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Table 1: Welfare State typology

Liberal Conservative Social Democratic Post-Communist
Welfare Regime Welfare Regime Welfare Regime Welfare Regime
Australia Austria Netherlands Bulgaria

Canada Germany Norway Czech Republic
Switzerland Italy Sweden East Germany
United States (Ireland) (New Zealand) Hungary
(United Kingdom) Russia
Slovenia

Source: Modified version of Esping-Andersen (1990: 74)
Note: United Kingdom, Ireland and New Zealand are placed in brackets because the

Y are not sterio-typical versions of the regime. Still, according
to Esping-Andersen analyses, they load highest on these dimensions.
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Table 2 Tax policies: Tax-rates, progressivety, and pre and post tax income distributions (LIS)

Country Year Top Medium Bottom Progressivety Distribution Distribution
Tax Rate Tax Rate Tax Rate before tax after tax
Australia 1981 243 13.7 4.1 33 8.0 59
1985 273 13.6 4.8 3.6 8.2 5.9
1989 25.0 12.7 44 39 9.0 6.6
Canada 1981 16.0 9.7 6.5 2.7 7.0 5.7
1987 19.5 11.9 10.5 2.7 7.0 5.7
1991 21.0 12.7 8.6 2.9 7.3 5.7
Czech Republic 1992 12.1 10.2 13.3 1.5 4.8 42
Germany 1979 18.1 16.8 23.0t 1.5 6.0 5.2
1984 28.8 22.8 21.0 1.8 54 43
1989 332 248 253 22 9.7 7.0
Ireland 1987 203 134 15.3% 2.6 7.4 59
Israel 1986 26.2 10.7 5.1 4.1 6.8 4.9
Netherlands 1983 385 28.4 18.1 2.1 4.1 34
Norway 1979 30.0 18.3 13.7 2.4 59 44
1986 22.7¢ 20.0 12.6 2.0 6.8 53
1991 244 17.3 7.8 24 6.4 5.0
Russia 1992 34 4.6 122 1.7 137 13.6
Slovakia 1992 1.1 9.6 11.5 1.4 44 38
Sweden 1981 3438 31.6 30.0 1.6 42 3.6
1987 399 34.0 50.2% 1.6 5.2 4.8
1992 28.5 234 19.7 1.8 5.8 49
Switzerland 1982 18.7 13.1 11.2 2.6 7.4 6.4
United Kingdom 1979 18.4 144 11.0 22 6.5 53
1986 224 154 14.5 2.6 6.2 49
1991 22.0 15.0 6.3 34 8.2 6.7
USA 1979 24.2 13.0 10.9 3.1 8.2 6.5
1986 243 13.1 12.6 3.2 9.0 7.3
1991 23.6 129 10.0 33 9.0 7.3

Source: Luxembourg Income Study (LIS)

Note: Top tax rates refer is the upper quintiles taxes as a percentage of their disposable income, medium tax rates refer to the middle quintile, and
bottom tax rates are taxes paid by the lowest quintile as a percentage of disposable income. Progressivety is the ratio between the share of taxes paid
by the top two quintiles to those paid by the bottom three. Income distribution before and after tax is the ratio between the top and bottom quintile.
Negative and zero values are coded as missing. T indicate particularly large standard deviations.
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Figure 1a

Income tax (medium quintile)
as a percentage of disposible
income

Source: LIS

Figure 1b

Income tax as percentage of
GDP at market prices
Source: Messere (1993:48)

Figure 1c

Taxes to general government
as a percentage of GDP
Source: Lane et al. (1997:72)

age of disposable incone (LIS
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Tax-load by welfare regime classification
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Figure 2a
Progressivity:Ratio between
share of taxes paid by upper
two and lower three quintiles
Source: LIS

Figure 2b

Top bottom differences: Ratio
between top and bottom tax
rate.

Source: LIS

Figure 2¢

Top bottom differences: Ratio
between top and bottom tax
rate.

Source: Messere (1993: 285)

Progressivity (LIS)

Tap rate divided by botiom rate (Messere 1993)

Figure 2: Tax progressivity by welfare regime classification
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Figure 3: Describing tax-load for high, middle and low income groups, 1992 (ISSP)

M high income groups medium income groups Olow income groups

Source: ISSP 1992
Note: Entries are means. Question wording is “Generally, how would you describe taxes in (R's country) today? First for those with high incomes

are taxes much too high, too high, about right, too low or much to low, Next for those with middle incomes are taxes much too high, too high,
about right, too low or much to low. Lastly, for those with low incomes, are taxes much too high, too high, about right, too low or much to low”.
{5 = “much too high”, 3 = “about right” and 1 = “much too low”].
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Figure 4: Describing tax-load for middle income groups, 1987 - 1992 —- 1996 (ISSP)

E1987 m|1992 01996

3.73

5855 3.53.59 1.6 3655,  3.66

Source: ISSP 1987, 1992, 1996

Note: Entries are means. Question wording is “Generally, how would you describe taxes in (R’s country) today? Next for those with middle
incomes are taxes much too high, too high, about right, too low or much to low.” [5 = “much too high”, 3 = “about right” and 1 =

'much too low™].
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Figure S: Preference for reducing taxes, despite consequences for social services, 1996 (ASSp)
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Kingdom Republic East Zealand West

Source: ISSP 1996

Note: Entries are percentages. Question wording is: “If the government had a choice between reducing taxes or spending more on social services,
which do you think it should do? (We mean all taxes together, including income tax, tax on goods and services and the rest) Reduce taxes, even if
this means spending less on social services or spend more on social services, even if this means higher taxes. [Taxes refer to all forms of state
revenue, not only those deducted from people’s pay, but also indirect taxes on consumables and social contributions, for example retirements
pensions. By ‘social services’ we are referring to government programmes such as health, social security, pensions and education]” Respondents
who picked “can’t choose” as an option are not coded as missing.
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Figure 6: Public support for progressive taxation, 1992 (ISSP)

Bulgaria East Ttaly West Sweden Czech Slovenia Austria USA Hungary Canada Poland Australia New Norway  Russia
Germany Germany Republic Zealand

Source: ISSP 1992

Note: Entries are means. Question wording is “ Do you think that people with high incomes should pay a larger share of their income in taxes thatn
those with low incomes, the same share or a smaller share?” [5 = Much larger share, 3 = The same share, 1 = Much smaller share]
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Figure 7: Public perception of taxes for middle income groups by tax-rate for medium
income groups and taxes to general government as a percentage of GDP.
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Note: Entries are means, tax- rate for medium income quintile, and taxes to general government as a percentage of GDP
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Figure 8: Support for progressive taxation by progressivity rate
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Note: Entries are means and progressivity rate as reported in table 2.
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Figure 9: Support for progressive taxation by demand for government redistribution.
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Source: ISSP
Note: Entries are percentages. Question wording: “It is the responsibility of the government to reduce the differences in income between people

with high incomes and those with low income”. Percentages show those who ‘agree’ or * strongly agree’ to the statement. For progressivity
question wording see figure 6.
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