverage rate of 98 per cent. It should be noted that 
this figure refers to the number of employees under any kind of 
cnIlective agreement. In comparison, the number of employees 
under wage agreements is somewhat smaller, although perva- 
sive extension practices guarantee high bargaining coverage. 

There are no official coverage statistics; an estimate of the 
total coverage rate was made by an expert at the Ministry of 
Employment and Labour [du Bled { 1992)]. 

Can@& 

Data are based on the Lnhnur- Market Activity Survey, a 
hoasehold survey undertaken by Statistics Canada. Tlic survcy 
excludes residents of the Yukon, the North-west Territories, 
and persons living on Indian reservations. Data refer to the last 
job heId in the year. 

Finland 

Coverage rates are estimates provided by the Finnish 
Ministry of Labour [Kauppinen (1991)] on the basis of data 
from the Statistical Yearbook of Finland. Data on sectoral cov- 
cragc do not includc erriployecs covered by extension. 

France 

Data wcrc takcn from a country study by Carlioz (1991), 
which in turn documents results of surveys undertaken in 1981 
and 1985 by the Service des Etudes et de In Statistique of the 
French Ministry of Labour. These surveys only covered estab- 
lishments with ten or more employees which, in 1985, excluded 
around 23 per cent of employees. In order to make the data 
more comparable, an estimate of the total coverage rate was 
made on the basis of trends in coverage rates by firm size (see 
Table 5.6), with the coverage rate of establishments with less 
than ten employees assumed to be around 80 per cent. 

Germariy 

Coverage dara used for Chart 5.1 and Tables 5.3 and 5.8 
were conimunicated directly by the German Ministry for 
Labour and Social Affairs, while figures in Table 5.2 are 

189 



derived from trade union publications [WSI (1991)l and the 
German Starislical Yearbook. As a rule, statistics refer to west- 
ern Germany only. 

Japan 

The Yearbook of Labour Statistics contains data on bar- 
gaining coverage compiled from information provided by 
unions. The main difference from all other figures used in this 
chapter is that these data refer only to union mcmbers covered 
by a collectivc agreement. In 1989, about 28 per cent of persons 
belonging to tl-ade unions were not covered by such agree- 
ments. However, it can bc assumed that companies which 
recognise trade unions do not, as a rulc, discriminate between 
their unionised and non-unionised employees in terms of 
employment conditions. 

To arrive at an estimate of the actual aggregate coverage 
rate, this study uses data on the difference between unionisation 
and bargaining coverage in the United States, whose labour 
relations system, in terms of bargaining level and union density, 
somewhat resembles that of Japan. In the United States, the 
total number of employees covered by collective agreements 
exceeded the number of union members in 1980 and 1989 by 
12 and 14 per cent, respectively. These percentages were used 
to estimate Japan’s total and sectoral bargaining coverage. 

Netherlands 

Data on coverage are drawn from a country study by 
Knrver (1 99 1 ). The main source is the Dienst Collectieve 
Arbeidsvoorwaarden of the Ministry of Social Affairs and 
Employment. For government employees, the Kerngegevens 
bezoldiging overheids personeel prepared by the Ministry of 
Internal Affairs has been used. There are no official figures on 
coverage by gender; the data in Table 5.5 are a rough estimate 
by Korver (1991), based on the Labour Accounts (Arbeids- 
rekeningen) 1987, and the Netherlands Statistical Yearbook (all 
prepared by the Central Statistical Office). 

New Zealand 

Coverage statistics rely on a special study undertaken for 
thc OECD by Harbridge (1 99 1 1, who calculated the number of 
full-time-equivalent workers covcrcd by bargaining settlements 
registered with the Arbitration Commission for the 1989/90 
bargaining round. Computing coverage rates from these statis- 
tics raised the problem of finding employment figures corre- 
sponding to the coverage calculation in full-time equivalents, as 
well as to the demarcation used for the public and private 
sector. The QuarterZy Employment Survey (QES), undertaken 
by the Department of Statistics, was used for this purpose, 
However, the QES includes working proprietors, and excludes 
agriculture and establishments with less than three employees. 
Tn order to adjust the data for working proprietors and agricul- 
ture, data from OECD Luhour Force Statistics were used. It 
was not possible to make analogous adjustments to the employ- 
ment statistics by sector. Hence, data on employment by indus- 
try were taken directly from OECD h b o u r  Force Sfalisfics. 
As a result, sectoral coverage rates may be somewhat 
underestimated. 

Norway 

Coverage rates are taken from a country study by Hippe 
and Nergaard (1992) using data from two surveys undertaken in 
1989 and 1992. While the 1992 survey covers all employees, 
the 1989 survey excludes some categories of employees, estab- 
lishments and regions and also uses a somewhat different meth- 
odology. This chapter uses data from the 1992 survey which 
asked respondents whether their wages were completely or par- 
tially determined by either a collective agreement or a personal 
contract. 

Portugal 

Figures arc compiled by the Minisky of Employment and 
Social Security on the basis of information regularly provided 
by enterprises [Gaspar (1992)j. Time series data are available 
from 1981 onwards. Aside from public employees formally 
excluded from collective bargaining, the figures do not include 
workers in domestic services and seasonal workers in agricul- 
ture. Since coverage is probably rather low in these branches, 
the coverage rates shown in this chapter may be slightly 
overestimated. 

Spain 

Data on covcrage were taken irom a country study by 
Jimenu (1 991). They arc bascd on the Kstudistica de Convenios 
CoEectivas, annually compiled by the Statisticd Office of the 
Ministry of Employment on the basis of information submitted 
by bargaining units. Comparable time series data are available 
from 1983 onwards. They tend to considerably overstate the 
level of coverage; for example, in some sectors reported cover- 
age is greater than the total number of employees. This results 
from double-counting of overlapping coverage through com- 
pany and sectoral agreements, as well as from the bargaining 
units’ tendency to overestimate their constituency. The report 
by Jimeno estimated that 80 per cent of employees covered by a 
company agreement are also covered by a sectoral agreement, 
and that bargaining units may overeslimalt: coverage by 20 per 
cent, Accordingly, the coverage rates used in this chapter have 
becn corrected for these two biases. Data refer exclusively to 
collective agreements signed by bargaining units. In addition, 
the proportion of woskers covered by extension is estimated by 
the Ministry o f  Labour and Social Security at around 4-5 per 
cent. 

Sweden 

Data were compiled by Nilsson (199 1) from reports of 
private sector employer associations and statistics on subsidiary 
agreements signed by the LO trade union. Data referring to 
coverage in the public sector arc from Statistics Sweden, Statis- 
tiska Medddanden, Loner ach Syssrlsiittning inom oflentlig 
sektor. 

S witzerlund 

Coverage statistics are from a study undertaken by Bauer 
and Baumann (1993) for the Ofice fkde‘ral de l’industrie, des 
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arts et mitiers et du truvail, oil the basis of inlimnation from 
the bargaining units. 

five footnotes. Data on total coverage for 1978 and 1985 were 
taken from thc NES. For 1990, the total coverage rate was 
cstimated as follows: 1985 NES data were corrected for agricul- 
ture and mining so that they broadly correspond to the WIRS in 
terms of sectoral coverage. This corrected NES coverage rate is 
64 per cent. The corresponding 1984 WIRS rate was 71 per 

United Kingdom 

There are three main sources: the New Earnings Survey 
(NES), the Time Rates of Pay and Hours of Work (TRPHW) 
and the Workplace Industrial Relations Survey (WIRS). All 
have limitations. The NES included a question on coverage in 
1973, 1978 and 1985. It excludes part-time workers (about one- 
third) whose earnings are below the minimum threshold for 
taxable income, which is especiaIly important for the coverage 
ratc of female employees. Data from this survey probably over- 
estimate the level of coveragc. 

The TRPHW series refers only lo collective agrccments 
covering 5 000 or more employees. The WIRS, which was 
conducted in 1980, 1984 and 1990, is Iimited to establishments 
employing 25 people or more, and excludes agriculture and 
coal-mining. Main results from all three sources are sum- 
marked in a report for the OECD by Siebert (1991). 

Coverage data for the various tables in this chapter were 
taken from the NES and the WIRS, as specified in the respec- 

cen;. Assuming that this-difference remained unchanged yieids 
a 1990 coverage rate of 47 per cent for the economy as whole, 
since the WIRS records a coverage of 54 per cent for 1990. 
Although this is only a rough estimate, it can be assumed that in 
the early 1990s less than half of Brilish employees are covered 
by collective agreements. 

United States 

Dau are based on the Current Pupidation Survey of the 
U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics. In this 
survey, employees are asked whether they are members of a 
union and/or whether they are covered by a union or employee 
association contract. Data are available from 1973 onwards, 
with a continuous time series starting in 1983. The latter series 
is based on annual averages, while data prior to 1983 refer to 
May of each year. 
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STATISTICAL ANNEX 

Sources and definitions 

An important source for the statistics in these tables is Part I1 of Labour Force Statistics, 1972-1992, OECD. 
Changes between 1992 and 1993 have been estimated from several other sources: Quarterly Labour Force Statistics, 
No. 2, 1994, OECD; projections published in OECD Economic OutZook, No. 55; and data specially supplied by 
national authorities (see the sources and notes of the tables). 

The data on employment, unemployment and the labour force are not always the same as the series used for policy 
analysis and forecasting by the OECD Economics Department, reproduced in Tables 1.2 and 1.3. 

Conventional signs 

. . Data not available 
. . Decimal point 

I Break in series 
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Table A. Total employment by sex 
Average annual growth rates in percentages 

Australia 
Austria 
Belgium 
Canada 
Denmark 
Finland 
France 
Germany 
Greece 
Ireland 
Italy 
Japan 
Luxembourg 
Netherlands 
New Zealand 
Norway 
Portugal 
Spain 
Sweden 
Switzerland 
United Kingdom 
United States 
North America 
OECD Europe' 
Total OECD' 

Men 
~~ 

1973-75 197579 1979-83 1983-91 1992 1993 

-0.3 0.6 
-1.1 0.8 
4 . 4  -0.4 

1.9 1.8 
-1.8 0.7 

0.7 -0.6" 
4 . 4  -0.2 
-2.5 0.3 
- 0 . 5  0.8 
4 . 2  1 .s 

0.6 -0 .1  
0.5 0.7 
1.0 -0.7 

- I  .5 0.3 
2.1 0.2 
0.9 1.1 

-1.3" 0.3 
4 . 2  -1.76 

1.0 -0.3 
-2.8 -0.5 
-1.0 -0.2 
4 . 6  2.5 
-0.4 2.4 
-0.8 -0.2 

-0.1 
0.9 

-1.8 
-0.6 
-1.7 

0.9 
-0.7 
-0.5 
0.6 

-1.4 
0.0 
0.8 

-0.7 
-0.8 
-0.3 
-0.2 

-1.8 
-0.6 

-2.3 
-0.3 
-0.4 
-0.8 

0.4' 

0.8 

lSd 
0.7 
0.0 
1.1 
0.9 

-0.5 
-0.1 

0.8' 
0.1 

-0.5 
0.1 
1 . 1  
2.3, 
2.1 

-1.Od 
4 . 4  

1 .o 
0.8 
0 . 1 e  
0.8 
0.4 
1.3 
1.2 
0.4 

-0.4 0.9 -0.3 0.9 .. . . 

-0.3 
0.8 

-1.1 
-1.2 

-7.6 
-1.2 
-0.3 

-1.1 
1.1 

ii 
0.4 

4 . 5  

-3.2 
-5.1 
-2.1 
-3.3 

0.3 
0.2 

-2.0 
-1.4 

g 

0.0 

1.2 

-5.9 

I ,  

0:i 

-0.5 
-2.8 
-5.4 
-7.9 
-2.5 
-2.8 

1.3 
1.3 

Women 

1973-75 1975-79 1979-83 1983-91 1992 1993 

2.0 
-1.2 

0.8 
4.7 

-0.5 
2.0 
0.8 

-1 .o 
1.6 
1.6 
2.4 

4.6 
2.9 
5.2 
2.9 

-1.7 

-1.5" 
-1.5 

4.2 
-1.9 

1.5 
2.0 
2.2 
1.2 

1.7 
1 .o 
0.9 
4.5 
3 h b  

-0.Ob 

1.6 
0.9 
1.1 
2.0 
2.7 
2.0 
I .5 
2.7 
2.7 
4.4 
0.9 

-1.3 
2.0 
0.6 
1.2 
5 .O 
4.9 
1.4 

2.0 
0.8 
0.2 
2.6 
0.9 
1.9 
0.7 

-0.0 
4.1 
1.9 
1.3 
1.7 
1.8 
4.0 
0.8 
1.8 
l . l C  

-1.7 
1.3 
2.0 

-1 .o 
1.7 
1.8 
0.5 
1.2 

3.9d 
2.1 
2.0 
2.8 
1.4 

-0.1 
1.4 
2.0c 
0.7 
1.1 
1.6 
1.7 
3.3J 
5.3 
1.3d 
1.4 
3 .O 
3.0 
0.9' 
1.6 
2.3 
2.4 
2.4 
2.0 
2.2 

0.6 0.8 
3.3 
0.5 

-0.4 1.1 

-6.5 -6.3 
0.5 
I .7 

0.3 1, 

1.0 -0.3 

3:2 
0.6 

-0.1 0.5 
g -1.2 

0:3 -2.4 
-3.5 -6.2 
-2.4 -2.5 
-1.0 -1.3 

0.9 1.5 
0.8 1.5 

-0.3 
4 . 1  

a )  Break in series between 1373 and 1974. 
h )  Brcak in series between 1975 and 1976. 
c )  Break in series betwecn 1982 and 1983. 
d) Break in series between 1985 and 1986. 
e)  Break in series between 1986 and 1987. 
Sources: OECD, Lubuur Force Sturisrics; and Quarter-ly Labour Force Srraristics. 

fl Data rcfer t.0 1983-90. 
gJ Brc& in series between 1991 and 1992. 
h) Break in scries: between 1992 and 1993. 
i )  Above eounlries only. 

Table B. Average hours actually worked per person per year" 

Total employment 
Canada 
Finland' 
Finlandz 
France 
Germany 
Italy 
Japan 
Norway 
Spain 
Sweden 
United States 

France 
Germanv 

Dependent employment 

Netherlinds 
Spain 
United States 

1970 1973 1975 1979 1983 1991 1992 1993 

1 890 1865 1837 1794 1730 1719 1715 1719 
1 809 1 745 1768 1 744 

1982 1915 1896 1 86x 1821 1736 I741 
1 962 1 904 1 865 1813 1711 1 667 1 666 

1969 1885 1841 1788 1764 
2 201 2 112 2 126 2 095 1998 1 965 

1766 1694 16S3 1501 1471 1408 1415 1416 
2 148 2 052 1931 I911 1905 

1 641 1557 1516 1451 1453 1468 1485 1507 
1889 1 874 1 832 1808 1787 I770 1768 1776 

1 949 1868 1x01 I764 1733 1603 1618 1 S8X 

1821 1771 1720 1 667 1558 1 540 1 542 1 1883 1 804 1736 1699 1668 1551 1563 1534 
I 1591 1530 1423 1415 1409 ~ -~ ~ 

2 032 1946 I 847 1828 i 8i7 I 1840 1830 1789 1767 1754 1736 1736 1743 
a) Includes part-time work. 

Sources: 
Can ad a : Dah supplied by Statistics Canada. 
Finland' : Data supplied by the national aulurities (CBS) and estimated from the Labuur Force Survey. 
Finland' : Data supplied by the natinnal autorities (CBS) and estinwkd from National Accounts data. 
France: Data supplied by INSEE on a National Accounts hasis. 
Germany: Dala supplied by the hsri frr t  .fir Arliairsmarkt- rtrid B e ~ u j i f ~ r ~ ~ h t r a g .  
Ilaly: Dala supplied by the Italian authorities (ISTAT). 
Japan: Secrctariiil estimates based on data froin the Monthly Labour Suivey of Establishments and the Labour Force Survcy. 
Netherlands: Data 31-e annual contractual hours on the basis of Labour Accounts data and WCTC supplied by thc national authorities (CBS). 
Norway: Data supplied b the Central Bureau of Statistics. 
Spain: Data estimated $om the quarterly Labour Force Survey. 
Sweden: Data estimated from National Accounts data. 
United States: Data provided by the Bureau qf Labor Srutisrics. 
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Australia 
Austria 
Belgium 
Canada 
Denmark 
Finland 
France 
Germany 
Greece 
Iceland 
Ireland 
Italy 
Jnpan 
Luxembourg 
Netherlands 
New Zealand 
Norway 
Portugal 
Spain 
Sweden 
Switzerland 
Turkey 
United Kingdom 
United States 
North America 
OECD Europe 
'rota1 OECD 

Agriculture 

Table C. Civilian employment by sector 
Avcragc annual growth rates in percentages 

1973-75 1975-79 1979-83 1983-91 1992 1993 

-3.3 
-13.1 
-2.8 
4 . 8  

0.2 
-5.6 
-4.1 
-5.2 
-2.0 

0.0 
-3.4 
-3.2 
-3.2 
-5.4 
-1.7 
0.8 

-8.3 
-1.9" 
-5.4 
-2.8 
-2.0 
-0.1 
-3.4 
-0.9 
-0.9 
-1 .Y 
-2.0 

0.1 0.8 -0.2d 
-3.1 -1.0 -2.5 
-3.2 -2.3 -1.5 

1.1 0.0 -0.8 
-2.7b 0.1 -2.1 
-5.6'' -0.6 -5.1 
-3.0 -3.2 4 . 1  
-5.2 -2.4 -3.5' 
-2.5 1.0 -3.4 
-1.2 -0.2 -0.7f 
-1.8 -3.8 -2.5 
-2.2 4 , 1  -4.0 
-1.9 -3.5 -2.7 

-0.6 -1.0 2.2 
-3.7 -5.0 - 2 3  

1.9 0.4 -0.3d 
0.3 -2.1 -3.0 

-1.8 -5.0' -1.7 
4 . g b  -3.5 -5.2 
-1.9 -1.4 -5.4' 
-1.6 -1.6 -0.7 
-0.1 4 . 2  0.6 
-0.8 -1.7 -1.4 

0.0 0.2 -0.5 
0.2 0.2 -0.6 

-1.9 -1.8 -2.4 
-1.6 -1.8 --2.1 

-2.2 1.0 
-2.3 .. 
-3.1 
-3.8 3.2 

-5.6 -7.0 
4 . 5  -4.2 
-5.1 -6.0 

-4:i 
-3.7 4 . 4  

-10.9 _ _  
1.3 

-5.2 0:9 
.. g -1.6 

-6.8 4 . 4  
4 . 8  -0.4 
-1.5 -1.5 
-6.3 

-0.2 -3.6 
-0.7 -2.7 
4 . 8  .. 
-3.9 

-1.6 0:O 

Australia 
Austria 
Belgium 
Canada 
Denmark 
Finland 
France 
Germany 
Grcece 
Iceland 
Ireland 
Italy 
Japan 
Luxem hourg 
Netherlands 
New Zealand 
Norway 
Portugal 
Spain 
Sweden 
Switzerland 
Turkey 
United Kingdom 
United States 
North America 
OECD Europe 
Total OECD 

Australia 
Austria 
Belgium 
Canada 
Denmark 
Finland 
France 
Germany 
Greece 
IceIand 
Ireland 
Italy 
Japan 
Luxembourg 
Nci hcrlantis 
New Zealand 
Norway 
Portugal 
Spain 
Sweden 
Switzerland 
Turkey 
United Kingdom 
United States 

Industry 

lY73-75 1975-79 1979-83 1983-91 1992 1993 

-2.3 -0.8 -2.0 0.3d 0.7 
-0.7 0.6 -0.1 0.6 -1.8 
-1.9 -2.7 4 . 1  -0.6 -1.7 

0.6 2.5 -2.5 0.6 -2.8 

1.9 4 . 5 '  0.3 -1.8 -11.6 
- 1 . 1  -1.0 -1.9 - 1.1  -3.0 

4 . 5  0.9b -3.8 0.8 I .  

4 . 2  -0.2 -1.9 o . 7 ~  -i.G 
0.7 2.7 0.5 4 . 1  

0.4 

4 . 8  

-9.0 
4 . 0  
-2.9 

2.8 1.9 2.2 -0.5, _. 
0.3 2.0 -2.5 -0.3 
1.2 -0.2 -0.8 -0.8 4 :9  :: /? 

-2.2 0.5  1.0 1.2 1.6 -0.7 
1.1 -3.1 -2.0 0.5, .. 

-2.6 -0.8 -3.0 2.1 -1.7 .. 
2.8 -0.6 -1.0 -2,9d 
2.4 -1.0 -1.9 -1.4 
1.0" 1.7 2.0' 1.3 
1.5 -1.9b -4.0 1.5 
1.9 -2.1 -1.8 -0.3e 

-5.4 -1.7 -1.2 0.6 
4.9 3.3 1.4 1.8 

-2.3 -0.7 -5.4 -1.2 
-3.5 4.1 -2.2 0.6 
-3.1 4.0 -2.2 0.6 
-1.1 -0.5 -2.1 0.1 
-1.9 1.0 -1.6 0.1 

-2.3 
-0.9 

4 . 0  
-9.7 
-3.8 

5.8 
-5.6 
-2.1 
-2.1 
-3.1 
-2.5 

8 
-1.7 
-2.7 
-9.3 
-10.8 
4 . 6  

-5 .O 
-0.9 
-0.9 

Services 

1973-75 1975 79 1979-81 I1 lR1-91  1992 1993 

2.7 2.1 1.9 3Sd 0.1 0.4 
2.7 2.2 2.1 2.3 4.8 .. 
1.7 2.0 0.6 1.5 0.4 .. 
4.4 3.2 2.0 2.4 0.2 1.6 
0.7 3.1b 1.1 1.6 .. 
3.3 1.4* 2.7 1.5 -5.3 -4.8 
1.8 2.3 1.4 1.9 0.7 0.2 

1.8 2.4 3.1 2.8 .. 
0.7 1.9 1.2 2.0' 2.5 -0.5 

3.2 3.0 4.1 2.8' _ _  
2.0 2.8 2.1 1.0 
3.2 2.5 2.5 2.4 0:b :: 
1.8 2.4 2.1 2.0 1.4 I . ?  - .  . . .. 

4.0 2.Y 2.0 4.2j 
1.2 2.1 2.5 3.9 413 
3.7 1.9 0.6 1.1" 1.4 
3.0 4.5 2.2 1.4 0.5 0:k 
3.7" 2.6 6.6' 4.0 _ _  -1.7 
0.3 0.4' 0.5 3.8 0.1 -1.5 
3.3 2.7 1.5 1.2' -1.8 -5.5 
0.1 1.3 3.3 1.6 -1.4 -1.7 
4.0 5.5 3.3 3.2 8.6 .. 
2.6 3.5 1.8 2.5 1.6 2.4 
2.8 3.5 1.8 2.5 1.4 2.4 
1.7 2.1 1.6 2.4 1.0 ,. 
2.2 2.7 1.7 2.4 1.0 .. 

1.9 1.2 0.3 2.5 -1.0 -1.0 

North America 
OECD Europe 
Total OECD 

b) Errilk rn series between 1975 and 1976. 
c)  U d  in scrics hctwccn 1982 iiiid 1983. 
d)  Hrcak i n  scrics between 1985 and 1986. 
e j  Hi-eak in  series between 1986 3 r d  1987. 
1) D m  refer 10 1983-90. 
g) Urcak in series between 1991 wid 1992. 
h )  Break in scrics bctwccn 1992 and 1993. 

Sources: OECD. Labour Force Slnliilics: and Quurrerlja Lntrour Force Srnri.stics. 
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Table D. Size and composition of part-time employment, 1973-1943 
Percentages 

3.7 5.2 6.2 9.2 10.6 10.3 
1.4 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.6 .. 
1 .o 1 .o 2.0 2.1 2.1 . .  
4.7 5.7 7.6 8.8 9.3 9.7 
.. 5.2 6.6 10.5 10.1 , .  
. .  3.2 4.5 5.1 5.5 6.2 
1.7 2.4 2.6 3.4 3.6 . .  
I .x 1.5 I .7 2.7 2.2 . .  
. .  .. 3.7 2.2 2.8 . .  
1 .  2.1 2.7 3.6 . .  . .  

3.7 3.0 2.4 2.9 2.9 . .  
6.8 7.5 7.3 10.1 10.6 11.4 
1 .o 1 .o 1 .0 1.9 1.3 . .  
. .  5.5 7.2 I 16.7 13.4 . .  

4.6 4.9 5.0 9.7 10.3 9.7 
5.9 7.3 7.7 I 9.1 9.8 9.7 
.. 2.5 .. 4.0 4.2 4.3 
. .  . .  . .  1.5 2.0 2,3 
. .  5.4 6.3 1 7.6 8.4 9.1 

2.3 1.9 3.3 5.5 6.3 . .  
8.6 9.0 10.8 10.5 10.8 10.9 

Pafl-time employment as a proportion of total employment 

Part-time employment as a proportion of employment 

28.2 35.2 36.4 40.8 43.3 42.3 
15.6 18.0 20.0 20.1 20.5 .. 
10.2 16.5 19.7 27.4 28.1 .. 
19.4 23.3 26.1 25.5 25.9 26.4 
. .  46.3 44.7 37.8 36.7 . .  
. .  10.6 12.5 10.2 10.4 11.2 

12.9 16.9 20.0 23.5 24.5 . .  
24.4 27.6 30.0 34.3 30.7 1 .  

.. I .  12.1 7.2 8.4 . .  

. .  13.1 15.5 17.8 . .  . .  
14.0 10.6 9.4 10.4 11.5 . .  
25.1 27.8 29.8 34.3 34.8 35.2 
18.4 17.1 17.0 17.9 16.5 . .  

t .  44.0 50.1 I 62.2 62.9 . .  
24.6 29.1 31.4 35.7 35.9 35.7 
46.5 50.9 63.3 I 47.6 47.1 47.6 
. .  16.5 . .  10.5 11.0 11.2 
. .  . .  . .  11.2 13.7 14.3 
.. 46.0 45.9 I 41.0 41.3 41.4 

39.1 39.0 42.4 43.7 45.0 . .  
26.8 26.7 28.1 25.6 25.4 25.3 

Women's shwc in pad-time employment 

Men I Women 

ICY73 1979 1983 1991 1992 1993 

1973 1979 1983 1991 1992 1 9 9 y  I 1973 ~ 1979 1983 1991 1992 I993 

1992 1993 1973 1979 1983 1991 

Australia 
Austria 
Belgium 
Canada 
Denmark 
Finland 
h'rance 
Gcrniany 
Greece 
Ireland 
Italy 
Japan 
Luxembourg 
Netherlands a 

New Zealand 
Norway * 
Portugal 
Spain 
Swedenc 
United Kingdom 
Unitcd States 

23.9 
.. 
.. 

17.3 

8.6 
. .  
. .  

. .  

. .  

. .  

. .  
21.1 
.. 
. .  

21.1 
27.1 
7.3 
6.3 

24.9 
. .  
17.5 

79.4 
85.8 
82.4 
68.4 
. .  
. .  

82.3 
89.0 
. .  
. .  

58.3 
70.0 
87.5 

72.3 
82.3 

. .  

. .  

. .  

. .  
90.9 
66.0 

Australia 
Austria 
Belgium 
Canada 
Denmark 
Finland 
France 
Germany 
Greece 
Ireland 

Japan 
Luxembourg 
Netherlands" 
New Zealand 
Norway * 
Portugal 
Spain 
Sweden" 
United Kingdom 
United States 

Italy 

11.9 
6.4 
3.8 
9.7 
. .  
. ,  

5.9 
10.1 

. .  

. .  
6.4 

13.9 
5.8 

11.2 
20.8 

.. 

. .  

. .  

. .  
16.0 
15.6 

15.9 
7.6 
6.0 

12.5 
22.7 
6.7 
8.2 

11.4 

5.1 
5.3 

15.4 
5.8 

16.6 
13.8 
25.3 

.. 

7.8 
.. 

23.6 
16.4 
16.4 

17.5 
8.4 
8.1 

15.4 
23.8 
8.3 
9.7 

12.6 
6.5 
6.6 
4.6 

16.2 
6.3 

21.4 
15.3 
29.0 

. .  
. .  

24.8 
19.4 
18.4 

22.6 
8.9 

11.8 
16.4 
23.1 
7.6 

12.0 
15.5 
3.9 
8.4 
5.5 

20.0 
7.5 

34.3 
21.1 
26.7 
6.8 
4.6 

23.7 
22.2 
17.4 

24.5 
9.1 

12.4 
16.8 
22.5 
7.9 

12.7 
14.1 
4.8 

5.9 
20.5 
6.9 

32.8 
21.6 
26.9 

7.2 
5 9  

24.3 
23.5 
17.5 

., 

78.7 
87.8 
88.9 
72.1 
86.9 
74.7 
82.2 
91.6 

71.2 
61.4 
70.1 
87.5 
76.4 
77.7 
83.0 
80.4 

87.5 
92.8 
68.0 

. .  

. .  

78.0 
88.4 
84.0 
71.3 
84.7 
71.7 
84.4 
91.9 
61.2 
71.6 
64.8 
72.9 
88.9 
77.3 
79.8 
83.7 
. .  
. .  

86.6 
89.8 
66.8 

76.4 
89.7 
89.3 
70.5 
75.5 
65.2 
83.7 
89.6 
62.9 
71.6 
65.4 
69.9 
83.3 
70.1 
74.2 
81.4 
66.7 
78.0 
83.4 
86.1 
67.2 

75.0 
89.1 
89.7 
70.0 
75.8 
64.3 
83.7 
91.0 
61.3 

68.5 
69.3 
88.5 
75.0 
73.3 
80.1 
67.4 
76.8 
82.3 
85.2 
66.4 

. .  

75.3 
. I  

. .  
69.3 

63.1 
. .  

. . 

. .  

. .  

. .  

.. 
67.7 
. .  
. .  

74.2 
80.6 
61.3 
75.9 
81.3 

66.2 
.. 

a) Break in series after 1985. 
b) Break in series after 1987. 
c)  Break in series after 1986. 

Notes: The definition of part-time work varies considerably across OECD countries. Essentially three main approaches can he distinguished: i) a classification based on 
the worker's perception of hisher employment situation; ii) a cut-off (generally 30 or 35 hours per week) based on usual working hours, with persons usually 
working less hours being considered part-timers; iii) a comparable cut-off based on actual hours worked during the reference week. 
A criterion bascd on actual hours will generally yield a part-time rate higher than one based on usual hours, particularly if there are temporary reductions in working 
time as a result of holidays, illness, short-timing, etc. On thc other hand, it is not entirely clear whether a classification based on the worker's perception will 
necessarily yield estimaks of part-time work that are higher or Iowcr than w c  based on a fixed cut-off. In onc country (France) which changed from 1981 to 1982 
from a definition bascd on an aclual hours cut-off (30 hours) to one based on the respondent's perception, the latter criterion nppeared to produce slightly higher 
estimates. 
Olher factors as well affcct the international comparability of the estimatcs. In somc countries. [he hours cut-off is based on hours for the tnnin job, in ot.hers on total 
hours for all jobs. Certain counlrics du not consider unpaid family workers to he employed unless they work more than a minimum number of hours, so that such 
workers do not enter into counts for pan-timc workers. The following describes thc sourccs and definitions used for OFXD countries, as well as the ad-justments madc 
by the Secretariat to cnsurc historical comparability. 
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Table D. Size and composition of part-time employment, 1973-1993 (Coat.) 

Sources and definiiionst Estimates fur Bclgium, Denmark, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, Portugal, Spain and the United Kingdom are from the annual 
Community Labour Force Survey and were obtained from Labour Force Survey, Theme 3, Series C (Eurostat) and from Commission sourccs. The pafl-time/full-time 
delineation is based on the respondent’s own classification. Exceptions are Greece and Italy. For the former, a person is considered to be part-time if working fewer 
hours than stipulated in collcctive agreements applicable for the type of job at which the person is working. For Italy, a similar criterion is applied, i.e., a person works 
part-time if, in agreement with the employer, fewer than normal hours are worked in hisher particular type of employment. 

Anstralia: Estimates are from the Labour Force Survey for the month of August (The Labour Force Australia, Australian Bureau of Statistics, catalogue No. 6203.0). 
Part-time workers are those who usually work less than 3.5 hours a week and who did so during the survey week. Prior to 1969, school teachers who usually worked 
less than 35 hours per week but who worked the full week during the reference week were considered part-time. They are now assimilated to full-time workers. 
Estimates prior to 1986 do not include unpaid family workers working less than 15 hours per week. No adjustments have been carried out for these breaks. 

Austria: Data are based on averages of quarterly estimates from the Mikrozensrts (Central Statistical Office of Austria), based on a usual hours criterion with a 
35 hours cut-off. They are salaried workers and persons in private households only. Persons working less than 13 hours per week are not considered employed in the 
Mikrozensus. 

Canada: Data are based on averages of monthly estimatcs from the Labour Force Survey published in The Lubour Force, Statistics Canada, catalogue No. 71-001. 
Part-timc is dcfined on the basis of total usual hours for all jobs, lcss than 35 for the years prior to 1975, less than 30 thereafter. Estimaks WGK availahle for both 
definitions for 1975, and cstimates for years prior to then havc bccn adjusted using a ratio of new-lo-old cstiniates calculated for 1975. 

Finland: Data are based on averages of month1y cstimates from the I.abour Furcc Survey. P a n - h e r s  are persons who usually work lcss than 30 hours a1 their main job. 
Pcrsons who did not indicate their working lime (approximatcly 1-2% of the emplvycd sample) have been grouped with full-liniers. Unpaid family workers who 
worked lcss than one-third of their normal working time are not considered employed. 

France; Data are from lhc annual Enqutie SKF I’e?nploi conduclcd in March of each year. Prior to 1975, unpaid family workers working less lhan 15 hours per week were 
not considered employed. Up to and including 1981, persons working lcss than 30 hours during the reference week wei-e classified as part-timers, with thc cxception 
of persons without regular employment and persons working short-time. From 1982 on, part-time work is detined on the basis of the respondent’s perception. No 
adjustments have been made for these breaks. Full-time employment for men does not include conscripts. 

Japan: Data are based on averages of monthly estimates from the Labour Force Survey and published in the Annual Reporf on the Labour Force Swvey, Statistics Bureau, 
Management and Coordination Agency. Part-timers are persons who were at work and who worked less than 35 hours during the reference week. Original data show 
a series break in 1966-1967 as a result of changes in the survey. Estimates prior to 1967 have been chain-linked to those for later years using estimaks available for 
1967 on both the old- and new-series basis. 

Netherlands: Data are from the annual Labour Force Survey (Arbeifskrachtentelli~g, conducted in odd-numbered years) up to 198.5, replaced by the continuous Labour 
Force Survey (EnquZte Beruepsbewlking) from 1987 on. Interviews up to 1985 were conducted by local civil servants, and thereafter by a permanent trained 
interviewing staff. Part-timers are persons in the working population (i.e. persons at work. including self-employed and unpaid family workers) with less than 
35 usual hours in the main job. The proportion of part-timers recorded by the Lahour Force Survey increased substantially in I987 relative to the 198.5 survey. 
Estimates from the new and old surveys are not considered comparable. 

New Zealand: Up to 1985, estimates are from thc Quarterly Employment Survey (of establishments) and refer to the month ol April up to 1979 and May thereafter. Figures 
were obtained from the Labour und fimpluyrnent Gazette and from national authorities. The survey covers business establishments employing two or more persons in 
all induslrirs except agriculture, hunting, fishing, waterfront wurk, scagoing work, and domslic servicc in private households. Working proprielors of husincsscs are 
considered full-timers. Work schcdules of less than 30 hours per week are comidcrcd to be paa-time. Coverage of total employment is estimated to bc about 75 per 
cenl(l988). Estimates of the proportion of part-time workers from this suurcc were approxiinately 3 per cent lower for mcn and 6 pcr cent lower for women in 1988 
than estimates from the Labour Force Survey (for which data are available only from 1986 on). From 1986 on, data are based on annual avcrages of quarterly 
estimates from the Ncw Zealand Labour Force Survey. Part-time workers are persons who actually workcd less than 30 hours in the reference week, except for 
persons who usually work 30 hours or more but did not work during thc rcference week, who me classified as full-timcrx. From April 1990 on, full-lime and part-time 
status is hased on usual hours worked. Persons who usually work 30 hours or morc in the survey reference week are classified as full-timers, those who usually work 
lcss than 30 hours in the survey reference week are classified as part-timers. The definition was changed in April 1990 to reduce the seasonality that was occurring 
whith usual hours worked. National authorities provided figures from 1986 onwards using the new definition. Estimates prior to 1986 haw been chain-linked to those 
for later years using a ratio of new-to-old estimates calculated for 1986. 

Nonvay: Figures are averages of quarterly estimates from the Labour Force Survey and were obtained from Arbeidsmarked Sfatisrikk, Central Bureau of Statistics, and 
from national authorities. Up to 1988, only data on actual hours were available, and par-time work was defined as work of less than 35 actual hours per week. From 
the second quarter 1988, data on usual hours are collected. On this basis, part-time work is defined as work of less than 37 usual hours, except for persons working 
30 to 36 usual hours who state that their work is full-time. Data prior to 1987 exclude unpaid family workers working less than 10 hours per week. There is a break in 
series after 1987. Estimates prior to 1989 have been chain-linked to those for Iater years using a ratio of new-to-old estimates calculated for 1989. 

Sweden: Data are based on averages of monthly cstimatcs from the Labour Force Survey and were obtained from Arbetskrafts Undersiikningen (AKU), Central Bureau of 
Statistics. Part-timers are persons 16-64 who usually work less than 35 hours per week. Prior to 1975, persons risnally working less than 35 hours for economic 
reasons were classiticd as full-time. The upper age limit for the survey’s working-age popululiun changcd from 74 to 64 in 1986. Accordingly, to ensure historical 
comparability, part-timers in lhc 65-74 age group have been excluded from the data for years prior to 1986. Due to a revision in the Labour Furcc Survey in 1987, 
there is a break in  series after 1986. 

United Stares: Data are based on avcragcs of monthly estimates from the Currenl Pupulation Survey and were oblaincd from Lahnr hhrm Stnrinics Derived frarn the 
Current Population Survey, 1948-1987, Bureau of Labor Statistics, 1988. Persons whose usual working hours for all ,jobs total lcss than 35 hours per week are 
classified as part-time workers. Unpaid family workers working lcss than 15 hours per week are not considel-cd cmployed. 
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Table E. Population of working age (15-64) 
Average annual growth raws in pcrctintages 

1973-75 1975-79 1979-83 1983-91 1992 1993' 

Australia 
Austria 
Belgium 
Canada 
Denmark 
Finland 
France 
Germany 
Greece 
Icciand 
Ireland 
Italy 
Japan 
Luxcmhourg 
Nctherlands 
New Zealand 
Norway 
Portugal 
Spain 
Sweden 
Switzerland 

I992 
Labour force 
(thousands) 

Turkey 
United Kingdom 
United States 
North America 
OECD Europe 
Total OECD 

I 1992 
Population 

or working age 
(thousands) 

3973-75 1975-79 1979-83 1983-91 I992 I993 

1.8 
0.2 
0.8 
2.6 
0.2 
0.7 
0.7 
0.1 
0.7 
2.1 
1 .Y 
0.6 
0.9 
1.8 
1.4 
2.6 
0.6 
3.3" 
1.0 

4 . 1  
-0.4 

3.0 
0.1 
1.7 
1.8 
0.7 
1.1 

1.6 
0.6 
0.7 
2.0 
0.4 
0.4 
0.7 
0.4 
I .3 
I .5 
1.7 
0.7 
0.8 
0.3 
1.4 
0.9 
0.6 
1 .o 
I .3 
0.2 
0.2 
2.7 
0.5 
1.7 
1.7 
0.9 
1.1 

I .8 
1.1 
0.5 
1.4 
0.6 
0.6 
1.3 
I .3 
1.3 
1 .6 
I .3 
0.9 
0.9 
0.8 
I .3 
1.4 
0.7 
2.2 
1.1 
0.4 
1.2 
3.2 
0.6 
1.2 
1.2 
1.3 
I .2 

1.7h 
0.6 
0.2 
1 .o 
0.4 
0.3 
0.6 
0.tiC 
0.9 
1.3 
0.6 
0.2 
0.9 
0.7 
0.8 
1.0h 
0.6 
0.5 
0.9 
0.1 
0.7 
2.9 
0.3 
0.8 
0.8 
0.8 
0.8 

1 .o 
0.6 
0.1 
5.8 
0.3 
0.2 
0.3 
1.2 
0.2 
0.4 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
1.1 
0.6 
0.9 
0.5 
0.4 
0.7 
0.4 
0.8 
2.8 
0.1 
0.9 
1.4 
0.8 
0.9 

1.2 
0.2 
0.0 
0.8 
0.2 
0.2 
0.4 
0.7 
0.2 
0.4 
0.2 
4. I 

0.5 

0: i 
0.1 
0.2 
0.4 
0.5 
0.1 
0.2 
I .3 

- 0 . 1  
0.8 
0.8 

11 680 
5 302 
6 682 

19 256 
3 489 
3 385 

37 632 
44 890 

6 819 
I67 

2 182 
39 203 
86 710 

27 1 
10 433 
2 251 
2 771 
6 595 

26 424 
5 454 
4 689 

35 850 
37 664 

167 355 
186611 
279 963 
567 215 

a)  Break in series helwveen 1973 and 1971. 
bj Break in series between 1985 and 1986. 
c )  Break in  serics bctween 1986 and 1987. 
dj Sccrctnriat estimates bascd on OECD Ecunvtnic Ouflnok, Nu. 55,  Julie 1994. 
Sources: OECD, Lubour Force Statisricv. 

Australia 
Austria 
Belgium 
Canada 
Denmark 
Finland 
France 
Germany 
Greece 
lccland 
Ircland 
Italy 
Japan 
Lu xemhnrirg 
Ncthcrlands 
New Zealand 
Norway 
Portugal 
Spain 
Sweden 
Switzerland 
Turkey 
IJnited Kingdom 
t'aitcd States 
North America 
OECD Enrope 
Total OECD 

1.9 
4 . 8  

1.1 
3.7 
0.8 
1.3 
0.7 

4 . S  
0.3 
2.6 
1.1 
0.8 
0.0 
2.1 
I .2 
3.1 
2.0 
1.5" 
0.4 
I .9 

-2.3 
2.1 
0.5 
2.3 
2.4 
0.7 
I .2 

I .3 
1 .o 
0.8 
3.0 
1.8' 
0.4c 
1 .o 
0.3 
0.8 
1.9 
I .6 
1.2 
1.3 
0.1 
1.0 
1.4 
2.3 
1.5 

- 0 . 1  ' 
0.8 

-0.2 
2.2 
0.7 
2.8 
2.8 
0.9 
I .6 

I .8 
1 .4 
0.5 
1.9 
0.9 
I .3 
0.5 
1 .o 
3.3 
3. I 
I .5 
0.9 
[ . 3  
0.3 
2.4 
I .o 
1 .o 
0.4d 
0.7 
0.6 
1.4 
0.8 
0.0 
1.5 
1.6 
0.8 
1.2 

2.4' 
1.1 
0.2 
I .6 
0.8 
0.0 
0.7 
0.w 
0.3 
1.78 
0.3 
0.8 
1.3 
3.08 
2.6 
0.6' 
0.7 
1.3 
1.3 
0.4J 
1.1 
1.6 
0.8 
1.4 
I .4 
I .o 
1.2 

1.4 
2.0 
0.6 
0.3 
0.7 
-1.3 

0.4 
0.9 
2.6 

-5.1 
I .4 
0.1 
1.1 
2.5 
1.7 
0.5 
0.2, 

0.3 
-1.9 
4 . 6  

1.1 
4 . 5  

1.3 
I .2 
0.2 
0.7 

0.6 
- 0 .1  

0.6 
1.1 
0.6 

9 . 8  
0.4 

-0.1 
0.5 
0.2 
1 .I 

0.6 
0.1 
2.3 
0.7 
0.0 

-0.7 
0.9 

-3.2 
-0.6 

1.8 
-1.3 

0.8 
0.8 

4 . 7  
0.1 

8 679 
3 679 
4 237 

13 873 
2 932 
2 527 

25 108 
30 949 
4 035 

136 
1353 

24 612 
6s 780 

I69 
7 133 
1636 
2 130 
4 764 

15 432 
4 429 
3 573 

20 696 
28 143 

128 548 
142 421 
186 037 
404 553 

~ 

uj Thcsc dutu are not ticccssnrily the silme LIE lhose in Table 1.2, somc of which are derived 

b)  Hrcak in series between 1973 and 1974. 
f:J Break in  seiies hctwccn 1975 and 1976. 
dj Break in scrics between I982 and 19x1. 
e )  Break in serics hctween 198s and 1986. 

jI Hrcuk in serias between IY8h and 1987. 
8 )  Dam refer to 1983-90. 
hl Brenk in sel.ies between 1991 and  1992. 
ij Break in series hctwccn 1'192 m d  1993. 
j i  Sccrctsriut cstirriales based on (IECLJ Economic Ourlook 30. 55, June 1994. 

rrurrl o1lie.r soiirccs. 

Sources: O E D ,  Labour Force Stritistics: and Qunrt-terl? I,abour Force Statistics. 
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Table G. Total labour force - men 
Average annual growth rates in percentages 

1973-75 1975-79 1979-83 1983-93 1992 I991 

Australia 
Austria 
Belgium 
Canada 
Denmark 
Finland 
Francc 
Germany 
Greece 
Iieland 

Japan 
Luxembourg 
Nclhcrlands 
New Zcaliind 
Yorwny 
Portugal 
Spa111 
Sweden 
Switzerland 
United Kingdom 
United States 
North America 
OECD Europe' 
Total OECD' 

Italy 

0.8 
4 . 7  

0.4 
2.6 
0.3 
0.6 
0.2 

-1.1 
4 . 4  

0.6 
0.4 
0.9 
1.1  
0.0 
2.1 
1.4 
1.5 11 

0.8 
0.5 

-2.5 
4 . 3  

1.3 
1.4 

4 . 1  
0.6 

1 .0 
0.9 

-0.1 

()?h 

0.0" 
0.2 
0.0 
0.6 
1.4 
0.2 
0.7 

-0.6 
0.1 
0.6 
1 .0 
0.5 

- 0 . l h  
-0.1 
-0.6 

0.1 
1.8 
1.8 
0.0 
0.8 

1.3 
1.5 

-0.3 
0.9 
0.1 
0.8 

4 . 1  
0.8 
1.8 
0.8 
0.4 
0.9 

4 . 5  
0.7 
0.6 
0.2 
0.2c 
0.3 

4 . 2  
I .0 

4 . 2  
0.9 
0.9 
0.4 
0.7 

1.6d 
0.7 

4 . 5  
0.9 
0.6 
0.0 
0.1 
0.4 
0.0 

-0.2 
0.3 
I .0 
2.6)' 
1.4 

-0.1 d 

(3.0 
0.8 
0.3 
0.1' 
0.8 
0.0 
0.9 
0.9 
0.3 
0.6 

1.3 
1 .0 

-0.1 
0.1 

-1.1 
-0.3 

0.1 

-0.5 
1.2 

1.3 
0.4 
0.3 

-0.9 
-2.0 
-0.6 
-0.8 

1.1 
1 .0 

-0.3 
0.0 

I 

0.2 

0.9 

-0.8 

h 

u:4 

4 . 3  
I .J 

- 0 . 1  
-3.4 
-0.7 
-I .5 

0.5 
0.6 

u j  Brzak i n  series between 1973 and 1974. 
6) Break i n  series between 1975 aiid 197G. 
c )  Break in series between 1982 and 1983. 
d )  Brcak in series between 1965 and 1986. 
P )  Brrak in series hetwren 19x6 and 1987. 
Sources: W C D ,  Labour Force Stutiutics; and Qirarlerlp iubmrr Force Sfutistics. 

f) Data refer to 1983-90. 
g) Brcdk in series belwtcn 1991 and 1992. 
h )  Break in seies between 1992 and 1993. 
i) Above countries only. 

1992 
Lahnur force 
(ihousands) 

5 065 
2 147 
2 444 
7 649 

I 34i 
I4 047 
I8 055 

15 452 
38 990 

4 283 
922 

1 166 
2 674 
9 881 
2 306 
2 206 

16 006 
70 588 
78 237 
92 008 

215 222 

Table H. Total labour force - women 
Average annual growth rates in percentages 

1973-75 1975-79 1979-83 1983-91 1992 1993 

Australia 
Austria 
Relgiurn 
Canada 
Dcnmark 
Finland 
France 
Gerrriany 
Grcccc 
Ireland 
Italy 
Japan 
Luxembourg 
Netherlands 
New Zealand 
Norway 
Portugal 
Spain 
Sweden 
Switzerland 
Unikd Kingdom 
United States 
North America 

Total OECU' 
OECD Europe 

4.0 
4 . 9  

2.6 
5.6 
I .6 
2.0 
I ,h 
0.6 
2.0 
2.6 
1.9 

- I  .5  
4.7 
4.5 
5.2 
3.2 

-0.6 
3.8 

- I  .8 
1.8 
3.8 
4.0 
I .9 
2.1 

1.5" 

2.0 
1.2 
2.6 
4.7 
4.1 
O.Xh  

2.3 
0.8 
1.1  
2.2 
3.4 
2.1 
1.7 
3.3 
3.2 
4.3 
3.0 
0.0 b 

2.1 
0.6 
I .7 
4.3 
4.3 
2.0 
2.8 

2.6 
1.3 
I .8 
3.4 
2.1 
I .8 
I .4 
I .2 
6.5 
3.2 
I .9 
1.8 
2.1 
6.2 
1.9 
2.1 
0.8 
1.5 
1.6 
2.1 
0.2 
2.3 
2.5 
I .6 
2.0 

3.7d 
1.9 
1.2 
2.6 
1.1 
0.0 
1.5 
1.7 f 
0.9 
1.2 
1.8 
1.7 
3.W 
4.6 
1.8" 
1.6 
2.1 
3.6 
0.7' 
1.6 
1 .Y 
2.0 
2.1 
1.8 
I .9 

I .5 
3.4 
1.7 
0.4 

-1.5 
I .2 
1 .!! 

0:9 

2:4 

2:k 

1.1 

0.6 
0.1 

R 

-1.8 
-0.7 
-0.3 

1.6 
1 .s 
0.8 
0.9 

1.1 

1.3 

-0.7 

h 

o:i 

0.5 
0.5 
2.5 

-3.1 
-0.5 
4 . 9  

I .o 
1.1 

1992 
Labour force 
(thousands) 

3 614 
1532 
1793 
6 221 

I I85 
I 1  062 
12 895 

9 160 
26 790 

2 850 
714 
964 

2 090 
5 551 
2 123 
1367 

12 136 
51 960 
64 184 
64 708 

I60 0 I0 

11)  Hrenk i n  sci-ics bctwccn 1973 niid 1974. 
b) Break i n  series between 1975 and 1976. 
c) Brcak in series hetween 1982 and 1983. 
d) Break in series betwccn 1985 und 1984. 
cl Hrcnk i i i  scrics bctwccn 19x6 and 1987. 
Soarces: OECD, Labour Force Statistics; and Qiiartedj Luboklr Force Statistics. 

f) Date rcfcr to 1983-90. 
xi Hrcok i n  swies berweeii 1991 and 1992. 
h )  Brruk in herica hetwccn I992 and 1093. 
I j  Above countries only. 
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Table I. Labour force participation rates" 
Percentages 

I 

Australia 
Austria 
Belgium 
Canada 
Denmark 
Finland 
France 
Germany 
Greece 
Iceland 
Ireland 
ltaly 
Japan 
Luxembourg 
Netherlands 
New Zealand 
Norway 
Portugal 
Spain 
Sweden 
Switzerland 

I 

%kJ Kingdom 
United States 
North America 
OECD Europe 
Total OECD 

1973 1979 1983 1991 1992 1993h 

69.8 
65.1 
62.2 

69.2 
64.9 
62.8 

69.3 I 74.0 
65.6 68.4 
62.8 63.1 

66.7 70.9 72.3 
75.9 79.8 80.9 

67.8 68.4 66.4 
69.4 68.3 67.5 
57.1 55.4 59.9 
71.3 73.1 77.3 
63.5 62.4 62.7 
58.7 60.2 60.1 
71.7 71.8 73.0 
64.8 64.4 63.3 
57.6 56.5 59.0 
64.5 66.3 65.3 
68.7 75.6 76.5 

62.7 I 57.7 56.6 
75.5 80.5 81.3 
77.7 73.8 74.5 
74.0 71.2 64.7 
73.0 74.3 72.4 
68.4 72.1 73.1 
68.2 72.0 73.0 
67.1 67.0 65.8 
68.2 69.4 69.3 

71.7 I 75.5 77.4 

64.0 I 73.6 I 71.9 

76.0 
83.8 
75.7 
66.7 
69.2 
57.3 
86.0 
61.2 
62.9 
75.2 
61.5 
67.6 
72.9 
77.1 
77.2 
58.6 
83.2 
77.3 
58.7 
75.2 
76.5 
76.5 
66.8 

74.3 73.9 
69.4 69.2 
63.4 63.8 
72.0 
84.0 
74.7 
66.7 
68.9 
58.7 
81.3 
62.0 
62.8 
75.9 
62.3 
68.4 
72.7 
76.9 
72.2 
58.4 
81.2 
76.2 
57.7 
74.7 
76.8 
76.3 
66.5 

72.2 
84.4 
74.0 
66.7 
68.4 
58.9 
81.1 
62.7 

I 59.1 
75.9 

69.9 
73.1 
76.8 
71.4 
58.6 
78.5 
75.5 
58.0 
73.9 
76.8 
76.3 

, _. . 71.3 
u) Defined U S  the total labour force divided by the population of working age (15-64) ar mid-yew. 
h )  Secretariat estimates based on OECD Economic Outlook, No. SS, June 1994. 

Soarccs: OECII, Lnhour Force StulistiL's; and Quarreriy labour Force Slrrrisrics. 

71.4 

Table J. Labour force participation rates by sex 
Percentages 

Australia 
Austria 
Belgium 
Canada 
Denmark 
Finland 
France 
Germany 
Greece 
Ireland 
Italy 
Japan 
Luxembourg 
Netherlands 
New Zealand 
Norway 
Portugalo 
Spain 
Sweden 
Switzerlandb 

United Kingdom 
United States 
North America 
OECD Europed 

1 Men I Women 
I 1973 1979 1983 1991 1992 1993c 1 1973 1979 1983 1991 1992 1993< 

91.1 87.6 
83.0 81.6 
83.2 79.3 
86.1 86.3 
89.6 89.6 
80.0 82.2 
85.2 82.6 
89.6 84.9 
83.2 79.0 
92.3 88.7 
85.1 82.6 
90.1 89.2 
93.1 88.9 
85.6 79.0 
89.2 87.3 
86.5 89.2 

90.9 
929 1 83.1 
88.1 87.9 

100.0 94.6 
93.0 90.5 
86.2 85.7 
86.2 85.8 
88.7 84.8 

85.9 I 85.6 85.8 
82.2 80.5 80.7 
76.8 72.8 72.6 
84.7 83.9 78.9 
87.6 88.5 
82.0 79.6 7815 
78.4 75.2 74.7 
82.6 I 79.8 78.9 
80.0 73.9 
87.'1 81.9 

89.1 88.9 89.7 
85.1 77.7 
77.3 1 80.3 80:s 
84.7 82.6 82.2 

80.7 79.7 79:i 

87.2 82.9 82.6 
87.6 89.4 I 83.1 
80.2 76.0 74.8 
85.9 I 85.3 83.2 
93.5 95.1 93.7 
87.5 85.2 84.5 
84.6 84.7 84.8 
84.6 84.6 84.2 
82.3 80.0 75.1 

47.7 50.3 52.1 1 62.2 
48.5 49.1 49.7 
41.3 46.3 48.7 

78.9 

77:; 

75:i 
90.1 

82.2 
81.4 
74.4 
80.3 
92.9 
83.3 
84.5 
83.9 

47.2 
61.9 
63.6 
50.1 
50.3 
32.1 
34.1 
33.7 
54.0 
35.9 
29.2 
39.2 
50.6 

33:4 
62.6 
54.1 
53.2 
51.1 
50.7 
44.7 

55.5 60.0 
'74.2 I 2;:; 72.7 

54.2 54.4 
52.2 52.5 
32.8 40.4 
35.2 37.8 
38.7 40.3 
54.7 57.2 
39.8 41.7 
33.4 40.3 
45.0 45.7 
61.7 65.5 
57.3 I 57.2 I 32.6 33.2 
72.8 76.6 
53.0 55.2 
58.0 57.2 
58.9 61.8 
58.6 61.6 
48.6 49.8 

56.3 
53.2 
68.1 
78.9 
71.9 
58.2 
58.2 
40.8 
39.9 
46.2 
61.5 
44.8 
54.5 
63.4 
71.1 
65.6 
41.2 
80.9 
59.4 
65.0 
68.4 
68.4 
55.8 

62.5 62.5 
58.0 
54.1 
65.1 65.4 

70:j 70:i 
58.7 
58.6 

46:s I 43:2 
62.0 61.7 

55:5 
63.2 
70.9 71.1 
61.9 61.9 
42.0 42.9 
79.1 76.5 
58.5 58.1 
64.8 64.3 
68.9 69.1 
68.5 68.7 
53.3 
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Table K. Standardized unemployment rates in seventeen OECD countries 
Per cent of total labour force 

1983 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 

North America 
Canada 
United States 

Japan 
Central and Western Europe 

Belgium 
France 
Germany 
Ireland 
Netherlands 
United Kingdom 

Southern Europe 
Italy 
Portugal 
Spain 

Finland 
Norway 
Sweden 

Australia 
New Zealand 

Nordic countries 

Oceania 

Total of above countries 

9.7 
11.8 
9.5 
2.6 
9.8 

12.1 
8.3 
7.7 

14.0 
12.0 
12.4' 
11.4 
8.8 
7.8 

17.0 
4.0 
5.4 

5.7 5.4 5.7 7.0 7.7 
7.7 7.5 8.1 10.2 1 1.2 
5.4 5.2 5.4 6.6 7.3 
2.5 2 3  2.1 2.1 2*2 
8.4 7.5 6.9 7.4 8.1 
9.7 8.0 7.2 7.2 7.9 

10.0 9.4 8.9 9.4 10.4 
6.2 5.6 4.8 4.2 4.6 

16.2 14.7 13.3 14.7 15.5 
9.1 8.3 7.5 7.0 6.7 
8.6 7.2 7.0 8.8 10.0 

13.2 12.4 11.6 11.4 12.5 
11.0 10.9 10.3 9.9 10.5 
5.7 5.0 4.6 4.1 4. I 

19.1 16.9 15.9 16.0 18.1 
2.8 2.8 2.9 4.7 7.3 

7.2 
1 1 . 1  
6.7 
2.5 
9.1 * 
9.1 ' 

11.6 
5.8 

15.8' 
8.3: 

10.3 
14.1 
10.2 
5.5 

22.4 
10.3 

4.5 3.4 3.4 7.5 13.0 17.7 
3.4 , 3.2 4.9 5.2 5.5 5 9  h I1 
3.5 

9% 

~~ 

I 1.6 1.4 1.5 2.7 4.8 I 812 
6.9 
7.2 
5.6 

6.3 
6.1 
7.1 

7.0 
6.9 
7.7 

9.6 10.6 10.6 
9.5 10.7 10.8 

10.2 10.3 9.5 
8.5 I 6.7 6.2 6.1 6.8 7.4 I 7.8' 

Note: In so far as it was possible, the data have been adjusted to ensure comparability over time and to conform to the guidelines of the International Labour Office. All series in this table are 
benchmarked to labour-force-survey-based estimates. In countries with annual surveys, monthly estimates are obtained by interpolatiodextrapolation and incorporating trends in administrative 
data series, where available. The annual figures are then calculated by averaging the monthly estimates (for boih unemployed and the labour force). For countries with monthly or quarterly 
surveys, the annual estimates are obtained by averaging the monthly or quarterly estimates respectively. For several countries the adjustment procedure used is similar to that of the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics, US Department of Labor. For EC countries, the procedures are similar to those used in deriving the Comparable Unemployment Rates (CURS) of the Statistical Office of the 
European Communities. Minor differences may appear mainly because of different methods of calculating and applying adjustement factors and because EC estimates are based on the civilian 
labour force. Series adjusted or calculated by the Secretariat are marked by an asterisk (*), 

Sources: See OECD, Quarterly Labour Force Statistics, No. 2, 1994. 

Australia 
Austria 
Belgium 
Canada 
Denmark 
Finland 
France 
Germany 
Greccc 
Iceland 
Ireland 
Italy 
Japan 
Luxembourg 
Netherlands 
New Zealand 
Norway 
Portugal 
Spain 
Sweden 
Switzerland 
Turkey" 
United Kingdom 
IJnited States 
North America I 
OECD Europe 
Total OECD 

Table L. Total unemployment 
Thousands 

1973 1975 I979 1983 1991 1992 I993 

106 
33 
92 
SIS 
21 
51 

593 
273 
64 
0 

64 
1303 

680 
0 

110 
2 

26 
90 

363 
98 
0 

987 
557 

4 365 
4 880 
4 725 

279 
53 

175 
690 
121 
51 

1 074 
75 

I 
84 

1 226 
1 000 

0 
260 

3 
40 

178 

90 I 

625 I 
67 
13 

1148 
838 

7 929 
8 619 
6 930 

378 
65 

304 
836 
157 
143 

1361 
876 
64 
0 

1 686 
1 170 

1 
280 
25 
38 

344 
1129 

88 
10 

1463 
1 234 
6 137 
6 973 
9 332 

88 

17 878 

687 I 821 933 
135 125 133 
545 391 436 

1 434 1417 1556 
312 265 285 
I38 193 328 

1974 2 348 2 552 
2 258 I 1689 1808 

302 30 1 349 
6 

222 183 209 
2 140 2 653 2 799 
1 560 1360 1 420 

3 
478 

1 1 3  

3 1 2  
674 490 
76 I 167 
69 116 

355 204 
2 351 2 466 

151 I 133 
29 35 

1343 1547 
2 984 I 2241 

10 717 8 426 
12 151 9 843 
I5 947 15411 

169 
126 I 192 

2 791 
233 

92 
1596 
2 678 
9 384 

10940 
17 107 

956 
156 
510 

I 562 
312 
444 

2911 
2 270 

399 
0 

229 
2 360 
1 660 

4 
591 
152 
127 
255 

3 483 
388 
157 

I 792 
2 865 
8 733 

10 296 
19261 

I 16 831 ~~ 30 421 27 602 30 569 32 324 

a)  Including csfiinatcs for unemployment in agriculture. 
bJ Secretariat estimates based on UECD Ecu?unnic Ouriook, No. S S ,  June I Y Y 4  

Sources: OECD. Labour Force Sfurisrics: and Quarterly Labour Force Statistics. 
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Table M. Unemployed men 
Thousands 

1973 1975 1979 1983 1991 1992 1993” 

Australia 
Austria 
Belgium 
Canada 
Denmark 
Finland 
France 
Gcrmany 
Greecc 
Ireland 
Italy 
Japan 
T ,uxembourg 
Netherlands 
Ncw Zealand 
Norway 
Portugal 
Spain 
Sweden 
Switzerland 
United Kingdom 
United States 
North America 
OECD Europe0 
Total OECD” 

51 
13 
48 

295 
10 
29 

224 
150 
39 
53 

603 
440 

(1 
88 
1 

i l  

267 
52 
0 

47 6 
2 275 
2 570 
2 105 
5 167 

42 I 

139 
26 
84 

39 1 
69 
29 

392 
623 

41 
66 

556 
660 

0 
197 

2 
21 
98 

47 1 
32 
10 

698 
4 442 
4 833 
3 413 
9 047 

198 
28 

113 
449 

I E 
581 
417 

31 
66 

724 
740 

I 
178 
15 
18 

122 

44 
5 

888 
3 120 
3 569 
4 119 
8 641 

1 759 

430 I 495 573 
70 71 75 

253 159 181 
849 
159 
76 

8 17 
129 
124 

910 

203 
889 1031 1146 

1273 I 898 
148 121 

983 

140 156 
938 1 142 1226 
950 780 820 

I I I 
403 226 227 

37 68 76 

1521 1193 I385 

46 I 100 101 

I 127 76 I 89 

79 I 77 145 
18 22 55 

I 2145 I 1708 2 061 
6 260 4 817 5 380 
7 109 5 634 6 290 
8 277 7 202 7 852 

16 812 14211 15 636 

583 

896 

259 
1384 
1277 

I 1 I G  
950 

77 
117 

1838 
239 
93 

2 209 
4 932 
5 828 

n) Ahovc countries only. 
6) Secretariat estimatcs based on O K / >  Economic O u t h k ,  No. 55, June 1994 

Souri:e.~: OECD, La6au.r Force ,S!:I*T~.FT~CS; and Quarterly Luborrr Force Sidrtics.  

Australia 
Austria 
Belgium 
Canada 
Denmark. 
Finland 
France 
Germany 
Greece 
Ireland 
Italy 
Japan 
Luxembourg 
Netherlands 
New Zealand 
Norway 
Portugal 
Spain 
Sweden 
Switzerland 
IJnited Kingdom 
United States 
North America 
OBCD Europe. 
Total OECD” 

Table N. Unemployed women 
Thousands 

1973 1975 1979 1983 1991 I992 1993” 

55 
20 
43 

220 
11 
22 

369 
124 
25 
11 

700 
240 

0 
22 

1 
15 
48 
96 
46 
0 

81 
2 089 
2 309 
1633 
4 238 

140 
27 
91 

299 
52 
22 

509 
452 

34 
18 

670 
340 

0 
63 

1 
19 

154 
36 
3 

140 
3 486 
3 785 
2 370 
6 636 

I 80 

I80 
37 

191 
387 I :; 
780 
45 9 

33 
22 

962 
430 

1 
102 

10 
19 

222 
I 370 

44 
4 

346 
3 018 
3 40s 
3 748 
7 773 

585 599 
153 135 
02 69 

1085 1318 
985 I 792 
154 180 
41 52 

1 202 1511 
610 590 

1 
264 

30 1 68 

1 I 
27 1 

32 48 

830 1273 
1 228 128 I 

72 I 55 

I 839 I 533 
11 13 

4 457 3 609 
5 042 4 208 
6 325 6 658 

12 264 11 850 

361 
58 

255 
647 

12s 
1405 

826 

1573 
600 

25 1 
68 
50 

103 
1405 

88 
37 

617 
4 on5 
4 652 
6 793 

12 474 

373 

667 

184 
1527 

993 

1 1245 
710 

50 
137 

1646 
147 
63 

656 
3 802 
4 4-69 

a )  Above countrics only. 
b )  Secietariat estimates based on OECD lkonnmic Outlook, No. 55, Juire 1994. 

Sources: OECD, Lnboirr Forre Smtirtm; and Quarterly Labour Force Starisfics. 
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Table 0. Youth unemployment rates in sixteen OECD countries 

1973 1975 1979 1983 1990 1991 I992 1993 

Australia 
Age 15-24 
Age 15-19 
Age 20-24 

Age 15-24 
Age 15-19 
Age 20-24 

Age 15-24 
Age 15-19 
Age 20-24 

Age 15-24 
Age 15-19 
Age 20-24 

Age 15-24 
Age 15-19 
Age 20-24 

Age 15-24 
Age 15-19 
Age 20-24 

Age 14-24 
Age 14-19 
Age 20-24 

Age IS-24 
Age 15-19 
Age 20-24 

Age 15-24 
Age 15-19 
Age 20-24 

New Zealand 
Age 15-24 
Age 15-19 
Age 20-24 

Age 16-24 
Age 16-19 
Age 20-24 

Age IS-24 
Age 15-19 
Age 20-24 

Age 16-24 
Age 16-19 
Age 20-24 

Age 16-24 
Age 16-19 
Age 20-24 

United Kingdom 
Age 16-24 
Age 16-19 
Age 20-24 

Unitcd Statcs 
Age 16-24 
Age 16-19 
Age 20-24 

Canada 

Finland 

France 

Germany 

Ireland 

Italy 

Japan 

Netherlands 

Norway 

Portugal 

Spain 

Sweden 

3.3 
4.7 
2.3 

10.1 
12.5 
8.4 

4.5 
6.0 
3.5 

4.0 
5.8 
3.4 

1.1 
1.1 
1.2 

. .  

. .  

. .  

12.6 
15.8 
10.4 

2.3 
2.8 
2.2 

2.8 
. .  
. .  

I .  

. .  

. .  

5.6 
9.3 
3.5 

. .  
, .  
. .  

4.8 
6.6 
3.4 

5.2 
6.8 
4.4 

3.1 
3 .5 
2.8 

10.5 
14.5 
7.8 

9.0 
12.9 
5.9 

12.0 
14.9 
9.9 

5.1 
7.0 I 
4.0 

7.8 
12.1 
6.3 

5.6 
5.3 
5.8 

14.2 
19.9 
10.0 

12.8 
16.8 
10.3 

3 .O 
3.6 
2.9 

6.3 
. .  
. .  

. .  

. .  

. .  

7.8 
13.3 
4.5 

9.8 
10.9 
8.9 

9.0 
10.9 I 
7.5 

3.7 
5.5 
2.8 

8.7 
11.4 
6.8 

16.1 
19.9 
13.6 

12.2 
17.3 
8.2 

12.9 
16.0 
10.7 

10.8 
16.5 
7.8 

13.5 
21.7 
10.9 

4.0 
3.5 
4.3 

9.2 
12.5 
6.9 

25.6 
32.5 
20.8 

3.4 
4.1 
3.2 

8.1 
.. 
. .  

. .  

. .  

. .  

6.6 
10.3 
4.6 

17.8 
21.4 I 
15.1 

19.4 
25.2 
15.2 

5.0 
7.4 
3.7 

10.3 
14.4 I 
6.9 

11.8 
16.1 
9.1 

17.9 
22.6 
14.7 

19.8 
22.1 
18.4 

10.5 
1 s.3 
8.3 

19.7 
2x3 
17.3 

11.0 

11.7 

20.1 
26.9 
16.3 

30.5 
39.5 
25.2 

4.5 
6.2 
4.1 

9.8 I 

. .  

. .  

.. 

. .  

8.9 
12.3 
7.0 

18.3 
18.6 
ix.1 

37.6 
47.7 
31.9 

6.8 

23.4 
29.0 1 
19.1 

17.2 
22.4 
14.5 

13.2 
16.5 
10.9 

12.8 
14.2 
11.8 

6.4 
x.5 
5.4 

19.1 
19.0 
19.2 

5.6 
5.0 
5.9 

19.5 
27.8 
15.8 

31.5 
39.0 
28.6 

4.3 
6.6 
3.7 

11.1 
15.1 
9.3 

14.1 
17.3 
11.5 

11.8 
16.1 
9.8 

10.2 
10.5 
9.9 

32.3 
36.5 
30.6 

3.8 
5.1 
3.2 

10.1 
11.6 
9.3 

11.1 
15.5 
8.8 

17.1 
21.0 
14.6 

16.2 
16.8 
15.9 

13.5 
15.9 
12.5 

19.4 
23.2 
18.8 

5.2 
4.7 
5.3 

23.3 
30.8 
20.0 

30.8 
37.7 
28.3 

4.5 
6.6 
3.9 

10.5 
15.3 
8.2 

18.8 
21.8 
16.6 

12.8 
17.3 
11.0 

x.7 
9.4 
8.3 

31.1 
34.7 
29.7 

6.5 
7.4 
6.1 

13.6 
14.9 
12.8 

13.4 
18.6 
10.8 

19.5 
24.9 
16.1 

17.8 
19.7 
16.6 

23.5 
25.8 
22.5 

20.8 
22.8 
20.5 

. .  

. .  

. .  

. .  

. .  

.. 

32.7 

29.8 

4.4 
6.7 
3.8 

10.2 
13.2 
8.8 

18.5 
22.2 
16.2 

13.9 
16.7 
12.8 

9.4 
1U.5 
8.8 

34.4 
38.9 
32.7 

11.5 
11.7 
11.5 

15.4 
16.4 
14.9 

14.2 
20.0 
11.3 

18.6 
23.0 
16.1 

17.8 
19.9 
16.4 

30.5 
32.6 
29.6 

24.6 
26.5 
24.4 

. .  

. .  

. .  

. .  

. .  

. .  

30.6 
36.4 
28.6 

5.1 
7.1 
4.7 

.. 

. .  

. .  

17.2 
21.3 
14.7 

13.9 
19.3 
11.9 

12.0 
13.6 
11.2 

43.2 
50.3 
40.5 

18.4 
19.2 
18.1 

17.3 
19.2 
16.4 

13.3 
19.0 
10.5 

Soul-ces and notes: See OECD, labour Forre Statisfirs, 1972-1992, Part In, 1994. forthcoming 
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Tablc P. lncidence of long-term unemployment from survey-based data in selected OECD countries(', b. (, (' 

As a per cent of total unemployment 

1983 

6 months 12 months 
and over and over 

Australia 
Belgium 
Canada 
Denmark 
Finland 
France 
Germany 
Greece 
Ireland 
Italy 
Japan 
Luxembourg! 
Netherlands 
New Zealand 
Norway 
Portugal 
Spain 
Sweden 
United Kingdom 
United States 

52.7 
84.7 
28.8 
60.6 
30.6 
67.0 
64.8 
60.7 
64.7 
83.0 
31.5 

(57.0) 
75.1 

20.3 

72.8 
24.9 
68.fl 
23.9 

. .  

. .  

27.5 
66.3 
9.9 

33.0 
19.8 
42.2 
39.3 
35.0 
36.9 
57.7 
12.9 

(33.9) 
50.5 

6.3 

52.4 
10.3 
47.0 
13.3 

. .  

. I  

1989 

5 months 12 months 
and over and over 

40.6 
87.5 
20.8 
50.8 
23.6 
63.7 
66.7 
73.5 
82.4 
58.7 
37.3 

(57.1) 
66.1 
34.5 
29.5 
66.6 
72.7 
18.2 
57.2 
9.9 

23.1 
76.3 
6.8 

25.9 
6.9 

43.9 
49.0 
52.4 
67.3 
70.4 
18.7 

(38.1) 
49.9 
14.7 
11.6 
48.3 
58.5 
6.3 

40.8 
5.7 

1990 

5 months 12 months 
and over and over 

40.9 21.6 
81.6 69.9 
18.9 5.7 
59.9 33.7 

55.6 3x.3 
64.5 46.3 
74.3 51.7 
82.2 67.2 
87.0 71.1 
39.0 14. I 

63.4 48.4 
38.0 18.7 
40.4 19.2 
64.6 48.1 
70.2 54.0 
16.1 4.7 
52.2 36.0 
10.2 5.6 

. .  . .  

. .  . .  

1991 

5 months 12 montl 
and over and ove 

49.6 
76.4 
23.6 
53.3 
32.3 
58.0 
62.5 
71.1 
76.1 
83.7 
38.1 

(52.2) 
57.7 
39.1 
39.1 
58.4 
68.4 
17.6 
46.3 
13.0 

24.9 
61.6 
7.2 

31.2 
9.1 

37.3 
45.5 
47.0 
60.3 
67. I 
17.9 

(30.4) 
43.0 
21.3 
20.2 
38.3 
51.1 
4.2 

28.1 
6.3 

~~ ~ 

1992 I 1993 

58.7 
74.7 
33.4 
49.9 

58.1 
55.4 
70.3 

69.7 
36.2 

(41.2) 
76.9 
53.2 
41.1 
37.0 
66.1 
25.7 
57.3 
20.6 

. .  

. .  

34.5 
59.0 
13.1 
27.0 

36.1 
33.5 
49.7 

58.2 
15.9 

(17.6) 
44.0 
31.9 
23.6 
30.9 
47.4 

8.0 
35.4 
11.2 

. .  

. .  

57.1 36.5 

31.4 14.1 
.. .. 

. .  . .  

. .  . .  
58.2 34.2 
. .  I .  

. .  , .  
34.4 17.2 

. .  . .  
52.5 33.2 
45.6 27.2 

69.6 50.1 
32.0 10.9 

20.4 11.7 

I .  .. 

. .  . .  

u) While data from lahnur force surveys make international comparisons easier compared to a mixture of survey and rcgistration data, lhey are not perfect. 
Questionnaire wording and dcsign, survcy timing, differences across countries in the age groups covered, and other reasons still mean that care is required in 
intcrprcting cross-country differences in levels. 

b) The duration-of-uiiemi)~oynlei~t database mainrained by the Secretariat is cornposcd of dctailed duralion categories disaggregated by agc and SCX. All totals arc 
dcrived by adding each relevant component. Thus, the total for mcn is dcnved by adding the number of men unemployed by each duration and age group calegory. 
Since published data ai-c usually roundcd to the nearesi thousand, this method sotnetimes results in slight differences hetween the perccntagcs shown here and those 
that would he obtained using lhe available published figures for t.otals. 

c )  Data are averages of monthly figures for Canada, Sweden and the Unitcd Statcs, and avcragcs of quarterly ligures for Norway and Spain. The reference period for the 
remaining countries is as follows (among EC countrics it occasionally varics from ycar lo ycar): Australia, August; Belgium, April; Deninark, April-May; Finland, 
autumn; France, March; Gerniany, April; Greece, March-July; Ireland, May; Italy, April; Japan, Fehruaty; I,uxemhourg, April; the Netherlands, March-May; New 
Zealand, March; Portugal, Februarp-April; and the United Kingdom, March-May. 

d) Data rcfcr to pcrsons aged 14 and over in Italy, Portugal, Greece, Belgium and Luxembourg, aged 15 and over in AustraIia, Canada, Denmark, France, Germany, 
Ireland, Japan, the Netherlands and New Zealand, and aged 16 and over in Spain and the United States. Data for Finland refer to persons aged 15-64 (excluding 
unemployment pensioners). Data for Nomay refer to persons aged 16-74 and data for Sweden refer to persons aged 16-64. Data for the United Kingdom refer to men 
aged 16-69 and women 16-64. 

e)  Persons for whom no duration of unemployment was specified are excluded. 
s) Data in brackets are based on small sample sizes and, therefore, must he treated with care. 

Labour Force Survey and wcrc supplicd by Eurostat. 
Australia: Australian Bureau of Statistics, The Labour Force Australia. 
Canada: Unpublished data from the labour force survey supplied by Statistics Canada. 
Finland; Unpublished data from the labour forcc survcy supplicd by the Ccnlral Stalislical Office. 
Frunce: Institnt natiotial de la srdttistique et des hudes kconomiques. EnquEte siir 1'Emploi. 
Japrm: Statistics Burean, Management and Coordination Agency, Xepoit on the Special Survey oJ the Labour Force Survey. 
New Zealand: Unpublished d a b  from Ihe household labour force survey supplied by thc Dcpartrnent of Stalistics. 
Norway; Unpublished data from the labour forcc sui-vcy supplied by the Central Statistical Office. 
Sweden: Statistics Sweden, A KU. 
Spain; llnpuhlished data from the labour forcc survcy supplied by the Ministry of Employinent and Social Security. 
United Sfafes: Burcau or Labor Statistics, Einpluyrnen/ and Eurnings. 

Sources: Data for Belgium, Denmark, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Portugal and the United Kingdom are based on the Community 
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Table Q. Incidence of long-term unemployment from survey-based data among men" b, d, 

As a per cent of male unemployment 

1989 1990 1991 I 1992 1993 1983 

6 months 12 months 
and over and over 

6 months 12 months 
and over and over 

6 months 12 months 
and over and over 

6 months 12 months 6 months 12 month: 
and over and over and over and over 

5 months 12 months 
and over and over 

Australia 
Be 1 g i u m 
Canada 
Denmark 
Finland 
France 
Germany 
Grcccc 
Ireland 
Italy 
Japan 
Luxembourgf 
Netherlands 
New Zealand 
Norway 
Portugal 
Spain 
Sweden 
United Kingdom 
United States 

56.1 
81.7 
31.1 
54.3 
32.0 
62.4 
65.8 
51.6 
69.3 
79.8 
35.3 

(60.6) 
73.8 

18.2 

69.9 
25.9 
72.4 
28.2 

. .  

. .  

28.8 
60.3 
11.2 
27.8 
20.7 
39.0 
40.7 
24.7 
42.8 
54.7 
16.5 

(36.8) 
50.3 

6.1 

48.9 
10.8 
52.9 
16.0 

.. 

.. 

45.0 
84.8 
22.2 
46.0 
23.7 
59.9 
68.1 
63.1 
85.1 
84.2 
44.2 

(70.0) 
69.3 
38.7 
29.6 
62.2 
66.9 
20.5 
64.3 
12.5 

28.1 
74.7 
8.0 

22.6 
7.9 

41.6 
52.3 
42.2 
71.9 
68.2 
23.3 

(50.0) 
56.3 
17.3 
13.0 
43.0 
51.3 
7.3 

49.3 
7.4 

42.5 24.4 
79.2 66.3 
19.1 6.7 
55.7 30.9 

53.2 35.7 
65.0 49.0 
66.7 43.4 
87.2 72.5 
85.7 69.3 
47.6 26.2 

64.0 55.5 
44.0 22.8 
39.7 19.0 
57.5 40.2 
63.3 45.8 
16.5 5.4 
59.5 44.6 
12.4 7.1 

. .  . .  

.. 1 .  

51.1 
71.5 
24.4 
49.1 
36.6 
53.7 
64.6 
62.9 
79.6 
83.1 
43.9 

(66.7) 
62.3 
43.0 
37.6 
53.8 
61.7 
19.2 
50.8 
15.1 

25.8 
57.5 
7.8 

27.9 
9.7 

34.7 
48.9 
37.0 
64.8 
65.4 
22.0 

(41.7) 
50.2 
24.2 
18.8 
33.3 I 
42.7 
4.6 

32.2 I 
7.6 

37.6 
56.3 
12.5 
15.9 

33.7 
37.0 
38.2 

58.3 
20.3 

(18.7) 
47.0 
36.0 
22.6 
25.1 
38.3 
8.4 

39.7 
12.8 

.. 

.. 

59.3 39.5 

33.3 15.9 
. .  . .  

.. .. 

.. . .  
54.3 31.6 
.. .. 
.. .. 
.. I .  

f .  . .  
39.8 20.5 

L .  I ,  

I .  . .  
57.4 37.8 
45.1 25.4 

64.4 42.5 
34.1 12.1 

22.8 13.5 

.. .. 

I .  . .  

61.5 
71.8 
30.1 
33.3 

54.8 
56.2 
60.8 

69.2 
41.8 

(43.7) 
74.8 
56.7 
38.9 
31.8 
59.0 
26.8 
61.5 
23.0 

. .  

.. 

I 
Sources and notes: See Tahle P. 

Table R. Incidence of long-term unemployment from survey-based data among women" b, c- d* 

As a per cent of female unemployment 

1989 1990 1991 1992 I 1993 1983 

6 months 12 months 
and over and over 

5 months 12 months 
and over and over 

6 months 12 mont 
and over and OVE 

6 months 12 months 6 months 12 months 
and over and over and over and over 

5 months 12 months 
and over and over 

38.8 17.8 
84.1 72.6 
18.5 4.6 
64.4 37.6 

57.5 40.2 
63.5 43.4 
79.6 57.5 
78.9 59.6 
87.6 72.4 
26.3 8.8 

. .  . . 

- 

Australia 47.0 2.5.3 
Belgium 87.0 70.9 
Canada 25.4 7.9 
Denmark 67.5 38.6 
Finland 29.1 19.0 
France 70.5 44.8 
Germany 63.7 37.7 
Greece 69.4 44.7 
Ireland 55.4 25.0 
Italy 85.4 59.9 
Japan 23.1 5.1 
Luxembourgf (53.6) (31.1) 
Netherlands 77.0 50.7 
New Zealand . .  . .  
Norway 20.7 6.9 
Portugal , .  . .  
Spain 77.1 58.5 
Swcden 23.8 9.7 
United Kingdom 59.8 36.3 
United States 17.9 9.6 

Sources and notes: See Table P. 

35.2 
89.3 
19.2 
55.5 
23.5 
66.5 
65.5 
80.0 
77.1 
86.7 
28.1 

(45.5) 
63.1 
28.4 
27.5 
69.4 
78.4 
1.5.8 
46.8 
6.9 

16.9 
77.2 
5.3 

29.0 
5.9 

45.6 
45.9 
58.8 
58.2 
71.9 
12.5 

( 1  8.2) 
44.0 
10.9 
10.0 
51.7 
65.5 
5.2 

28.5 
3.7 

47 .o 
79.6 
22.5 
57.3 
26.2 
61.3 
60.2 
76.5 
69.8 
84.2 
23.8 

(36.4) 
53.7 
33.5 
41.3 
61.1 
74.6 
15.3 
38.7 
10.2 

23.4 
64.3 
6.5 

34.3 
8.3 

39.3 
42.0 
53.7 
52.1 
68.2 
11.5 

(18.2) 
36.7 
17.2 
22. I 
41.3 
58.8 
3.7 

21.1 
4.7 

54.2 29.4 
76.8 61.0 
26.3 9.4 
51.0 28.6 

60.8 38.1 
54.6 30.6 
76.5 57.2 

. .  I .  

53.5 31.8 

28.7 11.5 
. .  . .  

. .  . .  

. .  . .  
61.6 36.4 

70.2 58.1 
28.8 10.2 

(38.9) (16.7) 
78.4 41.6 
47.9 25.8 
43.0 24.2 
41.8 36.3 
73.1 56.2 
23.9 7.5 
48.5 26.6 
17.3 9.1 

. .  . .  
27.5 13.0 
. .  I .  

. .  . .  
45.1 26.4 
46.5 30.2 

75.5 58.4 
28.6 9.1 

17.2 9.2 

. .  . .  

. .  . .  

61.1 42.4 
29.5 12.8 
42.5 20.0 
69.6 52.8 
76.5 61.5 
15.4 3.9 
41.7 21.4 

8.4 3.7 
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Table S .  Incidcnce of registered long-term unemployment in sclected OECn countries 
As a per cent of total registered unemployrncnt 

1481 

1983 

I989 1990 1991 1992 1993 

1989 

1990 

1990 I 1991 

1991 

1993 1992 

5 months 12 months 
and over and over 

29.8 17.0 
. .  57.3 

24.9 8.2 
44.9 26.6 
60.3 42.3 
. .  50.5 

53.8 32.6 

6 months 12 months 
and over and over 

24.2 13.1 
78.8 65.2 
22.3 6.6 
48.6 31.4 
62.8 44.6 
. .  56.7 

56.2 38.1 

12 months 
and over 

15.2 
57.4 
2.7 

28.3 
42.4 
55.1 
25.0 

6 months 12 months 
and over and over 

30.2 17.0 
. .  56.9 

26.3 18.4 

6 months 12 months 
and over and over 

Austria" .. .. 
Belgiumh 77.9 62.8 
Finland" 30.7 13.4 
Germany 54.1 28.5 
Irelandd 57.5 35.1 
Netherlands LI 69.6 43.7 
IJnited Kingdonif 58.1 36.5 

6 months 
and over 

25.1 
77.6 
17.0 
48.5 
hl .4 

49.1 
. .  

62.2 44.3 
.. 46.8 

57.6 36.9 
57.4 . .  

~~ 

(1) Data refcr to averages nf end-of-month figures and are hased on pcrsons aged 15 and over. 
h) Data rcler to the wholly unemploycd drawing henefits at cnd-June annd are based on men aged 14-64 and women 14-59 
c) Data refcr to end-September and BLC based on persons aged 15-64, 
0) Data refer to April and are based on prsons aged 15 and over-. 
e )  Data refcr to end-May and are based on persons aged 15-64. 
f) Data refer to July and are based OII men aged 16 and over, and womcn 16-64. 

Sources: Austria: Bundesministerium fur Arbcit und Soziales, Arbeitsrnarlctdaterr. 
Belgium: Ministkre de 1'Emploi et du Travail, Recensement annuel des ch6meurs complefs indemnistk 
Finland: Data were provided by the hlinistry of Labour. 
Germany: Bundesanstalt fur Arbeit, AmtEiche Nachrichten der Bundesanstalt fiir Arbeit. 
Ireland: Central Statistics Office, Live Register - Half Yearly Age By Duration Analysis. 
Netherlands: Centraal Bureau voor de Staiistiek, Sociaal Economiche Muandstatisriek. 
United Kingdom: Departmen1 of Employment, Employment Gazette. 

I I I I I 

6 months 12 rnonths 6 months 12 months 6 months 12 months 6 months 12 months 6 months 12 months 6 months 12 months 
and over and over and over and over and over and over and over and over and over and over and over and over 

Austriaa . .  . .  
Belgium 73.9 56.0 
Finland" 30.0 13.2 
Germany 55.5 29.9 
Ireland " 59.7 38.4 
Netherlands 69.3 44.3 
IJnited Kingdorri' 61.5 40.8 

23.3 13.4 
75.4 61.7 
22.5 7.3 
49.4 32.5 
66.3 49.1 
.. 59.6 

58.9 41.5 

23.5 13.1 
74.1 59.0 
17.0 3.1 
47.6 30.2 
65.3 49.7 

. .  62.1 
51.5 34.1 

26.0 14.6 
. .  53.3 

17.9 2.9 
44.9 28.0 
63.1 46.3 
. .  59.8 

48.3 26.9 

27.0 15.4 
.. 52.6 

25.6 52.6 
44.5 26.0 
63.8 46.6 
. .  53.1 

56.7 35.5 

28.2 16.0 
. .  52.1 

26.3 20.6 

65.7 48.4 
. .  46.7 

60.7 40.2 

. .  . .  

.Sorirres and notes: See 'Table S 

Tablc U. Incidence of registered long-term unemployment among women 
As a per cent of total registered female unemployment 

1983 1989 1992 I 1993 

6 months 12 monthr 
and over and over 

6 months 12 months 
and over and over 

5 months 12 months 
and over and over 

6 months 12 months 
and over and over 

6 months 
and over 

12 months 
and over 

27.0 13.2 
79.8 65.1 
17.1 3.6 
49.4 29.2 
53 .  I 34.8 
. .  49.6 

42.4 24.8 

31.0 15.9 
. .  60.1 

15.1 2.4 
45.7 28.6 
52.8 34.2 
. .  48.0 

38.2 19.1 

33.3 

23.9 
45.4 
53.0 

44.4 

. .  

. .  

18.5 
60.3 
15.5 

36.4 
46.9 
26.4 

. .  

25.2 12.9 
81.0 67.4 
22.0 6.0 
47.8 30.4 
54.6 34.3 
. .  51.7 

49.3 29.5 

Austria" . .  , .  
Belgiumb 81.4 68.7 
Finland 31.7 13.6 
Germany 52.5 27.0 
lrelandd 50.4 24.3 
Netherlands 70.2 42.4 
United Kingdorri f 49.7 25.9 

Sources and notes: See Tablc S .  

27.3 . .  

46.7 . .  
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