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European Models of Capitalism

EU 443

Aims. The purpose of this course is to provide students with an in-depth understanding of the different models of European capitalism since the second oil shock. The central question which organises the course is why European integration, financial liberalisation, fifteen years or more of activist conservative as well as social-democratic governments in most European countries, and deliberate attempts at cross-national institutional borrowing have not led to a single European model of capitalism. 

Objectives. Students who have successfully completed the course should be able to:

· analyse and explain how and why differences in the organisation of European economies persist, increase or decrease, and which role institutional frameworks play in this process;

· produce well-structured, clearly written analytical papers on this topic using different sources and empirical material; 

· make concise oral presentations which carefully balance and integrate data and arguments from different social sciences.

Content. The emphasis will be on analysis rather than description. Students are therefore expected to have a reasonable grounding in economics (taking EU 409 if necessary), and be familiar with the broad political and economic history of post-war Europe. The course consists of three parts. In the first week, we will discuss the basic arguments and methodological considerations. Weeks 2-6 will be devoted to a comparative analysis of the core issue areas in the political economy of contemporary capitalism. Weeks 7-9 will build on these thematic treatments to discuss the structure of and dynamics in the three main European models of capitalism. Week 10 will recapitulate by asking how these different models react to new challenges. Early in the summer term there will be two review sessions, on dates agreed between students and teachers.

Seminars. The purpose of the seminars is to focus on certain aspects of the themes treated in the lectures, analysing in detail exactly where controversies exist, what the main arguments in that debate are, and generally providing a background for discussions among students. Seminars will normally consist of two 10-15 minute presentations by students, structured around one of the organising questions for each lecture topic listed below the lecture notes in this syllabus. Students are expected to prepare a handout for all participants, which covers their presentation. 

Essays. Students will write two essays of approximately 1500 words. The first one will be on the topic of their presentation, and should be handed in the week following the presentation. The second essay will handle a general question given by the teachers, and be handed in before the end of the Lent Term. 

Assessment. There will be a two-hour written examination in June 2001, in which students will answer two out of eight questions. 

Reading. 

Readings are available in the 'Course Collection' and 'Offprints'. The following texts provide necessary background reading:

Hall, Peter A., and David Soskice (eds.) 2001. Varieties of Capitalism: The institutional foundations of competitiveness. Oxford: Oxford University Press. (henceforth HS)
Herbert Kitschelt, Peter Lange, Gary Marks and John Stephens (eds.). 1997. Continuity and Change in Contempory Capitalism, Cambridge UP. (henceforth KLMS)

Crouch, Colin. and Wolfgang Streeck (eds). 1997. Political Economy of Modern Capitalism. London, Francis Pinter. (henceforth CS)

Richard Bronk, “Which model of capitalism?” (in) OECD Observer, Summer 2000. 

Centraal Planbureau Netherlands. 1997. Challenging Neighbours: Rethinking German and Dutch Economic Institutions, Berlin: Springer. (henceforth CPB)
Lecture schedule 

Week 1. An introduction to varieties of capitalism

For over a century, in fact since the emergence of industrial capitalism, the debate over divergence and convergence between different models of capitalism has preoccupied the social sciences. While a theory of why economies should converge has been around since Adam Smith (and most forcefully expressed by Marx and Engels in the Communist Manifesto), there was, up until very recently no theory of divergence. Most of the work done in comparative political economy, sociology and institutional economics explained “non-convergence” instead of divergence. While most of the comparative political economy literature remains caught in explaining and analysing non-convergence, two systematic attempts were made over the last fifteen years to build a theory of divergence (Hall & Soskice 2001). 

Methodologically the course builds on these attempts by treating firms as the central institutions in contemporary capitalism. Understanding capitalism therefore requires understanding firms in their relevant environment, which analytically can be conceptualised as consisting of four dimensions: product markets, financial markets, labour markets, and competition/cooperation among firms. Institutional frameworks shape the relation of firms to their relevant environment and therefore push them to adopt different product market strategies. However, while institutional frameworks influence firms’ strategies, it is unclear to which degree institutions determine (rather than loosely influence) the choices of firms. 

Central questions for the lecture are: 

Are there stable different patterns of capitalist economic organisation? Why (not)? Which ones? 

What are the drivers of convergence and divergence? What is the role of technology, institutions, trade and globalisation? What are the strengths and weaknesses of much of the social science literature on convergence and divergence? How does a firm-level perspective address macro-level and micro-level questions? How constraining are institutional frameworks?

Literature (references marked with an asterisk (*) are required reading, others are optional but strongly recommended):

*Hall, Peter A., and David Soskice. 2001. “Varieties of Capitalism: The Institutional Foundations of Comparative Advantage.” in Varieties of Capitalism: The institutional foundations of competitiveness, edited by Peter A. Hall and David Soskice. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

*Berger, Suzanne. 1996. “Introduction” (in) Berger, Suzanne & Ronald Dore (ed.). National Diversity and Global Capitalism. Ithaca NY: Cornell University Press, pp. 1-25.

*Soskice, David. 1999. “Divergent Production Regimes. Coordinated and Uncoordinated Market Economies in the 1980s and 1990s.” in Continuity and Change in Contemporary Capitalism, edited by Herbert Kitschelt, Peter Lange, Gary Marks, and John D. Stephens. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 101-134.

*Whitley, Richard. 1999. Divergent Capitalisms: The Social Structuring and Change of Business Systems. Oxford: Oxford University Press, Chs 1-2

*Bronk, Richard: Which Model of Capitalism? OECD Observer, OECD, 2000 (pages 12-15) – available on LSE electronic journals website: http://www.headline.ac.uk/simon/cgi-bin/jrnclient.pl?letter=o or in room J214 for 24hrs

CPB Netherlands. 1997. Challenging Neighbours :Rethinking German and Dutch Institutions, Springer, chapter 2 (pages 41-77)

Porter, Michael. 1990. The Competitive Advantage of Nations. Macmillan– chapter 3-4 (pages 69-175)

Week 2: Financial systems and varieties of corporate governance

Starting with a sketch of the difference between the shareholder and stakeholder models, this lecture will focus on the financial aspects of respective corporate governance regimes – the relationship between companies and their shareholders and creditors.  It will outline the differences between liberal market systems based on dispersed shareholdings and arms length creditors exerting external control through the threat of ‘exit’, and cooperative regimes based on long-term concentrated shareholdings and hausbanks exerting internal control (‘voice’) through presence on company boards.  The lecture will look at how internal monitoring and control can reduce information asymmetries between managers and financiers and can underpin commitment and long-term relationships; and it will examine how external monitoring and control encourage a focus on share prices and easily disseminated information and lead to greater company flexibility.  The lecture will briefly relate these issues to the VOC ‘diamond’ before looking at recent changes in capital markets.  In particular, the trends towards disintermediation (bond market rather than bank loan finance) and a more widespread market for corporate control (hostile takeovers) will be examined. The organising question for this lecture are: 

What are the advantages and disadvantages of different financial regimes (Hausbank versus capital markets) ? How can we assess these changes in the financial regimes? What are the implications for different models of the firm and of capitalism as a whole? Will disintermediation and the development of a market for corporate control spell the end of the distinctive “German” model of capitalism?

Literature:

*Bank of England: Practical Issues Arising from the euro, December 1999 – chapter 2 sections d and e (especially pages 42-50) http://www.bankofengland.co.uk/euro/piq.htm
*Bronk, Richard: EMU and Corporate Governance, Merrill Lynch research paper, November, 1998 (pages 1-19) – available in room J214 for 24 hrs

*CPB Netherlands. 1997. Challenging Neighbours:: Rethinking German and Dutch Institutions, Springer, 1997 – chapter 10 (pages 346-381)

*Mayer, Colin. 1998) Financial Systems and Corporate Governance: A review of the International Evidence, Journal of Institutional and Theoretical Economics, Volume 154:1, pp. 144-165

Vitols, Sigurt. 2001. "Varieties of Corporate Governance" in HS

Kay, John. 1996. The Business of Economics. Oxford, Ch. 13 (pages 105-119)

Simmons, Beth: The Internationalisation of Capital, in KLMS (pages 36-69)

Zysman, John. 1983. Governments, Markets, and Growth. Financial Systems and the Politics of Industrial Change. Ithaca NY: Cornell University Press.

Aglietta, Michel. 1998. “Capitalism at the turn of the century: Regulation theory and the challenge of social change.” New Left Review. no. 232, pp. 41-90.

Week 3. patterns of work organisation and Skill formation 

Capital may be the central actor in capitalist economies, yet it operates –to paraphrase Karl Marx– under conditions that are not of its own choice. Employers' strategies are constrained by how firms train workers and how workers are deployed within firms. Two broad ideal types of relations between workers and firms exist. In one, the CME, highly skilled workers are employed on long-term contracts, and have, by virtue of their skills, de facto and/or de jure veto power in the company: they are involved in important decisions in the company on an individual basis or through works councils. In the other model, which we find in the LMEs, workers' skills are of a more general nature (often resulting in lower technical skills), employment contracts flexible, and company decision-making structures exclude workers. This lecture will address the following questions:

How and why is skill formation different in different capitalist economies? What are its effects on broader corporate decision-making processes? How are skill formation, capital market structure and company product market strategies related?

Literature:
*Culpepper, Pepper. 2001. "Employers, Public Policy and the Politics of Decentralised Cooperation in Germany and France" in HS

*Wood, Stewart. 1997. “Weakening Codetermination? Works Councils Reform in West Germany in 1980s.” Berlin: WZB, 302.

*Hancké, Bob. 1996. “Labour Unions, Business Co-ordination and Economic Adjustment in Western Europe.”: Wissenschaftszentrum Berlin für Sozialforschung, Discussion Paper FS I 96 - 309.

*Estavez, Iversen, Soskice. 2001. “Social Protection and the Formation of Skills: a Reinterpretation of the Welfare State”, in HS

Thelen, Kathleen and Ikuo Kume. 1999. 'The Effects of Globalization on Labor Revisited: Lessons from Germany and Japan'. Politics and Society. 27:4, PP. 477-505.

CPB chapter 9

Week 4. Wage Bargaining, labour relations and EMU
Since 1945, capital and labour have implicitly negotiated a relatively stable settlement, which assured labour unions a voice in macro- and micro-economic decision-making in exchange for their acceptance of capitalism as the primary mode of economic organisation. 

From the 1980s onwards, labour relations have undergone many changes, as a result of which, labour unions have gone through very different experiences. Yet despite the common pressures, and despite many changes in response to new challenges, the labour relations systems of the different European economies have not converged on a single model –in fact, if anything, there has been a dual convergence on two very different models: the Anglo-Saxon, deregulated labour market system, and the Northern European, organised system. 

This session attempts to understand why this was the case. It is organised around the following questions: 

What was the role of macro- and micro-institutions in the postwar settlement and in the upheaval of the 1980s? How did labour relations institutions influence the adjustment patterns since 1980? How stable are these arrangements? How interdependent are national industrial relations systems with other features of the respective national models? What explains the bifurcated or dual convergence of national labour relations systems? 

Literature:

*Lange, Peter, George Ross, and Maurizio Vannicelli. 1982. Unions, Change and Crisis. London: Allen & Unwin, pp. 1-10 and Gourevitch, Peter, Andrew Martin, George Ross, Stephen Bornstein, Andrei Markovits, and Christopher Allen. 1984. Unions and Economic Crisis. Britain, West Germany, and Sweden. London: Allen & Unwin, pp. 360-386

*Calmfors, Lars and John Driffill. 1988. “Centralization of Wage Bargaining.” Economic Policy. no 6, pp. 13-61.

*Soskice, David W. 1990. “Reinterpreting Corporatism and Explaining Unemployment. Coordinated and Non-coordinated Market Economies.” Pp. 170-211 in Labour Relations and Economic Performance, edited by R. Brunetta and C. Dell’Aringa. London: Macmillan.
*Thelen, Kathleen. 2001. "Varieties of Labor Politics in the Developed Democracies" in HS

*Iversen, Torben, and David Soskice. 1998. Multiple Wage Bargaining Systems in the Single European Currency Area. Oxford Review of Economic Policy 14 (3):110-124. 

*Crouch, Colin (ed.). After the Euro (Oxford: Oxford University Press), Chs. 1, 8.

Martin, Andrew and George Ross. 1999. "Through a glass darkly" (in) The Brave New World of Labor: European Trade Unions at the Millenium. New York: Berghahn.
Traxler, Franz et al. 2001. National Labour Relations in Internationalized Markets. Oxford: Oxford University Press. Chs. 9, 15, 16, 18, 19, 20, 21

Franzese, Robert. 2001. "Institutional and Sectoral Interactions in Monetary Policy" in HS

Week 5. Product markets: specialisation
Trade furthers specialisation. This argument rests on the assumption that countries have different endowments, which allows them to compete in different markets. While the first version of this argument focused almost exclusively on natural resources, recent work in comparative political economy suggests that something similar applies to institutional endowments: firms in particular institutional settings face different for competing in market segments which are different from their competitors in others institutional settings. The German “high-road” and the Anglo-Saxon “low-road” are the best examples of such specialisation patterns. 

However, as markets become more integrated, one might expect that these relatively protected product markets are merged into one more homogeneous market. This session discusses the relative success of different market strategies in “old” and “new” economic sectors and their relation to the institutional settings within which companies operate. The key questions organising the discussion of this topic are: 

Literature:

*Porter, Michael. 1990. The Competitive Advantage of Nations. New York: The Free Press.

*Lundvall, B. 1993. National Systems of Innovation. Chs 1-3

*Streeck, Wolfgang. 1991. “On the Institutional Conditions of Diversified Quality Production.” in Beyond Keynesianism. The Socio-Economics of Full Employment, edited by Egon Matzner and Wolfgang Streeck. Brookfield VT: Elgar, pp. 21-61.

* Casper, Steven, Mark Lehrer, and David Soskice. 1999. “Can High-Technology Industries Prosper in Germany? Institutional Frameworks and the Evolution of the German Software and Biotechnology Industries.” Industry and Innovation. Vol. 6, no. 1, pp. 5-24.

*Borrus, Michael, and John Zysman. 1997. “Globalization with Borders: The Rise of Wintelism as the Future of Global Competition.” Industry and Innovation. Vol. 4, no. 2, pp. 141-166.

*Amable, Bruno and Bob Hancké, "Innovation and industrial renewal in France in comparative perspective." Industry and Innovation, 8:2 (August): 113-135.

Streeck, Wolfgang. 1989. “Successful Adjustment to Turbulent Markets.” in Toward the Third Republic. Industry and Politics in West Germany, edited by Peter Katzenstein. Ithaca NY: Cornell University Press, pp. 113-156.

Casper, Steven. 2001."The Legal Framework for Corporate Governance: The Influence of Contract Law on Company Strategies in Germany and the United States" in HS

Hancké, Bob , "Varieties of capitalism revisited. Globalisation and comparative institutional advantage" (in) Lettre de Régulation, Fall 1999 (available in public folder).

Tate, Jay. 2001. "National Varieties of Standardisation" in HS

Week 6. The future of the welfare state

Perhaps the most important postwar achievement of the continental European economies has been the welfare state, designed to protect those who were left out by the system –the unemployed, elderly, ill, etc. As long as the postwar boom held on, financing the welfare state posed no problem. However, as soon as economic growth stalled, and the fiscal basis of the state became more tenuous, the political calls for reorganising the welfare state became louder. 

Remarkably, this pattern of retrenchment has been very different in the European economies. While in the UK, the Conservative policies of the 1980s have essentially dismantled the welfare state, in the continental European economies, change has been more gradual. Understanding why adjustment in the different welfare state systems has varied so much requires an understanding of the underlying structures of the welfare state, and how these were influenced by the changes in the economy since the second oil shock. The lecture will be organised around the following questions: 

What were the different types of welfare states, and how were they related to the economy? How did economic change influence the pressures on the different welfare states? Why has adjustment followed different paths? Why have some welfare state regimes proven so resistant to change? Are there signs of a convergence of welfare systems? 

Literature:

*Esping-Andersen, Gösta. 1990. The Three Worlds of Welfare Capitalism, (Princeton UP)

*Pierson, Paul. 1994. Dismantling the Welfare State? (Cambridge UP).

*Estavez, Iversen, Soskice. 2001. “Social Protection and the Formation of Skills: a Reinterpretation of the Welfare State”, in HS
*Mares, Isabela. 2001. "Firms and the Welfare State: When, Why, and How Does Social Policy Matter to Employers?" in HS
*Iversen, Torben and Thomas R. Cusack. 2000. “The Causes of Welfare State Expansions: Deindustrialization or Globalization.” World Politics. 52:3, 313-349.

Scarpf, Fritz, and Vivien Schmidt. 2000. Welfare and Work in the Open Economy. Oxford University Press (Vol. I and II).
Week 7. The Anglo-Saxon model and its problems: the UK

The first of the European models that we will discuss in this course is the Anglo-Saxon model. It encompasses the UK, US, NZ, Aus and others, but we will, in the context of this course, concentrate on the UK (with some side-stepping into the US). What distinguishes the Anglo-Saxon model from other arrangements is its basic reliance on the market as a mechanism for coordinating economic action. Thus labour markets are deregulated, standards are adopted as a result of market competition, finance follows the equity, stock-market based model and competitive behaviour is highly furthered through regulations on cartelisation and cooperation. 

The questions that organise this lecture are: What are the main characteristics of and how consistent is the Anglo-Saxon model? What were the main changes in the Anglo-Saxon model? How do institutional arrangements guide the behaviour of the different economic actors? What are the links between the structure of labour markets, the system of education and training, and the system of corporate governance in the Anglo-Saxon model? Which problems does the Anglo-Saxon model face?

Literature: 

*Hall, Peter A. 1986. Governing the Economy. The Politics of State Intervention in Britain and France. Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp. 23-136

*Finegold, David, and David W. Soskice. 1988. “The Failure of Training in Britain: Analysis and Prescription.” Oxford Review of Economic Policy. Vol. 4, no. 3, pp. 21-53.

*Rubery, Jill. 1994. “The British Production Regime: A societal-specific system?” Economy and Society. Vol. 23, no. 3, pp. 335-354.

*KLMS, Chapter by King & Wood

Kay, John. 1996. The Business of Economics. Oxford, Ch. 13 (pages 105-119)

Williams, Karel, L. J. Williams, and Dennis Thomas. 1983. Why are the British bad at manufacturing? London: Routledge & Kegan Paul.
Howell, Chris. 1995. “Trade Unions and the State: A Critique of British Industrial Relations.” Politics & Society. Vol. 23, no. 2, pp. 149-183.

KLMS, Chapter by Soskice

Week 8. Co-ordinated market economies: adjustment in Germany and Sweden compared

The second European model consists of the co-ordinated market economies (CME). While markets play an important role in the CME, their main characteristic is that business in these economies is able to coordinate behaviour, and therefore able to pursue different product market strategies, while labour markets are organised in a way which both forces and enables management to incorporate labour demands into economic organisation. Moreover, finance is long-term, involving relatively close relations between banks and industry. 

Comparing the two main national examples of the CME, Germany and Sweden, allows for a better understanding of both their basic structure and the dynamics of change. This lecture addresses the questions how the CME are structured and how they adjust to new pressures following from European integration and globalisation. How interdependent are the characteristics of German capitalism, and what does this imply for institutional borrowing? What are the main strengths and weaknesses of the German model? Why did the Swedish model change and become more like the German model? Reviewing developments in Germany, Sweden and the Netherlands, what are the main characteristics of the CME, and how tightly are these elements linked?

Literature: 

*Carlin, Wendy. 1996. “West German growth and institutions, 1945-90.” in Economic Growth in Europe since 1945, edited by Nicholas Crafts and Gianni Tonioli. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 455-497.

*Carlin, Wendy, and David Soskice. 1997. “Shocks to the system: the German political economy under stress.” National Institute Economic Review. Vol. 159, no. 1, pp. 57-76.

*Herrigel, Gary. 1996. Industrial Constructions. The sources of German industrial Power. Cambridge/ New York: Cambridge University Press, Chs. 1-2, 6

*Thelen, Kathleen. 1993. “West European Labor In Transition, Sweden and Germany Compared.” World Politics. Vol. 46, no. pp. pp. 23 - 49. 

*CS, Chapter by Streeck

Centraal Planbureau Netherlands. 1997. Challenging Neighbours: Rethinking German and Dutch Economic Institutions, Berlin: Springer.
Pontusson, Jonas, and Peter Swenson. 1996. “Labor Markets, Production Strategies and Wage Bargaining Institutions: The Swedish employers' offensive in comparative perspective.” Comparative Political Studies. Vol. 29, no. 2

KLMS, Chapter by Soskice

Week 9. The French model in transition

The final European model of capitalism is provided by the French case. For a long time, France (and, in weaker versions, other Southern European economies as well) has relied on the state as the driver in economic action. In the postwar period up until the crisis of the 1970s, this “dirigiste” model allowed the French economy to grow at a rapid rate, but at the expense of other economic actors. In the early 1980s –as the first victim of the restructuring of advanced capitalism—the state-centered French production regime went through a profound crisis, which appeared irresolvable within the existing statist framework. In the decade that followed, the French economy was restructured, not by the state, but by the large firms who had been at the center of the postwar French political economy.

The questions that organise this lecture are: 

How were state-economy links structured and what was the model of prevailing model of economic organisation in postwar France? Why and how was the crisis of the 1980s so severe in France? What have been the main changes in the French model over the last two decades? How did large firms restructure their institutional environment to meet the new challenges of an internationalised economy? Is the existing French model a durable hybrid or will it eventually converge on the LME model?

Literature:

*Hall, Peter A. 1986. Governing the Economy. The Politics of State Intervention in Britain and France. Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp.137-226

*Hancké, Bob , "Revisiting the French model. Coordination and restructuring in French industry in the 1980s," in HS.

*Philip H. Gordon and Sophie Meunier. 2001. The French Challenge: Adapting to Globalization. Washington DC: Brookings Institution, Chs. 1-2.

*Boyer, Robert. 1997. “French Statism at the Crossroads.” in Political Economy of Modern Capitalism, edited by Colin Crouch and Wolfgang Streeck. London: Francis Pinter, pp. 71-101.

*Levy, Jonah. 1999. Toqueville's Revenge. Dilemmas of institutional reform in post-dirigiste France. Cambridge MA: Harvard University Press, pp. 17-56; pp. 229-292.

Loriaux, Michael. 1997. “Socialist Monetarism and Financial Liberalization in France.” in Capital Ungoverned. Liberalizing Finance in Interventionist States, edited by Michael Loriaux, Meredith Woo-Cumings, Kent E. Calder, Silvia Maxfield, and Sofía A. Pérez. Ithaca and London: Cornell University Press, pp. 120-161.

Howell, Chris. 1992. “The Dilemmas of Post-Fordism: Socialists, Flexibility, and Labor Market Deregulation in France.” Politics and Society. Vol. 20, no. 1, pp. 71-99.

Schmidt, Vivien A. 1996. “An End to French Economic Exceptionalism? The Transformation of Business under Mitterrand.” in The Mitterrand Era. Policy Alternatives and Political Mobilization in France, edited by Anthony Daley. London: MacMillan, pp. 117-140.

Week 10. Conclusion: convergence and divergence

Having reviewed the structure and adjustment of the main models of European capitalism, we can address three remaining issues. The first is how to understand the different dynamics and strategies of adjustment. To what extent did different countries adopt different adjustment paths and how can we interpret these differences? Are we witnessing a general turn to a single model, usually associated with the Anglo-Saxon economies? How are other economies handling these new challenges? What are the adjustment strategies which are adopted? How does politics influence these processes?

The second is macro-economic performance, especially unemployment. Is it, in Peter Hall’s words, time to accept the neo-liberal orthodoxy that only a deregulated labour market can produce low unemployment rates? If not, what are the alternative strategies developed?

Literature:

*Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels. 1848. The Communist Manifesto, esp. chs 1-2

*KLMS, Conclusion.

*Berger, Suzanne. 1996. “Introduction” (in) Berger, Suzanne & Ronald Dore (ed.). National Diversity and Global Capitalism. Ithaca NY: Cornell University Press, pp. 1-25.

*Soskice, David. 1999. “Divergent Production Regimes. Coordinated and Uncoordinated Market Economies in the 1980s and 1990s.” in Continuity and Change in Contemporary Capitalism, edited by Herbert Kitschelt, Peter Lange, Gary Marks, and John D. Stephens. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 101-134.

*Goldthorpe, John H. 1984. “The End of Convergence: Corporatist and Dualist Tendencies in Modern Western Societies.” in Order and Conflict in Contemporary Capitalism. Studies in the Political Economy of Western European Nations, edited by John H. Goldthorpe. New York: Oxford University Press, pp. 315-343.

*Lane, Christel. 1998. “Industry and Society in Europe. Stability and Change in Britain, Germany and France.” Organization Studies. Vol. 19, no. 4, pp. 729-731.

Kerr, C, J. Dunlop, F. Harbison, and C. Myers. 1964. Industrialism and Industrial Man. New York: Oxford University Pres, pp. 3-29; 221-239

CS, Chapters by Strange and Cerny

Lane, Christel. 1998. “European companies between globalization and localization: a comparison of internationalization strategies of British and German MNCs.” Economy and Society 27.
Maurice, Marc, François Sellier, and Jean-Jaques Silvestre. 1986. The Social Foundations of Industrial Power. Cambridge MA: MIT Press.
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