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Aim of the study

Our overriding aim is to find out how similar or dissimilar are the CEE11

countries to each of the four models of European capitalism singled out

by Amable.

For the purpose of this study each model is represented by one ‘ideal-

typical’ Western country.

At this stage of our research we do not strive to prejudge whether these

countries developed one specific model of post-communist capitalism, they

host several co-existing such models or they rather converge toward any of

the four established patterns of Western European capitalism.



Diversity of Capitalism

1. Amable, 2003 – five different institutional areas, five different models of

capitalism

2. Mykhnenko, 2005 – Poland and Ukraine – institutional ambiguity

3. Farkas, 2011, 2013 - CEE countries evolved into their own, new model of

post-communist capitalism



Data and methodology

• We compare six institutional domains in each CEE11 country with

selected Western European economies, representing various models of

capitalism. In addition to Amable’s five areas, we include the housing

market.

• `Ideal-typical’ countries best representing four models:

(1) Anglo-Saxon model (UK),

(2) Nordic or Scandinavian model (Sweden),

(3) Continental European model (Germany),

(4) South European (Mediterranean) capitalism (Italy or Spain).

• Each institutional area is compared on the basis of six variables

(indicators). Three of them (input variables) represent key

features/components of a pertinent institutional architecture, while three

others – outcomes or performance in an institutional area (output

variables).

• The indicators involved are based on the newest available data (→2015).



Variables (1 / 2)

Area I – product market competition:

• product market regulation (OECD, 2017) [PMR];

• barriers to market entry (Institutional Profiles Database, 2017) [BAR];

• business freedom (Heritage Foundation, 2017) [BF];

• number of enterprises per million inhabitants (Eurostat) [FIR];

• number of newly registered firms per 1000 persons aged 15-64 (World Bank, 2017) [NEW];

• intensity of local competition (Global Competitiveness Report, 2017) [COM].

Area II – labour market and industrial relations:

• trade unions’ density (Fulton, Workers’ participation database, ETUI 2013) [TUD];

• collective agreement’s coverage (Fulton, Workers’ participation database, ETUI 2013) [CAC];

• employees' participation index (Fulton, Workers’ participation database, ETUI 2013) [EPI];

• temporary employees rate (Eurostat) [TER];

• lifelong learning and training (Eurostat) [LLT];

• young people neither in employment nor in education or training rate (Eurostat) [NEET].

Area III – social protection system:

• total benefits to GDP ratio (Eurostat) [BtGDP];

• total government expenditure directed to families to total government expenditures ratio 

(Eurostat) [GFtE];

• total government expenditure on healthcare to total government expenditure ratio (Eurostat) 

[GHtE];

• Gini coefficient (Eurostat) [GC];

• fertility rate (Eurostat) [FR];

• healthy life expectancy for people aged 65 (Eurostat) [HLY65].



Variables (2 / 2)

Area IV – knowledge sector:

• R&D expenditure as a percentage of GDP (value for all sectors in the economy) (OECD, 2017) [RDEX];

• human resources in science and technology sector (% of active population) (OECD, 2017) [HRST];

• public expenditure on education (% of GDP) (OECD, 2017) [PEE];

• turnover (of enterprises) from innovation (% of total turnover of enterprises) (OECD, 2017) [TOFI];

• high-tech exports (% of total exports) (OECD, 2017) [HTE];

• patent applications to the European Patent Office (EPO) by priority year (per million inhabitants) 

(OECD, 2017) [PATE].

Area V – financial system:

• domestic credit to private sector (World Bank, 2017) [DCPS];

• foreign direct investments inflow (% of GDP) (World Bank, 2017) [FDII];

• mutual fund assets (% of GDP) (World Bank, 2017) [MFA];

• stock market capitalization (% of GDP) (World Bank, 2017) [SMC];

• bank concentration (%) – assets of 3 largest commercial banks to assets of all commercial banks 

(World Bank, 2017) [BC];

• gross portfolio debt assets (% of GDP) (World Bank, 2017) [PDA].

Area VI – housing market:

• share of owner-occupied housing (Eurostat) [OOH];

• rent-to-income ratio (own calculations based on Eurostat and numbeo.com data) [RTI];

• total outstanding residential loans (% of GDP) (Hypostat) [MRT];

• share of houses owned by municipalities or the state (own calculations based on Housing Europe, 

TenLaw, national sources and OECD data) [SOC];

• real estate tax revenues (% of GDP) (Eurostat) [TAX];

• dealing with construction permits: distance to frontier (World Bank Doing Business Report) [DBC].



Hexagons

• We build the hexagons that compare a CEE11 country with the respective

reference economies in terms of six individual indicators.

• We also compute the coefficients of similarity to measure the

‘institutional distance’ between the CEE11 countries and their Western

European benchmarks.

• On this basis, we compare the model of capitalism in a CEE11 country

with the patterns established in each of the reference Western European

economies.

• This is our own method designed specifically for the purpose of this study.



Hexagons

• The axes of the hexagons plot the ranks of similarity between a CEE 

country and the reference economies in terms of a particular indicator 

(upward and downward deviations are treated equally). 

• Thus the axes represent the percentage scale and range from 0 to 100. 

• The higher the value, the greater is the similarity of the countries 

involved.



Hexagons

• The highest score (100) corresponds to the situation when the value of a 

variable for a CEE country is exactly the same as the value for the 

benchmark economy (full similarity).

• The lowest score (0) occurs when the value of a variable for a CEE11 

country is outside the following range:

• If the value of a given variable for a CEE11 country is inside the above

interval, the scores are calculated in percentage terms, that is 

proportionally to the distance between the reference value (XrefC), for 

which the score 100 is assigned, and the boundary value.

    1 15 1 153 st.dev. ... ; 3 st.dev. ...refC refCX X X X X X   



Area: Product market competition

Performance of Poland against reference countries in the area: product market 

competition 

 

 
 
Source: Own calculations. 



Area: Product market competition

Performance of Hungary against reference countries in the area: product market 

competition 

 

 
 
Source: Own calculations. 



Area: Product market competition

• Ten CEE countries (except Estonia) exhibit the greatest similarity to Spain.

• Estonia shows strong similarity to the UK, that is the Anglo-Saxon model of

capitalism.

 

Country 

Reference country 

Germany Spain Sweden United Kingdom 

Bulgaria 43.8 61.4 59.8 46.2 

Croatia 39.1 55.3 35.3 26.0 

Czech Republic 57.2 70.6 63.4 44.3 

Estonia 62.0 69.8 63.9 71.8 

Hungary 59.0 76.1 69.5 54.2 

Latvia 59.5 77.5 72.1 58.7 

Lithuania 69.4 86.3 79.3 58.9 

Poland 57.6 69.2 64.5 46.6 

Romania 53.9 60.3 44.4 36.0 

Slovakia 50.6 67.2 67.1 44.7 

Slovenia 52.7 75.0 66.9 35.8 
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Area: Social protection system
 

Country 

Reference country 

Germany Italy Sweden United Kingdom 

Bulgaria 57.0 51.0 49.0 55.1 

Croatia 86.2 74.8 48.4 64.7 

Czech Republic 70.6 54.4 48.1 67.5 

Estonia 65.7 57.0 49.5 55.2 

Hungary 71.7 57.2 48.4 54.0 

Latvia 49.3 50.8 31.2 44.8 

Lithuania 70.5 62.6 36.5 64.4 

Poland 75.9 72.3 42.5 59.6 

Romania 61.5 62.8 30.9 47.3 

Slovakia 73.8 66.7 52.7 53.2 

Slovenia 72.3 61.6 62.2 60.7 

 • Nine CEE countries (except Latvia and Romania) exhibit the greatest similarity

to Germany. Those two are most similar to Italy (representing in this area the

Mediterranean model of capitalism).

• 10 out of 11 countries (Slovenia) are least similar to Sweden.



Area: Knowledge sector

• Data in the Table indicate that ten CEE countries (except Estonia) exhibit the greatest similarity

with Italy

• Estonia shows a close proximity to the UK, that is the Anglo-Saxon model of capitalism (at the

level of 74.5%)

Country
Reference country

Germany Italy Sweden United Kingdom

Bulgaria 30.1 77.2 21.4 32.7

Croatia 43.5 90.2 22.3 45.7

Czech Republic 69.9 74.2 35.8 70.7

Estonia 66.1 64.3 51.2 74.5

Hungary 62.0 79.9 36.9 65.4

Latvia 50.6 72.6 38.8 52.8

Lithuania 51.6 72.6 43.2 56.9

Poland 50.7 77.7 38.7 52.8

Romania 22.1 68.4 23.6 28.2

Slovakia 36.6 79.5 9.2 41.8

Slovenia 69.3 72.0 52.6 70.7



Area: Financial sector

• CEE11 countries (exception being Slovakia) exhibit the greatest resemblance to Spain that is to

the Mediterranean model

• In the case of Slovakia the coefficient of similarity is the highest with respect to Germany (67.3%)

Country
Reference country

Germany Spain Sweden United Kingdom

Bulgaria 48.6 60.5 42.0 31.9

Croatia 61.7 69.4 43.6 39.8

Czech Republic 60.1 67.6 41.8 35.0

Estonia 39.7 42.4 36.1 6.0

Hungary 55.4 57.3 37.1 23.0

Latvia 54.4 66.3 44.7 39.0

Lithuania 52.0 58.0 43.7 22.7

Poland 50.1 62.0 42.0 36.0

Romania 50.0 61.8 37.8 32.4

Slovakia 67.3 66.0 49.6 32.4

Slovenia 54.3 64.0 47.7 36.5



Area: Housing market

• Data in the Table indicate that all CEE11 countries are a mixture of the

Mediterranean, or the so-called Catholic-familial model, and the Corporatist market

model, represented by Germany

Country
Reference country

Germany Italy Sweden United Kingdom

Bulgaria 56.0 62.6 35.8 29.5

Croatia 47.5 56.8 31.1 27.1

Czech Republic 55.1 65.2 33.8 30.2

Estonia 72.1 61.6 49.2 45.2

Hungary 62.2 68.5 41.8 36.5

Latvia 63.4 70.0 51.0 46.5

Lithuania 58.5 54.4 34.2 28.9

Poland 51.6 75.9 47.1 44.8

Romania 42.8 49.2 25.3 13.1

Slovakia 60.6 66.1 36.1 30.8

Slovenia 68.2 79.2 53.5 39.1



Area: Labour market and industrial relations

• The largest group contains countries that exhibit similarities to the pattern of

industrial relations prevailing in the UK (Baltic States OK, but Bulgaria and

Romania?).

Country 

Reference country 

Germany Spain Sweden United Kingdom 

Bulgaria 53.5 56.0 10.6 73.4 

Croatia 64.7 79.0 36.5 49.8 

Czech Republic 87.1 68.9 40.2 72.1 

Estonia 70.6 63.4 32.3 79.7 

Hungary 78.7 70.8 34.0 73.8 

Latvia 59.8 48.9 19.5 79.8 

Lithuania 65.7 51.2 23.0 79.2 

Poland 62.6 69.4 25.5 63.4 

Romania 50.0 53.7 16.1 68.4 

Slovakia 77.0 70.1 33.7 67.1 

Slovenia 75.6 71.5 61.7 56.7 

 



Area: Labour market and industrial relations

• The second group encompasses countries exhibiting similarities to Germany. The

Czech Republic, Hungary, Slovakia and Slovenia tend to converge to the model

known as the Rhine (Continental European) capitalism/corporatism (the

partnership between labour and capital, symbolized by the system of co-

determination; patterns of long-term employment for many employees, an

emphasis on specific skills and correspondingly high investments in vocational

training, competition based on quality).

Country 

Reference country 

Germany Spain Sweden United Kingdom 

Bulgaria 53.5 56.0 10.6 73.4 

Croatia 64.7 79.0 36.5 49.8 

Czech Republic 87.1 68.9 40.2 72.1 

Estonia 70.6 63.4 32.3 79.7 

Hungary 78.7 70.8 34.0 73.8 

Latvia 59.8 48.9 19.5 79.8 

Lithuania 65.7 51.2 23.0 79.2 

Poland 62.6 69.4 25.5 63.4 

Romania 50.0 53.7 16.1 68.4 

Slovakia 77.0 70.1 33.7 67.1 

Slovenia 75.6 71.5 61.7 56.7 

 



Area: Labour market and industrial relations

• The remaining two CEE11 countries: Poland and Croatia, tend to develop a

system of industrial relations based on the dominant role of the state. In this

regard they seem to be the most akin to the Mediterranean model of capitalism.

Country 

Reference country 

Germany Spain Sweden United Kingdom 

Bulgaria 53.5 56.0 10.6 73.4 

Croatia 64.7 79.0 36.5 49.8 

Czech Republic 87.1 68.9 40.2 72.1 

Estonia 70.6 63.4 32.3 79.7 

Hungary 78.7 70.8 34.0 73.8 

Latvia 59.8 48.9 19.5 79.8 

Lithuania 65.7 51.2 23.0 79.2 

Poland 62.6 69.4 25.5 63.4 

Romania 50.0 53.7 16.1 68.4 

Slovakia 77.0 70.1 33.7 67.1 

Slovenia 75.6 71.5 61.7 56.7 

 



To sum up…

Mean coefficients of similarity for six institutional areas

• The CEE11 countries overall exhibit the greatest resemblance to the Mediterranean model of

capitalism, represented by Spain/Italy;

• The mean coefficients of similarity vis-à-vis Spain/Italy in all six institutional areas are

above 60% which is not the case for the three remaining benchmark countries.

• In terms of relative (average) proximity or resemblance Spain/Italy is ranked 1st in four out

of six areas, the only exceptions being industrial relations and social protection system.

 

Country 

Reference country 

Germany Spain/Italy Sweden United Kingdom 

Bulgaria 48.2 61.5 36.4 44.8 

Croatia 57.1 70.9 36.2 42.2 

Czech Republic 67.4 66.8 43.9 53.3 

Estonia 62.7 59.8 47.0 55.4 

Hungary 64.8 68.3 44.6 51.2 

Latvia 56.2 64.4 42.9 53.6 

Lithuania 61.3 64.2 43.3 51.8 

Poland 58.1 71.1 43.4 50.5 

Romania 46.7 59.4 29.7 37.6 

Slovakia 61.0 69.3 41.4 45.0 

Slovenia 65.4 70.6 57.4 49.9 

Mean 59.8 66.0 42.4 48.7 



To sum up….

• The sample countries are the least similar to the Nordic (Scandinavian or 

Social-democratic) model of capitalism, the only exception being product 

market competition where the pertinent coefficient of similarity with respect to 

Sweden exceeds 60%.

• In terms of average indicators the CEE11 economies display quite a strong 

resemblance to the Continental European model of capitalism embodied by 

Germany. With the mean coefficient of similarity close to 60%, this country is 

ranked 1st as the closest benchmark in the social protection area and 2nd in most 

remaining institutional domains concerned. 



To sum up…

• The CEE11 countries seem to indicate quite a considerable level of

homogeneity across most institutional areas involved. In all but one area

(industrial relations) a vast majority of the countries (ten out of eleven in three

areas and nine in two other areas) tend to gravitate towards the same model of

capitalism.

• The results show that while most CEE11 countries are the closest to the

Mediterranean model of capitalism in terms of output variables (or

performance) they are much more akin to the Continental model when it

comes to inputs (institutional arrangements). This implies that the effect of

output variables outweighs the impact of input indicators on the overall average

value of the coefficient of similarity both at the level of the CEE11 group and most

of its individual members making them gravitate toward the Mediterranean model

of capitalism.



Conclusions

• First, even the well-tested and otherwise efficient institutions do not automatically

guarantee equally good outcomes if transplanted to a different socio-cultural,

political and economic context. Having developed institutions that resemble the

most the institutional architecture prevailing in the Continental European model of

capitalism many CEE11 countries have fallen short of the economic performance

standards established in benchmark countries embodying this model. As a result,

in terms of output variables applied in this study they are much closer to the

Mediterranean model of capitalism.

• However…….maybe we in CEE just have not learned how to use those institutions.



Conclusions

• Second, the results imply a hybrid nature of the emerging capitalism in CEE11

countries and the institutional ambiguity embedded in its design and evolution. In

many cases the institutional architectures resemble two or even three different

models of Western capitalism at the same time. Simultaneously, they exhibit a

clear deficiency of institutional complementarities being inherent to their Western

prototypes.



Conclusions

Third, our research leaves some questions yet to be answered:

- most of CEE11 countries seem to reveal a strong resemblance to the Mediterranean 

model of capitalism, but it is not possible to foretell whether this is equivalent to the 

emergence of one single pattern or rather the diversity of post-communist capitalism;

- the imitative pattern of development in CEE11 countries as a determinant of their 

convergence toward Western benchmarks, tradeable and non-tradeable institutional 

areas;

- relative proximity of more advanced CEE economies to the Mediterranean countries 

in terms of their economic development level as a possible determinant of their 

convergence toward this model of capitalism as well as their gaps between input and 

output variables;

- the importance of informal institutions as building blocks of institutional architectures 

and determinants of the ‘comparative capitalism’ in the CEE region.


