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Executive Summary 

In this paper we use different versions of the misery index (originally defined as the sum of the 
unemployment and inflation rates) to compare economic performance of different countries in different 
periods and try to understand whether there is any link between the economic performance of a country 
(as measured by the misery index) and international trends, events or the political party in power 
(where we use the political party in power as a proxy for a set of ‘economic policies’).  

Our analysis shows that there is a significant degree of correlation between the misery index in most of 
the sample countries and global trends both in inflation and economic growth worldwide. It would also 
appear that for some countries certain major political and economic events might have been more 
relevant as a trigger for a change in the misery index than the effect of international trends. Finally, we 
conclude that right-leaning governments do a better job at reducing (and so improving) the index than 
left-leaning government. Once the situation is stabilised it seems that left-leaning governments have 
performed as well or at least no worse than right-leaning governments in maintaining the index on a 
stable level.  
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1. Introduction 

Since the beginning of the most recent economic downturn in 2008, the recession has been often 
referred to by some commentators as ‘the worst recession since the 30’s and the Great Depression’ or 
even ‘the Great Recession ‘. By simply looking at the main economic indicator – specifically annual 
growth of the economy – this is indeed the case. The nature of the crisis as well – involving as it did 
the financial and property market – has compounded such impression, particularly as it had large effect 
on consumers. However, if we consider the unemployment or inflation rates, which arguably can be 
thought as reflecting more closely the real status of the economy, rather than GDP growth rate, the 
picture might look quite different. In particular, the phenomenon of stagflation in the 1970s with 
simultaneous high unemployment and inflation rates might suggest that economic performance thirty 
years ago might have actually been worst than it is today. One could then argue whether it is true that 
the current economic downturn is indeed bringing ‘economic misery’ on a scale comparable to what 
has occurred over the past forty years.  

In the first section of this paper we test such hypothesis. Rather then relying on a single (and more 
traditional) indicator for economic performance such as the GDP growth rate we use the ‘Misery 
Index” – a well known and tested index that in its simplest form combines the inflation and 
unemployment rates. 

The second section of the paper is dedicated to a comparative analysis of the misery index across 
different countries and across time. In particular, we try to understand whether we can establish a link 
between the economic performance of a country as measured by the misery index and international 
trends, events or type of government (measured by the political party in power). We do recognise that 
each country has its particular historical, cultural and geographical endowments and legacy that affect 
considerably economic performance – nevertheless the analysis can offer interesting perspectives on 
the factors driving economic performance to be explored further.  

Section 2 in the paper introduces the concept of the misery index and explains the methodology of the 
analysis. Section 3 presents the results and tests three hypothesis to explain the performance of the 
misery index over time and across countries. Section 4 outlines some brief conclusions. 
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2. Methodology 

2.1 The misery index  
The misery index is an economic indicator first devised by the economist Arthur Okun, an adviser to 
US President Lyndon B Johnson in the 1960's. In its original form it is defined as the unemployment 
rate added to the inflation rate. It is assumed that both a higher rate of unemployment and an increase 
in the rate of inflation have economic and social costs for a country. A combination of rising inflation 
and more people out of work is a signal of a deterioration in economic performance and this is 
reflected in a rise in the misery index.  

The index is also often incorrectly attributed to Chicago economist Robert Barro which used it and 
publicised in the 1970s. Barro argued that the Okun’s index had a major shortcoming as it failed to 
account for the starting position of the index, when used to compare the performance of different 
administrations or governments. Hence he suggested a way to correct for this by considering the 
difference between an administration’s average rates and the rate at the end of the previous 
administration. Barro also expanded the measures of economic performance beyond unemployment 
and inflation, and included the growth of real gross domestic product (GDP) and the nominal interest 
rate on long-term government bonds – this new index would then be called ‘Barro Misery Index’.  

In the late nineties Barro used its own definition of the Misery Index to test the economic performance 
of different US president since the second world war. In this version of the index inflation is defined as 
the change in the rate of consumer price inflation (CPI), i.e. the difference between the average for a 
presidential term and the average of the last year of the previous term; the change in the unemployment 
rate is the difference between the average value during the presidential term and the value from the last 
month of the previous term; the change in the interest rate is the change in the long-term government 
bond yield during the presidential term; the GDP growth rate is the shortfall of the rate during the 
presidential term from the estimated long-term average value of GDP growth for the US (estimated at 
3.1% per year). The change in the misery index is the sum of these four elements. As Barro used such 
new definition of the misery index primarily to compare economic performance of different US 
administrations, this interpretation is more suited to compare performance over different time periods 
(for example different governments, administrations etc.) rather than a comparison across countries 
and as an annual index that can be constantly updated. 

2.2 Methodology of the analysis and scope of the paper.  

In this paper,  we use three different definitions of the misery index:  

a) the ‘Okun’ definition, the original one which calculates inflation plus unemployment; 

b) the ‘Barro’ definition, which adds to inflation and unemployment the rate of economic growth 
and long term interest rates; and  

c) the ‘Okun modified’ definition (referred to simply as ‘Modified’ in the rest of the paper), 
where we add only economic growth to the original inflation and unemployment rates.  

To remain true to the Barro definition and treatment of the ‘Barro Misery Index’, we only calculate it 
and use it in the context of comparing the performance of different governments and administrations 
(and so only in response to our hypothesis three as outlined below). The Okun index and Modified 
index are instead used throughout the analysis. 

In calculating the Okun index we refer to the methodology and definition available at the website 
www.miseryindex.us. With regard to the Barro index we refer to Barro’s article on Business Week on 

http://www.miseryindex.us
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22nd February 1999. Finally, in developing the Modified we add the rate of economic growth to the 
original Okun index.1 

We use two datasets for our analysis: OECD statistics and IMF statistics. OECD statistics go as far 
back as 1960, though their availability pre-1980, and particularly pre-1970 is not complete. Hence, our 
OECD data sample starts in 1970, though for some it only starts in 1980 (details of data availability is 
in appendix A). The most up to date figure from the OECD is 2010. IMF data starts in 1980 and is 
updated to 2010 figures. 

In our analysis we consider 10 countries – the seven countries in the G7 plus three other large 
European countries: Spain, Sweden and the Netherlands. We consider only industrialised countries in 
our sample for two reasons: they are more comparable but also because their data is more easily 
available. Though we run most of our analysis on both datasets, for some of our tests and hypothesis 
we use one dataset over the other one (in particular our analysis of ‘economic policies’ using political 
party as proxy is conducted using the OECD dataset).  

 
1 In the calculation of the Index we actually subtract the rate of economic growth as a lower number in the misery index implies a 
better performance 
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3. Results  

3.1 Calculation of the Misery Index 
The first step is the calculation and presentation of the results of the misery index for different 
countries based on the two datasets (OECD and IMF) and the two different methodologies (‘Okun’ and 
‘Modified’, leaving the Barro definition for a later analysis). The full results are presented in tables in 
Appendix B. Here we show the summary from the OECD dataset for the ‘Modified’ index. 
Table 1. Misery Index results (OECD data, Modified index) 

  Canada France Germany Italy Japan Netherlands Spain Sweden UK USA 
1971 4.8 

   
2.8 4.5 

 
9.0 10.8 6.7 

1972 5.7 
   

-2.0 7.7 
 

6.4 7.2 3.4 
1973 6.1 

   
4.9 4.7 

 
5.2 4.7 5.2 

1974 12.6 
   

25.8 8.3 
 

8.7 20.2 17.2 
1975 15.7 

   
10.5 15.9 

 
8.8 28.9 17.8 

1976 9.4 
   

7.4 10.2 
 

10.8 19.2 8.0 
1977 12.5 

   
5.8 10.5 

 
14.8 19.3 9.0 

1978 13.4 10.2 
  

1.1 7.5 24.3 10.4 10.6 8.1 
1979 12.8 12.7 

 
14.6 0.3 8.0 23.3 5.5 15.5 13.9 

1980 15.5 17.7 
 

22.4 7.0 7.6 22.4 14.1 25.9 20.9 
1981 16.6 19.4 10.6 22.6 4.2 13.3 25.7 14.9 22.0 15.4 
1982 24.6 17.5 12.4 22.6 2.4 14.9 26.2 10.7 16.6 17.8 
1983 15.1 16.0 9.8 20.9 3.0 9.9 24.7 10.8 11.9 8.3 
1984 9.8 15.4 7.6 15.4 1.8 9.1 26.2 7.1 13.2 4.6 
1985 9.8 13.7 7.9 14.6 -0.4 7.6 24.3 8.1 13.7 6.6 
1986 11.5 9.8 5.4 11.9 0.5 5.1 23.0 4.1 10.6 5.5 
1987 8.9 10.6 6.7 11.2 -0.9 5.1 16.5 2.9 9.9 6.7 
1988 6.9 7.5 5.3 10.6 -3.6 4.5 15.5 5.0 7.5 5.5 
1989 9.9 8.1 5.7 12.6 -0.7 3.3 15.9 5.2 10.1 6.6 
1990 12.7 9.0 3.6 13.3 0.0 4.2 15.9 11.2 13.1 9.1 
1991 18.0 11.1 3.1 13.2 2.0 6.2 16.4 13.7 17.5 11.3 
1992 11.8 10.8 9.1 13.3 2.9 6.8 19.7 9.2 13.9 7.1 
1993 10.9 14.0 12.8 15.3 3.5 7.5 24.0 15.6 10.5 7.0 
1994 5.8 11.1 8.3 12.5 2.5 6.6 21.8 7.5 7.0 4.6 
1995 8.8 10.7 7.8 13.6 1.0 5.4 20.3 7.3 8.1 5.9 
1996 9.6 12.4 9.2 14.1 0.8 4.6 18.9 8.6 7.5 4.5 
1997 6.5 10.4 9.5 11.5 3.6 2.8 14.8 8.0 5.3 2.7 
1998 5.2 8.1 8.0 12.0 6.8 1.9 12.4 4.0 4.1 1.7 
1999 3.8 7.6 6.9 11.2 4.5 0.7 10.1 2.6 3.8 1.5 
2000 4.3 6.8 5.7 9.0 1.1 1.2 9.5 2.1 2.3 3.2 
2001 7.9 8.1 8.3 10.1 4.1 4.4 10.3 7.2 3.8 6.4 
2002 7.0 9.5 9.8 10.6 4.2 6.0 11.5 5.8 4.3 5.6 
2003 8.5 10.0 10.6 11.2 3.6 5.5 11.0 6.8 3.6 5.8 
2004 5.9 8.9 10.3 8.7 1.9 3.6 10.4 3.8 3.1 4.6 
2005 6.0 9.1 11.4 9.0 2.2 4.3 9.0 4.9 4.7 5.4 
2006 5.5 8.8 8.2 6.9 2.3 1.7 8.0 4.1 4.9 5.2 
2007 5.9 7.4 8.2 6.4 1.6 1.2 7.5 5.8 4.9 5.3 
2008 8.0 10.5 8.9 11.4 6.6 3.7 14.6 10.2 9.3 9.2 
2009 11.0 12.2 12.6 13.8 8.9 8.8 21.4 13.1 14.6 11.5 
2010 6.7 9.7 4.4 8.6 0.5 4.0 22.0 4.1 9.8 8.4 
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 The table shows in grey the recession years (in the US – used as a proxy for world recession). 

3.2 Observations 
There is a very strong correlation between the different datasets (OECD and IMF) and the different 
methodologies used (Okun index and Modified index) – so the results overall are not substantially 
changed from using one dataset or a different methodology. The common trends in the data are therefor 
similar. 

There is a certain pattern for most of the countries (see chart 1). This is also evident and confirmed by 
looking at the average of the indices for the 10 countries (see chart 2). The index started from lower 
levels in the first half of the 1970s moving to high levels in the late 70s and early 80s, followed by a 
fall during the 80s, ticked upwards in the first 2-3 years of the 1990s, remained low for the rest of the 
decade and then slightly increased in the first decade of the new century (but still low in historical 
terms) before rising at the end of the first decade of the new century.  The misery index trend broadly 
follows the trends of the global economy and the cycle of boom and bust (recession) over the reference 
period. One major exception may be the recession in the early 2000s – following the bursting of the 
‘dot com’ bubble. That recession was mild by any standard and that is also borne out in the misery 
index results, which showed little change.  
Chart 1. Misery index results (OECD data, Modified index) – showing average sample result 

 

There is considerable variability in the indices and a wide spread between the index in different 
countries in the period from 1974 till 1999, and particularly up to 1986. After 1986 the variability in 
the index is smaller and there is a convergence around the average in the period from 2000 to 2008. We 
calculated the standard deviation of the index over time: it remains around 6 from 1974 until 1986, it 
falls below 6 until the mid 90s and then fall below 4. In particular, it falls for the first time since 1973 
below 3.50 in 2000 and remains below that level until 2008. The variability in the index has increased 
as a result of the recent financial and economic crisis – this is proof of the magnitude of the recent 
downturn. 
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Chart 2. Average and Standard Deviation for OECD, Modified index (average for all 10 countries) 

 

If we consider the 2009 and 2010 estimate data we can roughly compare the current crisis to the past 
performance (from 1980 for the IMF dataset and 1971 for the OECD dataset).2 The average figure for 
the index is the highest it has been since 1983, so whilst it is a significant change from the low levels 
that have been experienced since the mid 90s it is not the highest level yet. The stagflation and the 
economic crises of the 1970s (which dragged on into the early 1980s) posed similarly large problems 
for policymakers. The only two countries were the index was in 2009 higher than the early 1980s 
levels are Germany and Japan.  

The latest recession is in one way different from the previous in that it has affected economic growth 
much more than unemployment: [insert data]. Hence we can see a difference in the average index 
when using the ‘Modified’ index which includes GDP growth from the original ‘Okun’ index which 
does not. One way to explain this difference may be in the nature of the crisis, originating in the 
financial sector at first, and therefore less directly affecting unemployment in the more labour intensive 
sectors of the economy, but also in the actions of government in terms of fiscal stimuli adopted 
following the crisis. Such programs of fiscal expansion may have helped to keep in the short term 
unemployment on a lower level than it would have otherwise have been. On the other hand, the other 
element which has so far contributed to keep the level of the misery index low, is the presence of 
deflationary pressures. Overall, the combination of this two effects contribute to explain the difference 
between the higher levels in the early 1980s compared to the high but still moderate levels of the index 
in the recent crisis. This has two implications: first, it shows that the recent downturn has been severe 
but not unprecedented; second, the nature of the recent crisis has been significantly different, affecting 
the economy in a much different way, and possibly implying that the misery index may not be the most 
appropriate way to show the full impact of the 2008-09 recession.  

 
2 To note that a final and complete data for the current crisis is not available, so the analysis is not definite. 



Filippo Gaddo An international analysis of the misery index 

 7 

Chart 3. Misery index results (IMF data, Modified index) 

 

The key difference between the two methodologies to calculate the index (Okun and Modified) is in 
the variability of the results. The original Okun index is more stable and shows less sudden changes or 
reversals as opposed to the Modified index, which is heavily influenced by the trend in GDP growth 
rate – which swing quite suddenly in period of recession. In particular, if we take the example of the 
recent recession, the Modified index shows a considerable jumps in the values for all countries in 
2009. The original Okun index on the other hand shows a much lower increase – with the excpetion of 
Spain (as in most countries the rise in unemployment occurred with a lag compared to the fall in 
growth, but also and particularly as deflationary pressures acted to counterbalance the increase in 
joblessness). The level in 2010 is higher than in 2009 – the inverse to the Modified index. As global 
inflation rises in 2011 (following the rise in commodity prices), if unemployment is slow to improve as 
expected by most commentators, it is likely that the level of the Okun index will increase even above 
recession levels. 
Chart 4. Misery index results (OECD Data, Okun index) 
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4. Implications 

As mentioned above there is a common pattern in the index amongst most of our sample countries over 
the reference period. The key question is then to identify the factors behind such trends and understand 
how they influence the result in individual countries. The starting point is to look at the component of 
the index (inflation and growth), but on a global scale. Our analysis shows that there is indeed a  
degree of correlation between the misery index and global trends both in inflation and economic 
growth (we used OECD and IMF based data for global inflation and world growth over the same 
period – 1970 to 2010). This is the basis of our hypothesis I to be outlined in more detail below. 

However, whilst most countries follow a similar trend there are some outliers (for example Germany 
and Japan). It seems that for some countries certain events might have been more relevant as a trigger 
for a change in the misery index than the effect of international trends. This is the basis for our 
hypothesis II to be outlined in more detail below. 

Finally, in addition to international influence and particular events we believe that economic policies 
have considerable effect on economic performance and therefore the misery index. Such economic 
policies will be greatly influenced by particular national factors, culture and endowments. However, 
they will also be shaped broadly by the economic policies of the various governments. It is very 
difficult to test for the success or failure of different economic policies or theories. However, we 
consider performance under different political parties in power as a proxy for the type of economic 
policies undertaken. This is the basis for our hypothesis III to be outlined in more detail below.  

4.1 Hypothesis I – common international trends  

Our first hypothesis is that international trends in inflation and growth do shape the level of the misery 
index of a country. With the exception of two countries this hypothesis is confirmed by the analysis.  

With the exception of Germany and, to a lesser extent Japan, there is considerable correlation between 
the misery index of the different countries and the global level of inflation and world economic 
growth. The countries that show the highest correlation between the misery index and global inflation 
are the USA, UK and Italy, and between the misery index and world growth are Canada, the USA and 
Italy.  
Table 2. Correlation between misery indices and world growth and inflation 

  Canada France Germany Italy Japan NL Spain Sweden UK USA World 
GDP 

growth 

World 
Inflation 

Canada 1.00             

France 0.75 1.00            

Germany 0.20 0.46 1.00           

Italy 0.83 0.86 0.19 1.00          

Japan 0.31 0.27 0.34 0.21 1.00         

Netherlands 0.74 0.81 0.41 0.81 0.21 1.00        

Spain 0.67 0.76 0.24 0.76 -0.03 0.72 1.00       

Sweden 0.64 0.64 0.14 0.69 0.21 0.64 0.60 1.00      

UK 0.78 0.70 -0.06 0.82 0.29 0.74 0.69 0.71 1.00     

USA 0.89 0.71 0.22 0.76 0.40 0.76 0.47 0.61 0.84 1.00    

World GDP growth -0.56 -0.48 -0.20 -0.66 -0.20 -0.33 -0.38 -0.43 -0.48 -0.56 1.00   

World Inflation 0.76 0.67 -0.07 0.80 0.48 0.71 0.62 0.56 0.85 0.81 -0.18 1.00 

 

We also run a regression analysis with the misery index as dependent variable and with global inflation 
and world growth as explanatory variables. For Canada, Italy, France, the Netherlands, the UK and the 
USA both variables are statistically significant. For the remaining countries it seems that there is a 
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significant correlation between inflation and the misery index but not with world growth. Germany and 
Japan as mentioned above show no or little correlation in both variables.  

Considering that the economies in our sample make up around half or more of world GDP is not 
surprising that on average global trends and the misery index of the countries in our sample are 
correlated – in particular for the USA as the American economy has been the ‘engine’ of global growth 
since the second world war.3 Canada and the UK are the biggest economic partners of the USA and 
have the closest socio-economic structure to the USA, so they might be expected to follow the US 
economic performance more closely than others.  

4.2 Hypothesis II – role of events.  

Our second hypothesis is that in some countries particular events have triggered a shift in the level of 
the misery index. We base this hypothesis on one general observation and observations of the 
behaviour of the misery index in four countries: Germany, Japan, Spain and the UK.  

The general observation refers to the first oil shock in 1973-74. Before the oil shock the average 
misery index for all countries was lower and the variability small (see chart 2 above). In the wake of 
the stagflation that followed that event (and the policy response to it) the average level of the misery 
index and its variability increased for most countries – with some countries recovering more quickly 
than others.  

We then look at the example of four countries where we can observe the average level of the misery 
index shifting considerably in a short period of time from one level to a new higher or lower level and 
then remaining relatively stable around such new level. This result emerges in particular when we 
consider not the actual index but the difference between one country misery index and the average 
misery index for the sample (of the 10 countries). In this situation therefore a fall (or a rise) implies 
that the misery index for that particular country is falling (or rising) at a faster rate than the average 
(i.e. the country is outperforming (or underperforming) the sample). This attempts to remove 
international trends from the analysis and allows us to see more clearly the movement of the index due 
to domestic or independent factors. 

Example 1. The re-unification of Germany: the misery index for Germany (West Germany before 
1991) has been consistently below sample average between 1980 and 1991; after 1991 it has been at or 
above average (and increasing up to 2005). Following re-unification in 1990 Germany’s economic 
growth in fact has been slower and structural unemployment has increased.  

Example 2. As mentioned above the misery index in the UK seems to be highly influenced by 
international trends. However, if we look at the difference between the UK index and the average of 
the sample we can see that the UK has moved from being one of the countries with the highest average 
index level to a country with below sample average index level. It did this in two separate steps: first, 
by moving in the early 80s to a lower and less volatile level than in the 1970s (following the election 
of the conservative Margaret Thatcher government); second, by shifting to a even lower (and below 
average) and much more stable level following the 1992 crisis and the exit from the ERM. In fact, after 
1992 the UK’s misery index has been tracking the sample average more closely than any other country 
(therefore showing less volatility than any other country).   

Example 3. Japan had the lowest level of the misery index across all countries up to 1997. Until then 
the index in Japan was constantly around 9 points below the average for the sample and never less than 
6 points below the average; however, after 1997 the index for Japan has remained only around 3 or 4 
points below average and never more than 5 points below average. It seems therefore that 1997 was 
the critical year when the index shifted for Japan. This is not unexpected as Japan economic growth 
has indeed been consistently underperforming over the past two decades. However, Japan’s economic 
crisis started not in 1997 but in the early 1990s. It seems that the Asian financial crisis in 1997 was on 
 
3 The direction of causality between the US economic performance and global factors is not clear. There is an argument for saying that US 
economic performance is driving global growth and therefore the misery index in other countries.  
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the other hand the trigger that shifted the index in Japan on a permanent different level. It affected not 
only economic growth (which was already lacklustre for a few years) but also unemployment. 

Example 4. Spain’s misery index has been very volatile and on average very high (overall the highest 
of the sample) since the late seventies up to the late nineties. Since then Spain has managed to reduce 
the index considerably close to the rest of the sample so that for a couple of years it managed not to be 
the highest of the sample. From an average of 11 points above the mean of the sample until 1997 it fell 
to around 5 points above the mean as a result of a lowering of the inflation level (and a more stable 
inflation level) and the gradual fall in the unemployment rate. Two events that could explain for such 
change are the entry into the Euro and the policies introduced under the government of Aznar.  
Chart 5. Misery index results (OECD, Modified index) for Germany, Japan, Spain and the UK showing the average level 
for each country over different periods 

 

4.3 Hypothesis III – economic policies / political party in power 

The third hypothesis affirms that in addition to international trends the political party in power may 
shape the level and the movement of the misery index through domestic economic policies. In 
particular, if we simplify the decision around economic policies to a simple choice of left-leaning 
versus right-leaning government, the results indicate that right-leaning economic policies tend to 
improve the misery index. 

The analysis observes the change in economic performance, measured by the misery index, in relation 
to a set of economic policies, measured through a proxy – the political party in power. We recognise 
that not all political parties, whether left- or right-leaning, present the same economic platforms or, 
when in power, are bound to introduce the same policies across countries and/or across time. In fact, if 
we were to position parties on a spectrum from left to right (provided we could actually achieve such 
results through an assessment of their economic policies), it may be the case that one particular left-
leaning party in one country is in reality more to the right of the spectrum than a right-leaning party in 
a different country or indeed than the right leaning party in the same country but in a different time 
(that could reasonably describe the situation of New Labour in the UK after 1997 compared to the 
Conservative party of the early 1970s). Therefore, it might well be that the same set of economic 
policies who improve the economic performance of two different countries is introduced in each 
country by a different party. However, despite such caveats, it is reasonable to assume that in each 
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country at every point in time there is a party that is broadly more left-leaning, i.e. in favour of more 
government intervention rather than less, more regulation, and more redistributive policies (e.g. 
expansion of the welfare state), and one party that it is broadly more right-leaning. i.e. broadly more in 
favour of free markets, less regulation and  a reduced role of government in the economy. And 
therefore we can infer some conclusions around the relative performance of the misery index under 
more left-leaning or more right-leaning parties.  

The first step in the analysis is to determine the position on the left-to-right spectrum of the 
government in power in different countries. We look at election results for each country from 1971 
until 2010: for the USA we consider presidential election, for all other countries we look at 
parliamentary elections. We do not include Japan in our analysis – as until 2009 only one 
coalition/party has been in power. For Italy we only look at results after 1992 (when a bipolar system 
firstly emerged); for Spain only after 1978 (when the first fully democratic elections were held); for 
(West) Germany only after 1980 (due to the lack of economic data before that date). The definition of 
left or right leaning government is based on the relative position within a country.4  

We assign the left- or right-leaning label to each year whilst a particular government / parliament has 
been in power, starting the year following the elections (unless the election is held in the first two 
months of the year) as we assume that, for example, a government that enters power in September 
2005 has little chance to influence economic performance for that year. In this analysis, we also 
consider a monthly database and therefore assign a left- or right-leaning definition to each month 
starting the month after the elections. By applying such rules it is possible to draw an annual ‘map’ of 
political parties in power as follows (the monthly one is not reported here but would be very similar): 

 
4 We acknowledge two possible criticism to this approach: firstly, it is possible that a left-leaning party or coalition in one 
country is more right-leaning that a right leaning party or coalition in a different country (see above); secondly,  we recognise 
that in more recent years the very concept of left or right-leaning parties has been questioned: in some cases one might say for 
example that certain parties are right-leaning only in name whilst as a matter of fact they are supporting policies that until a 
few years before would have been labelled as left-leaning (an vice-versa). Nevertheless, we tend to follow the official and 
unofficial definition of right and left leaning party or coalition as used by the parties themselves or in the media. 
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Table 3. ‘Map’ of political parties in power 1970-2010 

  France Germany Italy UK USA Canada Netherlands Spain Sweden 

1970    Right Right Left Right  Left 
1971    Right Right Left Right  Left 
1972    Right Right Left Right  Left 
1973    Right Right Left Left  Left 
1974    Left Right Left Left  Left 
1975    Left Right Left Left  Left 
1976    Left Right Left Left  Left 
1977    Left Left Left Left  Right 
1978 Right   Left Left Left Right Right Right 
1979 Right   Left Left Right Right Right Right 
1980 Right Left  Right Left Left Right Right Right 
1981 Left Left  Right Right Left Right Right Right 
1982 Left Left  Right Right Left Right Right Right 
1983 Left Right  Right Right Left Right Left Left 
1984 Left Right  Right Right Left Right Left Left 
1985 Left Right  Right Right Right Right Left Left 
1986 Right Right  Right Right Right Right Left Left 
1987 Right Right  Right Right Right Right Left Left 
1988 Left Right  Right Right Right Right Left Left 
1989 Left Right  Right Right Right Right Left Left 
1990 Left Right  Right Right Right Right Left Left 
1991 Left Right  Right Right Right Right Left Left 
1992 Left Right  Right Right Right Right Left Right 
1993 Right Right Left Right Left Right Right Left Right 
1994 Right Right Left Right Left Left Right Left Right 
1995 Right Right Right Right Left Left Left Left Left 
1996 Right Right Right Right Left Left Left Left Left 
1997 Left Right Left Right Left Left Left Right Left 
1998 Left Right Left Left Left Left Left Right Left 
1999 Left Left Left Left Left Left Left Right Left 
2000 Left Left Left Left Left Left Left Right Left 
2001 Left Left Left Left Right Left Left Right Left 
2002 Right Left Right Left Right Left Left Right Left 
2003 Right Left Right Left Right Left Right Right Left 
2004 Right Left Right Left Right Left Right Right Left 
2005 Right Left Right Left Right Left Right Left Left 
2006 Right Right Right Left Right Left Right Left Left 
2007 Right Right Left Left Right Right Right Left Right 
2008 Right Right Left Left Right Right Right Left Right 
2009 Right Right Right Left Left Right Right Left Right 
2010 Right Right Right Left Left Right Right Left Right 

 

To note that there are a total of 310 observations, roughly balanced between left- and right-leaning 
governments – 152 ‘left-leaning’ and 158 ‘right-leaning’. 

We then take the results for the misery index for the eight countries in the sample using the three 
definitions / methodologies to calculate the misery index (Okun, Barro and Modified) and the two 
datasets (OECD and IMF – for the Okun definition we also run the analysis using OECD monthly 
dataset) and assess the average performance for each country under a left-leaning government and a 
right-leaning government. We then also assess the performance in terms of change in the misery index 
over the period in which the party or coalition is in power – for example in the USA for left-leaning 
governments we look at the change in the misery index between January 1977 and January 1981, and 
between January 1993 and January 2001 (Democratic administrations); for right-leaning governments 
we look at change in the misery index between January 1970 and January 1977, between January 1981 
and January 1993; and between January 2001 and January 2009 (Republican Administrations).  

The full results are shown in detail in appendix C. In the table 4 below we simply summarise the 
results showing for each country and for each methodology used whether left- or right-leaning 
governments have performed better over the sample period (both for average performance and change 
over time).  
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Table 4. Governing party performance – Summary of results  

 

If we consider the average performance there is little difference overall between left- or right-leaning 
governments, with left-leaning governments performing on the whole slightly better. On the other hand 
if we consider the change in the misery index over the time of each government / parliament there is a 
clear difference between left- and right-leaning governments, with right-leaning governments 
outperforming left-leaning ones in most countries. 

Based on this evidence, right-leaning governments appear to be better at the task of bringing down (i.e. 
improving) the misery index, though left-leaning government are doing an equal good job at 
maintaining the index low once the task of reducing the index has been achieved.  

It is in countries like Sweden, UK and the USA where such pattern is particularly strong. Right-leaning 
governments (even in Sweden where they have been in power only less than a third of the time) have a 
record of reducing the misery index, due in part to the performance of governments during the eighties 
(Reagan and Thatcher governments in the USA and UK). Overall, however, left-leaning governments 
have a better average result – due in not small part to the good performance of the index during the late 
nineties, and first decade of the twenty-first century (the Clinton and Blair governments in the USA 
and UK respectively). 

Canada is the only country where left-leaning government appear to have a better overall performance 
(to keep in mind though that left-leaning governments have ruled for about 70% of the time since 
1970).  

In countries like Germany, Italy, Netherlands and Spain right leaning governments on the other hand 
tend not only to have a better record in reducing the index but also show a better average performance 
overall. This result is particularly strong for Germany and Spain whilst it is less strong for Netherlands, 
and particularly, Italy, where right-leaning government do perform better on average and also in the 
change in the index but only very marginally.  

We also run a regression analysis using global inflation and world GDP growth as explanatory 
variables and a dummy variable to indicate the political party in power (for example 1 if left-leaning 
and 0 if right-leaning). We run the regression using the OECD data for the Modified definition on 
annual data.  Of the eight countries tested only Spain and the US show a statistically significant result 
– Spain with left-wing government leading to a considerable increase in the index and the US with left-
wing governments slightly reducing the index.  

Overall, therefore, the conclusion points to right-leaning governments doing a better job at reducing 
(and so improving) the index – arguably as a result of the introduction of more austere plans to deal 
with high inflation (and to a lesser extent to deal with high unemployment). Once the situation is 

 

OECD IMF 
Okun Modified Barro Monthly Okun Modified 

Average Change Average Change Barro Average Change Average Change Average Change 
Canada right right left left right right right left left left left 
France  right left left left left right left right left left left 
Germany right right right right right left right right right right right 
Italy right right right right left right right right right right right 
Japan   

     
  

    Netherlands right right left right right right left left right left right 
Spain right right right right right right right right right right right 
Sweden left left left right left left right left left left left 
UK left right left right right left right left right left right 
USA left right left right right left right left right left right 
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stabilised it seems that left-leaning governments have nevertheless performed as well or at least no 
worse than right-leaning governments in maintaining the index on a stable level.  

How does this relate with economic policies? 

As shown by the analysis in the first two hypothesis, events and international trends will act in most 
cases as the shocks or catalysts that lead to a shift in the index level that need to be then addressed 
through the introduction of a particular package of economic policies. Once a country is in recession 
and the index is on a high level or rising path, it is arguable that tough and austere policies that deal 
with the factors (inflation and unemployment) leading to a high index are often necessary to improve 
the index. Governments that can implement such policies could be either left- or right-leaning 
governments. The critical element is in fact more around the capacity, support and credibility of the 
government rather than its political leaning.  

Nevertheless, the analysis shows that, historically, it seems that right-leaning governments have been 
more adept at introducing such policies – and therefore right-leaning governments have performed 
relatively better over time. In most cases it is arguable that right-leaning governments are more 
credible in their fight against inflation than their left-leaning counterparts, whilst at the same time 
promoting growth-stimulating policies that introduce low taxes and low regulation. That is the case of 
the US and the UK in the early eighties but also of Spain in the late nineties.  

It is also arguable that a different set of policies are required to maintain the index on a low path – and 
in this situation left-leaning government have been as good as right-leaning government.  
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5. Conclusion 

Our analysis shows that there is a good degree of correlation between the misery index in the sample 
countries and global trends both in inflation and economic growth worldwide. However, it would also 
appear that for some countries certain major events (both political such as Germany reunification and 
economic such as the Asian financial crisis) might have been more relevant as a trigger for a change in 
the misery index than the effect of international trends.  

Finally, in addition to international influence and particular events we believe that economic policies 
have considerable effect on the misery index. Using the political party in power (whether left-leaning 
or right-leaning) as proxy for economic policies we conclude that right-leaning governments do a 
better job at reducing (and so improving) the index than left-leaning government. Once the situation is 
stabilised it seems that left-leaning governments have performed well or at least no worse than right-
leaning governments in maintaining the index on a stable level.  

The results of this analysis do not show and do not consider the policies undertaken by the various left- 
and right-leaning governments. It is also not trying to explain why such government introduced the 
policies, whether they were forced by international trends and / or events to follow such policies. 
Therefore, it may be that in certain circumstances the actual performance of right- or left-leaning 
governments is less due to their political economic approach than to events beyond their control. 
However, as this applies to all governments (left- or right-leaning) at any time and as we selected a 
broad range of countries (eight for this specific analysis) over a relatively long period of time 30 or 40 
years, we believe that the results are robust. We suggest nevertheless that further work on the 
relationship between policies and the misery index (possibly on a broader sample of countries) is 
required. 
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Appendix A  

Sources – Data used 

  OECD data (2011) - data available to 2010 IMF (World Economic Outlook database, 2011) - data 
available to 2010 

Canada From 1971 From 1980 
France From 1978 From 1980 

Germany From 1980 From 1980 
Italy From 1979 From 1980 

Japan From 1971 From 1980 
Netherlands From 1971 From 1980 

Spain From 1978 From 1980 
Sweden From 1971 From 1980 

UK From 1971 From 1980 

USA From 1971 From 1980 
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Appendix B  

Table B1. Misery index – OECD Dataset, Modified Index 

OECD Dataset Modified                   

 Canada France Germany Italy Japan Netherlands Spain Sweden UK USA 

1971 4.8    2.8 4.5  9.0 10.8 6.7 
1972 5.7    -2.0 7.7  6.4 7.2 3.4 
1973 6.1    4.9 4.7  5.2 4.7 5.2 
1974 12.6    25.8 8.3  8.7 20.2 17.2 
1975 15.7    10.5 15.9  8.8 28.9 17.8 
1976 9.4    7.4 10.2  10.8 19.2 8.0 
1977 12.5    5.8 10.5  14.8 19.3 9.0 
1978 13.4 10.2   1.1 7.5 24.3 10.4 10.6 8.1 
1979 12.8 12.7  14.6 0.3 8.0 23.3 5.5 15.5 13.9 
1980 15.5 17.7  22.4 7.0 7.6 22.4 14.1 25.9 20.9 
1981 16.6 19.4 10.6 22.6 4.2 13.3 25.7 14.9 22.0 15.4 
1982 24.6 17.5 12.4 22.6 2.4 14.9 26.2 10.7 16.6 17.8 
1983 15.1 16.0 9.8 20.9 3.0 9.9 24.7 10.8 11.9 8.3 
1984 9.8 15.4 7.6 15.4 1.8 9.1 26.2 7.1 13.2 4.6 
1985 9.8 13.7 7.9 14.6 -0.4 7.6 24.3 8.1 13.7 6.6 
1986 11.5 9.8 5.4 11.9 0.5 5.1 23.0 4.1 10.6 5.5 
1987 8.9 10.6 6.7 11.2 -0.9 5.1 16.5 2.9 9.9 6.7 
1988 6.9 7.5 5.3 10.6 -3.6 4.5 15.5 5.0 7.5 5.5 
1989 9.9 8.1 5.7 12.6 -0.7 3.3 15.9 5.2 10.1 6.6 
1990 12.7 9.0 3.6 13.3 0.0 4.2 15.9 11.2 13.1 9.1 
1991 18.0 11.1 3.1 13.2 2.0 6.2 16.4 13.7 17.5 11.3 
1992 11.8 10.8 9.1 13.3 2.9 6.8 19.7 9.2 13.9 7.1 
1993 10.9 14.0 12.8 15.3 3.5 7.5 24.0 15.6 10.5 7.0 
1994 5.8 11.1 8.3 12.5 2.5 6.6 21.8 7.5 7.0 4.6 
1995 8.8 10.7 7.8 13.6 1.0 5.4 20.3 7.3 8.1 5.9 
1996 9.6 12.4 9.2 14.1 0.8 4.6 18.9 8.6 7.5 4.5 
1997 6.5 10.4 9.5 11.5 3.6 2.8 14.8 8.0 5.3 2.7 
1998 5.2 8.1 8.0 12.0 6.8 1.9 12.4 4.0 4.1 1.7 
1999 3.8 7.6 6.9 11.2 4.5 0.7 10.1 2.6 3.8 1.5 

2000 4.3 6.8 5.7 9.0 1.1 1.2 9.5 2.1 2.3 3.2 
2001 7.9 8.1 8.3 10.1 4.1 4.4 10.3 7.2 3.8 6.4 
2002 7.0 9.5 9.8 10.6 4.2 6.0 11.5 5.8 4.3 5.6 
2003 8.5 10.0 10.6 11.2 3.6 5.5 11.0 6.8 3.6 5.8 
2004 5.9 8.9 10.3 8.7 1.9 3.6 10.4 3.8 3.1 4.6 
2005 6.0 9.1 11.4 9.0 2.2 4.3 9.0 4.9 4.7 5.4 
2006 5.5 8.8 8.2 6.9 2.3 1.7 8.0 4.1 4.9 5.2 
2007 5.9 7.4 8.2 6.4 1.6 1.2 7.5 5.8 4.9 5.3 
2008 8.0 10.5 8.9 11.4 6.6 3.7 14.6 10.2 9.3 9.2 
2009 11.0 12.2 12.6 13.8 8.9 8.8 21.4 13.1 14.6 11.5 

2010 6.7 9.7 4.4 8.6 0.5 4.0 22.0 4.1 9.8 8.4 
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Table B2. Misery index – OECD Dataset, Okun Index 

OECD Dataset Okun                   

 Canada France Germany Italy Japan Netherlands Spain Sweden UK USA 

1971 8.9    7.5 8.9  9.9 12.8 10.2 
1972 11.2    6.4 10.2  8.7 10.8 8.9 
1973 13.1    12.9 10.5  9.1 11.9 11.1 
1974 16.3    24.6 12.6  11.9 18.6 16.7 
1975 17.6    13.6 16.0  11.4 28.3 17.6 
1976 14.6    11.4 15.0  11.8 22.0 13.4 
1977 16.0    10.1 12.4  13.2 21.6 13.6 
1978 17.4 14.2   6.4 9.8 25.8 12.2 14.0 13.7 
1979 16.6 16.2  20.6 5.8 10.0 23.4 9.3 18.1 17.1 
1980 17.6 19.4 8.8 25.9 9.8 10.8 24.6 15.8 23.8 20.6 
1981 20.1 20.3 11.2 23.5 7.1 12.5 25.5 14.7 20.7 17.9 
1982 21.8 20.0 12.0 23.0 5.1 13.6 27.4 11.9 18.7 15.8 
1983 17.9 17.2 11.4 22.0 4.6 11.9 26.5 12.6 15.5 12.8 
1984 15.6 16.9 10.5 18.6 5.0 12.2 28.0 11.3 15.9 11.8 
1985 14.6 15.4 10.2 17.4 4.6 10.2 26.6 10.3 17.3 10.7 
1986 13.9 12.2 7.7 14.7 3.4 7.9 26.3 6.9 14.6 8.9 
1987 13.2 13.1 8.1 14.3 2.9 7.0 22.0 6.4 14.4 9.9 
1988 11.8 12.1 9.0 14.8 3.1 7.9 20.6 7.6 12.5 9.6 
1989 12.5 12.3 9.6 16.0 4.6 7.7 20.7 7.9 12.3 10.1 
1990 12.9 11.6 8.9 15.4 5.2 8.4 19.7 12.2 13.9 11.0 
1991 15.9 12.1 8.3 14.8 5.4 8.7 18.9 12.5 16.1 11.0 
1992 12.7 12.2 11.4 14.1 3.9 8.5 20.6 8.0 14.1 10.5 
1993 13.3 13.1 12.0 14.4 3.8 8.8 23.0 13.5 12.7 9.9 
1994 10.6 13.3 10.9 14.7 3.6 9.6 24.2 11.5 11.3 8.7 
1995 11.6 12.8 9.7 16.4 3.0 8.5 23.1 11.3 11.2 8.4 
1996 11.2 13.5 10.1 15.2 3.5 8.0 21.4 10.0 10.4 8.3 
1997 10.7 12.6 11.3 13.3 5.2 7.1 18.7 10.5 8.6 7.2 
1998 9.3 11.6 10.0 13.4 4.8 5.8 16.8 7.8 7.7 6.1 
1999 9.3 10.9 8.9 12.7 4.4 5.4 14.8 7.2 7.2 6.4 

2000 9.5 10.7 9.0 12.7 4.0 5.2 14.5 6.5 6.2 7.4 
2001 9.7 9.9 9.6 11.9 4.2 6.4 14.0 8.3 6.2 7.5 
2002 10.0 10.5 9.8 11.1 4.5 6.1 14.2 8.3 6.4 7.4 
2003 10.4 11.1 10.3 11.2 5.1 5.8 14.1 8.7 6.4 8.3 
2004 9.1 11.3 11.5 10.2 4.7 5.8 13.6 8.0 6.0 8.2 
2005 9.0 11.0 12.2 9.7 4.1 6.4 12.6 8.2 6.8 8.5 
2006 8.3 11.0 11.4 8.9 4.3 5.1 12.0 8.4 7.7 7.8 
2007 8.1 9.8 10.7 7.9 4.0 4.8 11.1 8.3 7.6 7.5 

2008 8.5 10.7 9.9 10.1 5.4 5.6 15.5 9.6 9.3 9.6 
2009 8.6 9.6 7.9 8.6 3.7 4.9 17.7 7.8 9.7 8.9 
2010 9.8 11.3 8.0 9.9 4.4 5.8 21.9 9.6 11.1 11.3 
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Table B3. Misery index – IMF Dataset, Modified Index 

IMF Dataset Modified                   

  Canada France Germany Italy Japan Netherlands Spain Sweden 
United 

Kingdom 
United 
States 

1980 16.3 18.3 7.5 30.0 6.1 13.0 25.0 11.6 23.7 20.3 
1981 16.4 20.4 11.0 26.4 3.5 13.1 28.6 12.1 22.7 13.6 
1982 23.6 15.3 12.8 24.1 1.7 13.4 28.5 11.7 13.9 15.7 
1983 13.9 16.5 9.8 21.1 2.7 11.3 27.8 11.1 13.1 9.0 
1984 9.2 14.9 7.6 15.3 2.3 9.4 27.2 7.2 13.7 4.2 
1985 10.0 13.1 8.0 14.6 -1.1 7.4 27.1 6.3 13.4 6.4 
1986 11.6 10.1 5.3 11.9 -0.4 4.2 25.7 3.1 11.1 5.2 
1987 8.8 11.1 6.6 11.1 -0.2 4.9 19.1 3.9 9.8 7.2 
1988 6.9 8.6 5.3 10.6 -3.4 5.3 19.8 5.1 11.4 5.9 
1989 10.2 8.6 5.7 12.5 -0.4 2.8 19.1 5.4 10.6 6.6 
1990 12.9 9.5 3.1 16.1 0.7 4.4 18.9 11.7 14.0 9.5 
1991 16.5 11.5 3.9 12.7 1.4 6.7 19.3 12.1 17.0 10.0 
1992 12.1 10.6 8.5 12.7 2.3 6.1 22.9 8.5 12.4 7.2 
1993 10.9 14.0 11.0 15.2 3.4 8.2 28.9 15.3 10.5 6.7 
1994 5.7 11.0 8.9 12.5 2.4 6.5 26.1 7.9 7.2 4.7 
1995 8.8 11.1 7.7 14.0 0.9 4.5 23.1 7.2 8.6 5.8 
1996 10.2 12.6 8.1 12.9 1.3 4.5 22.9 8.8 7.7 4.8 
1997 5.9 10.6 8.2 11.2 3.7 2.8 18.6 10.0 5.6 2.2 
1998 5.3 8.2 6.4 11.6 6.7 1.4 15.5 4.5 4.1 1.8 
1999 4.4 7.8 6.9 11.6 3.8 0.5 13.7 3.3 3.7 2.3 
2000 4.7 6.8 5.8 9.2 1.4 1.8 12.8 2.5 2.5 3.3 
2001 6.5 8.4 7.1 9.5 3.7 5.4 9.4 6.9 3.7 5.2 
2002 8.5 9.8 8.8 11.1 4.8 5.9 12.8 4.2 4.6 6.6 
2003 7.4 10.1 10.0 11.0 3.4 4.9 11.1 5.5 3.6 5.4 
2004 6.4 9.3 10.3 8.9 2.2 3.7 11.0 3.1 3.3 5.2 
2005 6.0 9.3 10.5 9.1 2.1 4.7 9.3 5.7 4.7 5.7 
2006 4.8 8.7 6.3 6.8 2.4 2.2 7.2 4.2 5.3 4.1 
2007 6.0 7.7 8.9 7.5 2.2 1.2 9.0 6.1 4.9 6.6 
2008 7.6 10.7 7.1 10.4 5.6 3.0 11.9 8.5 8.9 6.1 

2009 11.7 11.7 13.3 13.7 8.6 8.5 22.5 16.0 14.5 13.7 

2010 6.6 9.7 8.3 9.4 2.1 4.4 20.9 9.2 8.9 8.0 
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Table B4. Misery index – IMF Dataset, Okun Index 

IMF Dataset Okun                   

  Canada France Germany Italy Japan Netherlands Spain Sweden 
United 

Kingdom 
United 
States 

1980 18.5 20.1 8.8 28.5 9.3 12.7 26.2 16.1 21.6 20.0 
1981 19.9 21.3 11.2 27.2 6.4 12.6 28.2 11.9 21.4 16.2 
1982 20.7 17.8 12.0 24.8 4.4 12.1 29.8 12.9 16.0 13.7 
1983 16.6 17.7 11.4 22.0 4.3 13.1 29.5 12.9 16.7 13.5 
1984 15.0 16.5 10.5 18.6 5.4 12.5 28.9 11.5 16.4 11.4 
1985 14.8 14.9 10.2 17.4 4.0 10.0 29.5 8.5 17.0 10.5 
1986 14.0 12.5 7.7 14.7 2.5 7.3 29.2 6.0 15.1 8.7 
1987 13.0 13.6 8.1 14.3 3.6 6.8 24.8 7.4 14.3 10.4 
1988 11.8 13.1 9.0 14.8 3.4 8.3 25.1 7.8 16.5 10.0 
1989 12.8 13.0 9.6 15.9 4.9 7.5 24.1 8.1 12.9 10.2 
1990 13.1 12.2 8.8 18.2 5.9 8.5 22.8 12.7 14.8 11.4 
1991 14.4 12.5 8.9 14.2 4.7 9.2 21.8 11.0 15.6 9.8 
1992 13.0 11.8 10.8 13.5 3.3 7.6 23.7 7.3 12.5 10.6 
1993 13.2 13.2 10.2 14.3 3.6 8.8 27.6 13.2 12.7 9.6 
1994 10.5 13.2 11.6 14.7 3.5 9.4 28.5 11.8 11.5 8.8 
1995 11.6 13.3 9.6 16.9 2.8 7.5 27.2 11.1 11.7 8.3 
1996 11.8 13.7 9.1 14.0 4.0 7.9 25.4 10.3 10.6 8.5 
1997 10.1 12.8 9.9 13.1 5.3 7.1 22.5 12.5 8.9 6.6 
1998 9.4 11.7 8.3 13.0 4.7 5.3 20.0 8.3 7.7 6.1 
1999 9.9 11.0 8.8 13.0 3.6 5.2 18.4 7.9 7.2 7.2 
2000 10.0 10.9 9.1 12.8 4.2 5.8 17.9 6.9 6.4 7.4 
2001 8.3 10.2 8.3 11.3 3.9 7.3 13.1 8.0 6.2 6.3 
2002 11.5 10.8 8.8 11.6 5.1 6.0 15.5 6.6 6.7 8.4 
2003 9.3 11.2 9.8 11.0 4.9 5.3 14.2 7.4 6.4 7.9 
2004 9.5 11.6 11.5 10.4 4.9 5.9 14.2 7.2 6.2 8.8 
2005 9.1 11.2 11.3 9.8 4.0 6.7 12.9 9.0 6.9 8.8 
2006 7.7 11.2 9.5 8.9 4.4 5.6 11.2 8.5 8.2 6.8 
2007 8.5 9.9 11.4 9.0 4.5 4.8 12.5 8.6 7.4 8.7 
2008 8.1 11.0 8.4 9.1 4.4 5.0 12.8 8.3 9.4 6.5 

2009 9.1 9.5 8.3 8.7 3.4 4.5 18.9 11.6 9.6 11.2 

2010 9.7 11.2 9.5 10.2 4.0 5.7 20.5 10.4 10.3 11.1 
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Appendix C  

Details of results of the ‘political party in power’ analysis (hypothesis III). 

Table D1. OECD Dataset results (annual) 

Dataset  OECD 

 Index Okun Modified Barro 

 Method Average Change Average Change Barro 

  Left  Right Left  Right Left  Right Left  Right Left  Right 

Canada 12.95 11.97 1.74 -0.85 9.49 9.82 -0.44 2.37 2.10 -4.83 
France  13.12 12.89 -9.17 3.26 11.04 11.12 -3.98 -1.24 -4.92 1.95 

Germany 10.31 9.85 5.30 -6.10 9.55 7.72 15.77 -11.37 2.90 -2.04 
Italy 12.34 11.24 -1.53 -2.64 11.04 10.72 -0.30 -4.40 -1.46 -0.29 
Japan            

Netherlands 9.15 8.47 -1.32 -1.76 5.90 6.37 2.15 -2.70 -0.73 -0.78 
Spain 20.62 19.03 2.20 -6.08 18.29 16.29 4.40 -6.71 -3.45 -5.26 

Sweden 9.40 11.97 -0.49 0.19 6.74 10.00 1.41 -6.26 -1.73 1.19 
UK 11.63 14.26 8.73 -10.49 9.83 11.75 15.38 -16.36 3.81 -3.66 

USA 10.54 10.88 5.70 -4.62 7.35 8.09 8.21 -6.52 -0.27 -2.54 
 

 

Table D2. OECD Dataset results (monthly) 

Dataset  OECD Monthly 

 Index Okun 

 Method Average Change 

  Left  Right Left  Right 

Canada 12.99 12.21 -0.06 -0.93 
France  13.03 13.00 -7.96 2.31 

Germany 10.10 10.56 3.17 -5.41 
Italy 12.35 11.58 -1.30 -4.28 
Japan       

Netherlands 9.18 8.42 -0.89 1.02 
Spain 20.57 18.96 -1.98 -11.10 

Sweden 9.38 11.33 0.94 -0.67 
UK 11.28 14.57 -0.85 -6.67 

USA 10.48 10.89 6.04 -7.42 
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Table D3. IMF Dataset (annual) 

Dataset  IMF 

 Index Okun Modified 

 Method Average Change Average Change 

  Left  Right Left  Right Left  Right Left  Right 

Canada 9.84 11.86 -7.43 -2.48  6.59   9.82  -11.12  -1.76  
France  13.11 12.99 -10.72 0.58  11.02   11.30  -5.70  -5.00  

Germany 9.94 9.56 6.10 -4.76  9.09   7.53   9.40  -5.66  
Italy 12.26 11.27 -1.23 -2.01  10.96   10.78   0.03  -3.33  
Japan          

Netherlands 6.50 8.26 -3.40 -3.57  3.35   6.49  -0.61  -7.99  
Spain 22.84 19.99 1.85 -7.53  20.45   17.00   4.35  -8.41  

Sweden 9.02 11.22 -5.27 -0.43  6.27   10.67  -3.26   0.88  
UK 7.58 14.79 1.32 -12.71  5.59   12.59   3.29  -18.10  

USA 8.48 9.92 1.33 -10.22  5.32   7.27  -2.08  -10.19  
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