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	IS RUSSIA (AND CHINA?) 
A SPECIAL CASE 
OF LATE-DEVELOPMENT?

	
	


Let’s bear in mind: All countries in Eastern Europe (Russia) and CEE, Central (Eastern) Europe (here: Poland, Czechia, Slovakia, Hungary, Slovenia, with some comparisons to: Austria, Germany), underwent a rapid «top-down» double social change to democratic and – probably more problematic – to streamlined (designed; regulated) competitive market capitalism. Problematic in so far as it collided with former albeit modern principles of an egalitarian distribution of benefits and social services and basic social protection («workfare»?). Socialism’s creed, stemming from Lenin (at least in Russia, and China), was to give «lexicographical preference» (e.g.: David Granick) to political guidance against a capitalism running wild in the 19th century (we should re-read Karl Polanyi «The Great Transformation», 1944). Private property was allowed to play a role (just recently in China), and «creative destruction» (Schumpeter) could start. For the first time, economic efficiency and rationality were unleashed and – from above! In a nutshell, Polanyi’s analysis is about what happens to «markets» in the absence of any institutional regulations.

Not only since Kenneth North it is well known that the parlance of  «free markets, constant profit maximizing in competition» might at least be an ideal type, but with less empirical substance than ideal types usually are supposed to have (see: «Heidelberg’s» Max Weber). Today «institutional economics» are on the agenda, but there still is no clue as to what kinds of institutions are needed and which are the preconditions for their functioning; in which societal context, and at what time in their path-dependent development (then: which path «matters»?).

My former analysis of Central Eastern Europe, but also Austria and Germany, can be summarized as: No united Europe, rather: High varieties of Capitalisms in Central Europe.

As far as CEE-countries compared to Russia are concerned, I fear there is nothing to be learnt for Russia from them, despite the fact that since Chruščev, Russian «reformers» used for instance Hungary (there: first forms of «private capital accumulation started in 1968, details: see: Ivan Szelényi (1988) on «Socialist Entrepreneurs») as experimentation fields to find out, how reforms might work. But the lessons to be learnt from Škaratan’s analyses today (and in their book: [Škaratan, 2006]) simply is that Russia’s history – and its path-dependent development (and China’s ? – although he mentions Japan, and in part Argentinia’s «Komprador» and «nationalized capitalism»?) is completely different even from East European Socia-lisms (plural needed!).

In the «Asiatic mode of production» (also: [Škaratan, 2006]) the problem was solved by a «water regulating bureaucracy» in China (K. A. Wittfogel), today by the sometimes eratic or haphazardly sharp grip of the party in setting new goals («it doesn’t matter what colour the cat has…»).

In Russia, due to the absence of engagement from below and a lack of intermediate structuration of the public, even now under Putin there was a wide range of «wild-east» capitalism by a few (Polanyi), the Oligarchs, or later a trend towards «strenghthening the weak state» («Putin») [Hanson, 2007; King et al. 2006]. 

I think even in CEE-societies, albeit with some «civic experiences» during the two World Wars, the future prospects as far as «governability» is concerned, are not as good as Ovsej Irmovič [Škaratan, 2006, Cambridge paper] thinks.

Just due to their size and ressources, Russia and China cannot be swept away by «globalized» foreign capital. The smaller CEE-countries since 1990 zig-zag between keeping national capital (or, better: trying to accumulate it; again: «nationally» or in the hands of a few?) and opening up for foreign capital, and there is a large range between, say, Estonia and Czechia in terms of insisting on «social security».

One of the first questions of political economy [Teckenberg, 2005] should be: Who bears the esternalised costs of capitalist enterprise (infrastructure, «social» services) in states which haven’t founded new systems of taxation, or do not meet compliance or deference, neither by the population, nor the «new» «busines-meny»?

How can capital accumulation, which in the West took more than 150 years and now is getting more and more concentrated, be achieved in these «late-comers»?

Bear in mind that post-socialist usually overestimate the amout of self-em​ployed, or «entrepreneurs» in Western societies
. The concentration of capital, now not only national but global, goes on, more or less as Marx predicted. An example is the rising of the number of  «insolvencies», or bankrotts in East Germany, destroying many hopes after the turnover: Sour grapes (Jon Elster).

But before going into details, let me suggest that the problem lies not in the «building up of a civil society» (whatever that is, has it ever existed? Ok., we had the «bürgerliche Gesellschaft», but this pertained to the 19th century, and at that time it was the «upper class», in the late Soviet Union, the «Intelligencija», an estate, not a class, as I have frequently argued and came to «terms», literally, with Ovsej Irmovič!).

Certainly now, we have everywhere in Europe parties, based on 150 year old cleavages (!!) and fractions, the interests of the populations are not «individualized» or atomized, but find their representaion in – and that is my main point in this paper – intermediate institutions.

As far as I can see, they are the missing link between the top (or the state) and the micro-structures in which people live, orient themselves, channel their behaviour and act.

People do not really live in systems!

And since the whole system of the Soviet Union was top-down politicised, the «poor» State had to bear the brunt of the economic administration, and thus was directly blamed whenever the «plan» went wrong – which certainly was more often the case than working «well».

But the system was one of «inclusion», avoiding unemployment and providing some social safety nets.

Accordingly people also did not live in the «Soviet System», but they lived in «usually large all-inclusive enterprises». At that time their Western counterparts lived in «Communities», where money was the exchange medium (not barter) to buy on the market place. If they had no money they easily were «excluded» at least from «better services», and especially from some «worlds» of consumption.

How we might fit in «intermediary institutions» into Coleman’s famous «bath-tub» should be reflected on by everyone, who wants to discuss this presentation.

It will be explained, but is more a matter of discussion.

I think it explains more clearly especially the case of Russia (and: China). How far meso-levels institutions are already developed in Russia, and what they might be in statu nascendi, I still want to learn.

For Central Europe, I know more, but it is clear that intermediary institutions’ emergence is already much more obvious in CEE.

It is open, where we have to draw pathes. In the positive case (more unlikely in almost any society!) they will be both-ways (recursive between the levels, or also: bottom-up!).

What do we usually understand by intermediary institutions?

Usually one thinks of parties. This is only one thing, may be not the most important one, because the existence of parties already shows that a system of «bargaining coalitions has been established», some «cleavages», also in the normative way of handling conflicts in a society already have been soved. 













Fig. 1. James Coleman’s model of social Change, 
extended by intermediary structuration (W. Teckenberg)
It could be «churches» (think of Northern Ireland); most important for the discussion in CEE is how «industrial relations», the whole sphere of bargaining between conflicting economic interest partners have been solved (trade unions-employers unions; triparte arrangements in Austria with thei «chambers of Labour» (Arbeitskammers). Or «parafisci» in Germany [Scheuch, 2003], which have «quasi legitimate State» power (better: delegated power and also quasi-state obligations see our öffentlich-rechtlichen Rundfunkanstalten, public services).

The liveliness of a civic society (if you want the term) depends on people partcipating in, or just afiliating with these intermediate structures, be it their trade unions, their place of work organization or community (yes, even the struggle for «kindergarten!» (big issue now in Germany!!), their football-clubs, etc., or: «Bowling Alone?», Putnam). In socialism people lived in enterprises (or: organizations), and hoped/expected that «their» organizations would channel their demands. In capitalism we know that there is no such thing as a «free lunch». When the economy was «ok», the distriubutive system usually provided them with these according to the «top-decided-on» needs (education, health care, even housing, holidays, or​ga​ni​za​tion of leisure time, etc.).

«Money» did not actually reign consumer behaviour or could serve as a signal for preferences. 

A good example, by the way, would be to study, how funds for research were distributed under socialism (to the organization) and how the new system of individual applications in the Western world works under strong competition. The latter not always working towards «meritocracy principles.

The model can serve to make some reflections on future prospects, here are just some hints (to be extended):

· The complexity of intermediate interest mediation often (in Germany) makes decision-making extremely difficult (key word: Politikverflechtungsfalle): Various bodies have to be consulted, furthermore the complex process leads to various forms of lobbying which may weaken not only the decision making, but also the later implementation of laws, but on the other hand, we have to face the fact, that interests are different: Socialists’ creed that «basicly» all people have the same interest are not tenable, as it now has deemed on for everyone. Examples: ADAC (without doubt, the «richest» pressure group in Germany, because ADAC is able to raise enormous amounts of money from the many consumers of their services (practically every car owner joins). New for Russians: That interest groups can /have to raise anormous amouts of money. In Germany that was also why trade unions were so effective in the 70/80’s. Another new issue is: the Smokers/Non-Smokers debate; Stiftung Warentest is a powerful interest group for consumers, etc. My prediction: The ability of the green movement to raise money will decrease.
· Corruption is part of every societies’ problem. Most likely it is also a question of how much money is lost, and therefore «inefficiently lost». So it’s not a problem of «how often».

· In socialist societies, as Shkaratan notices, corruption is mostly a question of «client» and the public «services», and as such linked with the path here «marco-actor»; next in Russia (and often in developing countries («bakschisch») it is a function of how well public officials are paid. To bribe off a policement may be morally hazardous, but not a «system’s problem».

· The «big money» in China and Russia is needed to get allowances to set up firms or housing from regional or local administration. If, then, the big money really gets things started to work (or work quicker than without corruption), gets the builders to be paid on time and the building ready, the corruption-money was a «good investment», and furthermore enhanced production and «productivity» Quite positive, as you see.

· In Germany the latest examples show, that under capitalism, where corruption is linked with the «path» actor (here: capitalist) – intermediary institutions, the big money is most often very unproductive or even destructive. It is used buy off, for instance labours’ representatives (Betriebsrat, «faked» trade-unions) to make them do what is in capitalists’ interests. The VW-scandle can be seen as flying the Betriebsrat to Brasilia to console them with women – nice idea to let them forget to do their homework for the employees of VW. May be that was cheaper than the Siemens turmoil, where it was in employers interests to pay huge sums for a kind of «fake» trade-union to take over capitalist’s interests. There is no end at hand yet, but it will have costed at least 500 Million €.

So the botton line is that we waste a lot of money for the relations of actors with vested interests to influence complex meso-level institutions to produce «outputs», which – in turn – influence or predecide decisions on the macro level. Here is a list of some forms, which are most costly in Germany. Argueably, these can be written off as «transaction costs», but are they «productive»? 

· The EU-bureaucracy in Brussels – contrary to many assumptions – is indeed quite small, given the tasks the handle. But the lobbying involved to prefabricate the Commissions decisions is much larger than the Commission itself. Every larger corporation (like Siemens, or other) has its own lobbying bureau in Brussels. The problem is in fact that in many concrete decisions (not only in technical expertise) the Commission itself does not have the necessary expertise to offer.

· Germans political culture is plagued with «advisory companies» (Berger, McKinsey, etc.). Let them evaluate, for instance, universities over and over again (this time by people who might have never seen an university from within before – after they might have got sime, usally minor degree), pay a lot of money, follow some reform recommendations, have the same, or other Councelers to review the impementation, pay another time, and if you do not like the outcome – one party in the deal has ordered another counceller, etc. In the end you may decide (but seldom anyone admids it) that you spend a lot on «advisors» which now is not there to ameliorate universities’ status.

· Much the same: The system of contradicting costly «reviews» and counter-reviews.
· Influence-peddling of actors with collective actors (here called various interest groups or parties) on the intermediate level, basically descibed above with the VW and Siemens example.

My thesis is that more is rotten on the side of each country, so the nation states could act, and most often an underdefined «globalisation» metaphore is used as an excuse for doing nothing.

Others argue that «globalisation» has been around at least since 1900.

The only new animals out there, probably the locusts out there are the Hedge-funds on the global markets: Are they productive in the nice old Soviet sense, e.g. Do they «produce» anything but unemployment and piles of money for «fake» profits that are then blown up? (Enron-scandal, etc.).
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Appendix 1.
	Table 1.
	«Goldthorpe» – Classes. Class distributions by selected Central European Countries* 
(total all countries: 21)


	
	I

Prof. Adm. High
	II

Prof. Adm. Low
	IIIa

Routine non-manual
	IIIb

Lower sales service
	IVa

Self-empl w/ empl.
	IVb

Self-empl no empl.
	V

Manual supervis.
	VI

Skilled worker
	VIIa 
Unskilled workers
	VIIb

Farm labours
	Ivc
 Self-empl. farmers
	Sum
	N*

	Austria
	11,6
	19,3
	22,0
	16,5
	3,3
	2,2
	3,9
	8,3
	8,0
	0,6
	4,4
	100
	363

	Czech Republic
	7,9
	19,6
	13,8
	7,4
	3,2
	6,0
	4,7
	17,4
	16,2
	3,0
	0,9
	100
	470

	Slovenia
	15,6
	19,5
	14,3
	7,8
	5,2
	1,3
	6,5
	15,6
	11,7
	1,3
	1,3
	100
	77

	Hungary
	11,9
	16,8
	8,0
	8,8
	6,0
	6,0
	3,1
	15,6
	18,8
	3,1
	2,0
	100
	352

	Poland
	10,6
	17,6
	9,1
	5,8
	3,9
	5,0
	3,5
	14,3
	16,1
	1,1
	13,1
	100
	1333

	Germany
	10,8
	22,1
	19,4
	10,2
	3,3
	3,1
	4,3
	13,3
	11,8
	0,6
	1,0
	100
	3621

	Total all Countries**
	12,6
	19,9
	12,7
	11,7
	4,8
	4,5
	3,7
	11,6
	13,7
	1,4
	3,4
	100
	16760


* 1. Round: European Social Survey 2002-3. (2. Round also: Slovakia);
** Cases weighted nationally (all countries, except France).
	Table 2.
	«Goldthorpe» – classes and (grouped) scores and class of job’s indicators (means; Leiulfsrud et al. 2005)


	EGP
	Treiman Prestige Score
	Interna-tional Socio-econ. Index
	Control own job, %
	Get similar/ better job with other employer, %
	Start own business, %
	Family Income
	Equivalent Family Income

	I  Prof. Adm. High
	62,6
	69,4
	69,2
	4,8
	4,1
	50977,0
	30152,0

	II Prof. Adm. Low
	51,7
	56,2
	58,0
	4,1
	3,2
	36682,5
	21519,7

	IIIa Routine non-manual
	43,3
	45,0
	52,2
	4,0
	2,6
	33483,1
	18623,7

	IIIb Lower sales-service
	31,6
	37,2
	48,2
	4,4
	2,7
	29820,6
	16139,2

	IVa Self-empl with empl
	39,5
	43,3
	85,1
	5,5
	5,3
	35275,4
	19244,9

	IVb Self-empl no empl
	36,6
	39,5
	68,7
	5,3
	5,7
	30397,2
	16679,1

	V  Manual supervisors
	37,0
	34,5
	51,6
	4,1
	3,4
	30749,3
	17310,1

	VI  Skilled workers
	35,1
	32,4
	41,4
	3,6
	2,6
	24661,3
	13587,1

	VIIa Unskilled workers
	26,2
	25,9
	34,7
	3,4
	2,1
	22023,8
	12054,9

	VIIb Farm labours
	34,6
	23,8
	40,9
	3,8
	2,5
	19977,3
	10075,7

	IVc   Self-empl farmers
	43,0
	35,1
	56,7
	3,0
	2,8
	13929,2
	7126,7

	Total (over all class mean)
	41,9
	44,0
	50,5
	4,0
	2,9
	32444,3
	18366,3

	Eta Squared
	0,709
	0,737
	0,158
	0,019
	0,045
	0,136
	 0,144

	N*
	16757
	16757
	13422
	13321
	13322
	13101
	13058

	Table 3.
	EGP Classes. Aggregated data for 21 countries (excluding France). Economically active 
population (including weights)*


	
	Total
	Men
	Women

	Prof. Adm. High (serv class I)
	12,6
	15,7
	8,9

	Prof. Adm. Low (serv class II)
	19,9
	18,1
	22,1

	Routine non manual (IIIa)
	12,7
	5,7
	21,1

	Lower sales services (IIIb)
	11,7
	4,7
	20,0

	Self-empl. with empl (IVa)
	4,8
	6,0
	3,4

	Self-empl. w/no empl (IVb)
	4,5
	5,2
	3,6

	Manual supervisors (V)
	3,7
	5,8
	1,1

	Skilled workers (VI)
	11,6
	17,1
	5,0

	Unskilled workers (VIIa)
	13,7
	15,7
	11,2

	Farm labours (VIIb)
	1,4
	1,6
	1,1

	Self-empl farmers (IVc)
	3,4
	4,3
	2,4

	Total
	100
	100
	100

	N
	16760
	9085
	7662


* Round ESS 1992/1993.

	Table 4.
	Employment by sector and industry 
in Czechia, Slovakia, Poland and Hungary. 1992 and 2001 (in 1000s and percent)


	
	Czechia
	Slovakia
	Poland
	Hungary

	
	1993
	2001
	1992
	2001
	1992
	2001
	1992
	2001

	Employment, total
	4873,5
	4750,2
	2174,6
	2123,7
	14676,6
	14923,6
	4082,7
	3859,5

	      % of total
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Agriculture & forestry, fishing
	7,7
	4,7
	11,8
	6,1
	25,7
	26,4
	11,3
	6,2

	Industry total
	34,2
	31,0
	30,2
	29,6
	25,8
	20,8
	29,7
	27,2

	- Mining & quarrying
	2,6
	1,4
	1,5
	1,0
	3,1
	1,5
	1,3
	0,3

	- Manufacturing
	29,6
	27,7
	26,6
	26,1
	21,0
	17,7
	25,8
	24,8

	- Electricity, gas, water
	2,0
	1,8
	2,2
	2,5
	1,7
	1,6
	2,6
	2,1

	Construction
	8,7
	9,0
	9,1
	8,0
	7,0
	5,7
	5,3
	7,1

	Wholesale, retail trade, repair motor veh.
	10,5
	12,8
	10,5
	12,0
	12,3
	14,2
	11,8
	14,2

	Hotels & restaurants
	3,1
	3,4
	1,3
	3,4
	1,0
	1,5
	2,8
	3,7

	Transport, storage, telecommunication
	8,0
	7,7
	7,4
	7,6
	6,2
	5,3
	8,5
	8,1

	Financial intermediation
	1,4
	2,1
	0,9
	1,8
	1,3
	2,0
	1,7
	2,0

	Real estate, renting & business activities
	4,5
	5,4
	6,9
	4,9
	3,6
	6,0
	3,4
	5,7

	Public admin., defence, compuls. Soc. Sec.
	6,3
	7,2
	3,9
	7,4
	2,2
	3,7
	7,2
	7,5

	Education
	6,5
	6,3
	9,3
	8,0
	5,5
	6,1
	7,6
	8,0

	Health & soc. Work
	5,8
	6,4
	5,9
	6,8
	6,7
	6,1
	5,8
	6,1

	Oth. Community, soc. & personal service
	3,3
	3,8
	2,8
	4,1
	2,7
	2,4
	4,8
	4,2


Source: WIIW – Handbook of Statistics, Countries in Transition 1997; 1998; 2000; 2003 (eg,: Cz:118f). The sector/industry classification follows NACE-Conventions (Nomenclature générale des activités économiques dans les communautés européennes, rev. 1). The first digit is identical with ISIC rev. 3 (International Standard In​dustrial Classification), which is used by the Statistical Yearbooks of ILO, Genève.
	Scheme 1.
	EGP Classes (the «Goldthorpe classes»)


	I 
	Service class I (higher-grade professionals, administrators, and officials; managers in large industrial establishments; large proprietors). Salariat (top class).

	II
	Service class II (lower-grade professionals, administrators, and officials; higher grade technicians; managers in small industrial establishments; supervisors of non-manual employees). Salariat (top class).

	IIIa
	Routine non manual (routine non-manual employees, higher grade – administration and commerce). Intermediate class.

	IIIb 
	Routine non manual employees, lower grade (sales and services). Intermediate class in original EGP model. Modified labour contract and associated with the working class in Goldthorpe’s contract theoretical model.

	IVa
	Self-empl with employees (small proprietors, artisans, etc, with employees). Intermediate class. 

	IVb
	Self-empl with no employees (small proprietors, artisans, etc, with no employees). Intermediate class.

	IVc
	Self-empl. Farmers etc (farmers and small holders; other self-employed workers in primary production). Intermediate class. In some applications located in a separate agrarian strata with agricultural workers (VIIb).

	V
	Manual supervisors/Lower grade technicians (lower grade technicians; supervisors of manual workers). At the bottom of intermediate class. Sometimes merged together with the working class in the original model. Mixed contract relation Goldthorpe’s contract theory, albeit part of an intermediate class.

	VI
	Skilled workers. Working class.

	VIIa
	Unskilled workers (not in agriculture, etc). Working class.

	VIIb
	Farm labours (agricultural and other workers in primary production). Working class. In some applications located in separate agrarian strata with farmers (IVc).


Appendix 2. An example 
for a multiple (logit) regression 
on «winners and losers»
	Table 1.
	«Odds ratios [exp (β) ]» from logistic regression: dependent variable: «winner» (> 1), «loser» (< 1) of the transformation between 1988–1993/4
 
in CEE (Po; Cz; Sk; Hu
) and Poland


Model A: actively employed at time of survey; 
Model B: current/previous job («Einordnungsberuf»)
	Variables
	Model A CEE
	Model B CEE
	Model A Poland
	Model B Poland
	Comments

	Householdinc. in Decentiles
	1,09*
	1,07*
	1,13*
	1,12*
	

	Cohorts, Age-groups

      ≤  27

      28–34

      35–44

      45–54

      55–64

      ≥  65
	Reference

0,68*
0,56*
0,57*
0,67*
0,81*
	Reference

0,65*
0,52*
0,56*
0,75*
0,93
	Reference

0,59*
0,39*
0,42*
0,66*
0,75
	Reference

0,64*
0,41*
0,44*
0,74

0,84
	Young counts, middle ages lost

	Classes, «Stände» (E&G)
Upper Service, «Intelligencija»

Middle Service

Routine non-manual

Self-employed with/-out employees

Supervisors, «Master»

Facharbeiter (skilled w.) 

Unskilled & all in farming
	Reference
1,34*
1,40*
1,88*
1,30*
1,08

   1,14*
	Reference

0,86*
0,87*
1,16

0,80*
0,72*  

0,79*
	Reference

1,20

1,26

1,68*
0,53*
1,12

1,08
	Reference

0,80

0,84

1,04

0,54*
0,76

0,79
	Workers’ lost in Poland

	Women
	(<) 1,00*
	(<) 1,00*
	(<) 1,00
	(<) 1,00
	

	Householdsize
	0,92*
	0,92*
	0,91*
	0,92*
	


Continued
	Variables
	Model A CEE
	Model B CEE
	Model A Poland
	Model B Poland
	Comments

	Respond. actively.empl.
Partner employed (only Mod. B)
	–
	1,62*
1,09*
	–

	1,59*
0,84*
	Resp. ♀ or ♂
Partner ♀ or ♂




Importance of sectors

‘relative’ deprivation

Hungary most

Pessimistic Czechia 
(in 1993) 
Most optimist.

	Sectors/«Industries»

Industry

Agriculture

Trade/Bank/Insurance

Health, Culture

Administration, Politics
	Reference
0,85*
1,20*
1,03
1,26*
	Reference
0,94
1,05
0,90*
1,02
	Reference

0,89

1,41*
1,18
1,65*
	Reference

0,96

1,24

0,997
1,12
	

	Parents owned house `48 /respondent no house in `93
	0,90*
	0,90*
	0,99
	0,99
	

	Hungary
Czechia
Poland
Slovakia
	Reference
2,22*
1,59*
1,40*
	Reference
2,15*
1,52*
1,33*
	Not 
possible
	Not
possible
	


* Significant at 5%. In case the value of 1.00 is produced by rounding (from 0,996 to 0,999) there will be a (<; «losing») in front of it. At times, these small deviations from «no change» are even «mildly» significant at 0,05% (for instance for women: women felt, they «lost» mildly).
Capitalism (I): corporatistic Complexity�Socialism (II): government by ruling estates





Macrolevel





«Path 3» problem





Collective�Behavior





Actors





Microlevel





Intermediary Institutions


Capitalism: Institutionalisation of structurally based interests (classes?, if associated); �between them: loosely coupled networks �of interdependent collective actors








Socialism: administrative & organisational reflection of II;


(segmented interests along industry/occupations); esp: enterprises and their collective members





Social Change (Outcome):


Political & economic & social Transformation





Collective Explanandum





Given Situation           Time-perspective





Mesolevel




















� The number of «sizable» owners is so small that John Goldthorpe and Walter Müller (2006) lump them together in Class I with «managers, high professionals and engineers, higher administrative personnel  (you can see from the various domains: Class I in survey studies is already a matter for finer grained “elite-studies”».


Not taking «self-employed in agriculture» into account, what is left are small employers, artisans ([Müller, 2006, p. 112]: 1998/99: 7,1 %). This is what Germans call the «Mittelstand», these are for 21 European countries about 9%, for Germany about 6,5%, Austra even less. It shows that it makes sense to split the Mittelstand to «self-employed with employees» and «without employees”.  Then in all Central Eastern Europe countries the figu�res for «without» are higher, especially pronounced for Czechia, Hungary (6% without empl.) and Poland a little less. While small artisans certainly remained and will remain in Italy, my guess is that the concentration of capital in larger corporations might lead to even less «self-employment» in Eastern Europe (see Appendix tables).


� Subjective evaluation of household income & material standing in 1988 und 1993 �(1 = much below average; below average 2; 3 = average; 5 = above average; 6= far above average (in the logistic regression: subjective Household-income 1993 minus subj. Hh.inc. 1988 (lowest through 0 = 0; positive: 1).


� Other individual country specific regressions available on request (W. Teckenberg). For Germany, we did not find exactly this dependent varable (e.g. in ALLBUS or Welfare Surveys)!
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