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Abstract: It has been observed that different types of capitalism
generate different outcomes in terms of labour market performance.
In this context, it is often emphasized that Liberal Market Economies
perform better in labour markets compared to Coordinated Market
Economies, a performance often attributed to the weaker
institutional regulations in LMEs. However, over time, the validity of
this claim has begun to decline. Countries with rigid labour markets,
characterized by more extensive institutional regulations, have
demonstrated positive developments in labour market performance.
In this regard, the study secks to answer the following question: Do
flexible labour markets yield better outcomes than rigid and regulated
labour markets in terms of labour market performance? To this end,
the labour market institutions of 25 countries were examined, taking
into account the literature on Varieties of Capitalism. The findings
obtained through descriptive statistics indicate that there is pressure
toward labour market flexibility. Nevertheless, it has also been
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observed that different models and institutional structures continue
to exist, and these structures have achieved successful outcomes in
the context of labour markets.

Keywords Varieties of Capitalism, Labour Markets, Unemployment,
Liberal Market Economy, Coordinated Market Economy.

Emek Piyasalarinin Kurumsal Cesitliligi: Esneklik, Sosyal
Koruma ve Neo-Liberal Ortodoksinin Sinirlar:

Oz: Farkli kapitalizm tiirlerinin, emek piyasast performanst acisindan
farkl sonuglar trettigi gbézlemlenmistir. Bu baglamda, Liberal Piyasa
Ekonomilerinin, HEsgidiimli Piyasa Ekonomilerine gbre emek
piyasalart acisindan  daha iyi performans gosterdigi  siklikla
vurgulanmaktadir. Bunun nedeni olarak, emek piyasalarindaki
kurumsal dizenlemelerin zayif olmast 6ne sirtilmektedir. Ancak
zamanla bu séylem gecerliligini yitirmeye baslamugtir. Kurumsal
diizenlemelerin yogun oldugu, katt emek piyasalarina sahip tlkelerin
emek piyasast performansi agisindan olumlu gelismeler gosterdigi
gbzlemlenmistir. Bu dogrultuda, bu calisma su sorunun cevabimt
aramaktadir: Emek piyasast performansi agisindan, esnek emek
piyasalart, kat1 ve kuralli emek piyasalarina gdre daha iyi sonuclar m1
dogurur? Bu amagla, kapitalizmin cesitleri literatiirii dikkate alinarak
25 dlkenin emek piyasast kurumlart incelenmistir. Betimleyici
istatistiklerin kullanimasiyla elde edilen bulgular, emek piyasalarinda
esneklik yoniinde bir baskinin var oldugunu goéstermektedir. Buna
ragmen, farkli modellerin ve kurumsal yapilarin varhgini stirdirdigi
ve bu yapilarin emek piyasalari baglaminda bagarili sonuglar trettigi
gbzlemlenmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Kapitalizmin Cesitleri, Emek Piyasalari, Issizlik,
Liberal Piyasasi Ekonomisi, Esgiidiimli Piyasa Ekonomisi.

Introduction

Political economists have maintained their interest in the differences in economic
and political institutions across countries and have sought conceptual frameworks
to understand this institutional differentiation (Hall and Soskice, 2001: 1; Hall and
Gingerich, 2009: 449). Understanding the changes and transformations of these
systems requires a comparison of their institutional similarities and differences
(Deeg and Jackson, 2007: 150). Hall and Soskice's Varieties of Capitalism (VoC)
approach highlights the competitive dynamics and institutional loyalties of national
economies, offering valuable insights into these differences (Bosch et al., 2007:
256-258).
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At this point, the VoC literature has gained prominence for explaining
developments through examples from different countries and types of capitalism.
Labour markets and institutions represent a significant area of study for analyzing
these variations. In this context, the VoC literature emphasizes that, in some types
of capitalism, particularly Coordinated Market Economies (CMEs), employees ate
protected by strong institutions and protective measures. In contrast, in Liberal
Market Economies (LMEs), these protections are generally weaker (Heyes et al.,
2012: 12).

What is emphasized here is the complexity of the relationship between
labour market institutions and the outcomes they produce. When evaluations of
country examples are examined (Glyn, 2005: 213), it becomes clear that different
results emerge across various countries. For instance, countries with so-called strict
labour markets tend to have low unemployment rates, whereas countries with
flexible labour markets experience higher unemployment rates. These differences
are significant in demonstrating that the claim that labour market flexibility reduces
unemployment is not universally true, and that different types of capitalism can
achieve successful outcomes (Howell, 2005: 312; Freeman, 2000; Freeman, 2004).
When indicators such as inequality and the labour share of income are analyzed,
results consistent with these observations also emerge.

In this context, the VoC literature is analyzed in the second section of the
study. The third section evaluates countries’ labour markets and the changes they
experience over time, based on the available data. Accordingly, whether countries
adopt neo-liberal policies or converge toward LMEs will also be examined.
Although the analysis indicates a general trend toward LMEs, it also reveals that
different countries still maintain distinct labour market institutions, resulting in
varied outcomes. Unemployment, inequality, and differences in the labour share of
income across various models are also assessed within this framework. The results
obtained are discussed in the conclusion section.

Varieties of Capitalism and Labour Markets

Capitalism has emerged as the dominant economic model in today’s world,
especially following the dissolution of the Soviet Union and China’s transition to a
market economy. In this context, the different types of capitalism emerging in
various countries have drawn significant attention, and the comparative political
economy literature has emphasized these diverse forms of capitalism (Boyer, 2005:
510; Kang, 2006: 23). Although debates on this topic date back to the 1960s, the
discussion gained prominence in comparative political economy after Hall and
Soskice’s (2001) Varieties of Capitalism: The Institutional Foundations of Comparative
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Adpantage study (Boyer, 2005: 510; Kang, 2006; Kaufman, 2010: 24-25; Bozkurt,
2011: 8). Hall and Soskice's study offers a new framework for analyzing
institutional similarities and differences in advanced economies (Hall and Soskice,
2001: 1-2).

Hall and Soskice distinguish between two main types of capitalist systems:
Liberal Market Economies (LMEs) and Coordinated Market Economies (CMEs)
(Soskice, 2005: 171; Hyman, 2008: 4-5). Countties such as the United States, the
United Kingdom, Australia, Canada, New Zealand, and Ireland are classified as
LMEs, while Germany, Japan, Switzerland, the Netherlands, Belgium, Sweden,
Denmark, Finland, and Austria are identified as CMEs. In contrast, countries like
France, Italy, Spain, Portugal, Greece, and Turkey occupy a more ambiguous
position. These are referred to as Mediterranean Market Economies (MMEs). It is
important to note that countries in this group typically have a large agricultural
sector and a history of significant government intervention. Moreover, while this
group is said to exhibit non-market coordination mechanisms in the financial
sectot, it is considered more liberal in terms of labour relations (Hall and Soskice,
2001: 19-21). In addition, other regions of the global economy have also been
analyzed within the VoC framework. Nolke and Vliegenthart (2009), for instance,
included Central and Eastern European countries in their analysis. This group,
which includes the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, Slovakia, and Slovenia, is
referred to as the former Eastern Bloc or post-communist countries (NSlke and
Vliegenthart, 2009: 671).

A similar classification that emphasizes different forms of capitalism, in
terms of both institutional differences and performance, was proposed by Esping-
Andersen (1990) in his typology of European welfare state regimes. This approach
is also referred to as the “varieties of welfare capitalism.” The regimes he identified are,
the Scandinavian—Social Democratic, Continental European—Corporatist, and
Anglo-Saxon—Liberal models. Later, with the inclusion of the Mediterranean—
Southern European regimes, the number increased to four (Esping-Andersen,
1990; Crouch, 2005: 447-448; Sapir, 2006; Pegasiou, 2013: 9). Esping-Andersen
(1990) pointed out that demographic changes, transformations in the production
structure, and the process of globalization have had significant effects on labor
markets and state policies (Bugra and Keyder, 2003: 13; Erhel and Zajdela, 2004:
127; Esping-Andersen, 1990: 25-29; Bosch et al., 2007: 256-258; Bozkurt, 2013:
202). Both Esping-Andersen’s Three Worlds of Welfare Capitalism and Hall and
Soskice’s Varieties of Capitalism have contributed significantly to the development of
debates on the varieties of capitalism. While Hall and Soskice focus on institutional
differences in their analysis, Esping-Andersen evaluates different welfare state
regimes (Hopkin and Blyth, 2004: 6).
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Estevez-Abe et al. (2001) emphasized a connection between Hall and
Soskice’s Varieties of Capitalism (Liberal and Coordinated Market Economies) and
Esping-Andersen’s Welfare State Regimes (Social Democratic, Continental
European, and Liberal Regimes). In this regard, they suggest that Coordinated
Market Economies tend to have either a Social Democratic or Continental
European Welfare Regime, whereas Liberal Market Economies are associated with
the Liberal Welfare Regime (Soskice, 2005: 175).

It is possible to define the different country groups mentioned above by
examining their labour markets and making distinctions accordingly (Thelen, 2001:
73; Lallement, 2011: 637). When defining LMEs, the empbhasis is placed on
deregulated labour markets, whereas in CMEs, cooperation and collective
agreements play a more decisive role (Boyer, 2005: 537-538). In this context,
layoffs are more easily facilitated in LMEs due to flexible labour markets, allowing
firms to quickly adapt to changing conditions. In contrast, in CMEs, labour market
institutions make layoffs more difficult (Hall and Soskice, 2001: 16; Hopkin and
Blyth, 2004: 3; Soskice, 2005: 171-172; Crouch, 2005: 443).
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Table 1: Labour Markets and Varieties of Capitalism

. Coordinated Mediterranean Central ~and
Liberal Market Eastern
. Market Market
Economies . . European
Economies Economies .
Countries
Weak Employment Strong A Deregulated
employment protection is at | employment labour market
protection, an intermediate | protection,
Secondary and | level, facilitating | Internal markets,
Features  of | external markets | mobility and
Labour supported by a | Labour  market
Market high level of | segmentation
general  skills,
and
occupational
markets
Preferred External Internal Dual flexibility: | Low  hiring
Instruments flexibility: flexibility: protection for the | and firing
for workforce working  time | core labour force | costs,  weak
Regulation of | redundancies flexibility and | and insecurity for | unions, and
Employment | and wage | functional the primary | firm-based
flexibility flexibility workforce wage
(precarity) negotiations
The Primary | Accentuation of | Adaptation to | Reinforcement of | Employment
Response to | misadjustments | the crisis inequalities tracks the
Employment changes in
Crisis income.

Source: Lallement, 2011: 638; Kenll and Srholec, 2006

As seen in Table 1, MMEs can be added alongside LMEs and CMEs as a third
country group. This group is distinguished from the others and has led to the
development of a new classification, as its labour markets exhibit both flexibility
and inequality (Lallement, 2011: 638). On the other hand, Crowley applied the
VoC approach to the Central and Eastern European Economies (CEEs), which
are new members of the European Union, making an important contribution to
the study of developing countries. Deregulated labour markets also appear in this
group (CEEs). In particular, the transformations experienced in these countries
after the dissolution of the Soviet Union are frequently cited as examples of the
EU’s neoliberal orientation. Therefore, the flexibilization of labour markets in
these cases is often interpreted as a consequence of neoliberal policies in the EU

(Crowley, 2005; Crowley, 2007).
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On the other hand, this approach has also faced strong criticisms. The VoC
approach is criticized for having a short to medium-term perspective, being
disconnected from the global dynamics of long-term capital, and assuming that
productive and developed structures can simply be copied or exported (Jessop,
2012: 5-6; Jessop, 2014a: 48). Furthermore, Jessop (2014a) argues that the VoC
literature possesses "less historical depth,”" "more limited compatisons," and "a
narrow theoretical focus." In fact, Jessop’s approach does not describe capitalism
as consisting of different varieties; rather, it contends that there is a single
capitalism with internal differentiations, a concept he refers to as the "variegated
capitalism" perspective.

The recent integration of post-Keynesian insights into Comparative
Political Economy has sparked interesting new debates on the macroeconomic
foundations of the field. Post-Keynesian theory emphasizes on income
distribution, finance, and the path dependence of growth, distinguishing itself from
both neoclassical and Marxist approaches (Stockhammer, 2018: 1).

In the VoC analysis, financial factors, fiscal policy, and monetary policy
play a secondary role. In contrast, post-Keynesian literature assigns a prominent
role to financial factors (Stockhammer and Ali, 2018: 12). The VoC analysis, which
attributes the European crisis to issues of competitiveness, is considered to have a
weak foundation for explaining the Euro crisis. Consequently, there is growing
interest in post-Keynesian analysis, which focuses on demand regimes and
financialization (Stockhammer and Ali, 2018: 13).

Although the VoC approach focuses on aspects of economic
coordination, such as the organization of labour markets, vocational training, and
the role of trade unions, its tendency to treat labour as a passive factor of
production and to overlook the labour—capital contradiction is considered a
significant shortcoming (Jessop, 2014b). Furthermore, recent developments
regarding the declining position of labour, along with the observation that these
changes have occurred in both Liberal and Coordinated Market Economies, have
led to increasing criticism of the VoC literature (Heyes et al., 2012: 12).

Evaluation of Varieties of Capitalism in the Context
of Labour Market Institutions

The effects of neoliberal policies are most pronounced in labour markets and are
experienced by workers in both developed and developing countries. In this context,
the weakening of workers’ bargaining power vis-a-vis employers, particularly with
respect to wages and working conditions, can be seen as a direct consequence of
these developments (Onaran, 2007: 3; Onaran and Aydiner-Avsar, 2000).
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According to the neo-liberal economic approach, the causes of
unemployment are identified as high labour costs, high dismissal costs, labour
market rigidities, and trade unions (Onaran, 2007: 2-3). In contrast to this
perspective, three alternative approaches attempt to explain the causes of
unemployment. The first, based on Keynesian economics, attributes
unemployment to a decline in investment. The second approach argues that, due
to globalization and the resulting competitive pressures, employment growth has
not kept pace with economic growth. Finally, the third approach, grounded in
Marxist economic theory, emphasizes the disciplining role of unemployment over
labour (Onaran, 2007: 3).

Although the influence of neoliberalism is acknowledged, it is also criticized
when everything is attributed solely to it. In this context, it has been emphasized
that, while European Social Democracy has been influenced by neoliberalism, it
has nonetheless continued to maintain its existence (Gamble, 2001: 134). Within
this group of countries, there are liberal models that have implemented the
measures advocated by neoliberal policies, as well as coordinated models that
continue to preserve traditional institutions. An examination of European Union
countries reveals the differences between them and highlights the difficulty of
achieving cohesion within the Union. It has been observed that there is no single
model within the EU, whether a free-market model or a welfare-state model
(Hyman, 2008: 7-9). These differences have led researchers to turn to the literature
on the varieties of capitalism.

The varieties of capitalism approach is significant because it demonstrates
how capitalism takes different forms across various contexts (Williams et al., 2012:
114-115). This literature advances two main claims. First, different national
capitalisms may exist within a globalizing context. Second, these differences are
likely to resist the adaptation processes brought about by neoliberal pressures
(Crowley, 2005: 3).

Erhel and Zajdela (2004: 138—139) stated that, although there are differences
in institutional arrangements between countries, developments toward an
adaptation process have also been observed. In this context, the reform process
promoted by Europe across all candidate and member states, particulatly to
prevent falling behind in the competitive global order, is considered significant. As
a result, this process has brought labor market regulations to the forefront (Erhel
and Zajdela, 2004: 138—139; Peters et al., 2005: 1288).

Therefore, one of the questions being raised is whether labor markets will
evolve into a liberal model under the influence of neoliberalism (Freeman, 2000,
Freeman, 2004: 6). In recent years, significant changes and reforms have occurred
in the labor markets of European countries. Indeed, a convergence toward the
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market can be observed through measures such as labor market flexibilization and
employment incentives, and these reforms have spread across countries. However,
despite these reforms, certain differences at the national level remain noticeable
(Erhel and Zajdela, 2006: 126; Hira and Hira, 2000: 269).

Since the 1980s, international institutions and organizations such as the
OECD and the European Union have facilitated the implementation of passive
spending measures and the development of work-oriented programs. As part of
this adaptation process, policies have emerged that promote transformation
through measures such as labour market flexibility and employment incentives
(Erhel and Zajdela, 2004: 120).

Heyes et al. (2012) stated that during this period, employees in both LMEs
and CMESs experienced a loss of their gains. On the other hand, Hall (2007)
explains this process in terms of institutional change, arguing that it is not a new
development but one that has been ongoing since World War II. In this context,
he suggests that different political economies may emerge as firms and
governments respond to these changes by revising their strategies. Therefore, he
critiques the concept of liberalization and the assumption that countries will
converge into a single model, emphasizing that national differences persist despite
this trend (Hall, 2007: 76-78). Furthermore, Hall and Soskice (2001) discuss the
relationship between different types of capitalism and welfare states in the context
of labour markets, asserting that different models of capitalism correspond to
different types of labour markets (Hall and Soskice, 2001: 50-51). Similarly, Dev
Roy (2009) highlights that the institutional characteristics of labour markets vary
across Buropean Union countries and argues that these institutional differences
lead to divergent responses to economic shocks (Dev Roy, 2009: 19).

At this point, labour market institutions of various countries have been
analyzed to evaluate the transformation process. The countries examined ate
grouped according to the classification framework provided by the VoC literature.
While this classification initially distinguished only between LMEs and CME:s, it
has evolved to include Southern Furopean and Central and Eastern European
countries as the literature has developed. To analyze changes in labour market
institutions, the 2008 global crisis was taken as a key reference point, with both
pre-crisis and post-crisis periods examined (Ferdosi, 2019). During this time, neo-
liberals responded to the crisis by advocating even stronger neoliberal policies,
suggesting a shift toward greater alignment with the liberal model. As a result of
neo-liberal pressure, the dynamics of convergence and divergence among different
types of capitalism are assessed in the context of labour markets, based on
conditions before the crisis and subsequent developments. Additionally, the impact
of the COVID-19 pandemic on labour markets will be evaluated using the most
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recent available data. The study evaluates a total of 25 countries, with data obtained
from national and international databases such as the OECD, IMF, World Bank,
and TURKSTAT. Some countries were excluded from this classification due to
difficulties in accessing data. In addition to issues related to data accessibility,
several deficiencies were identified within the available datasets. Missing values
were imputed using the mean of the corresponding variable to ensure consistency
in the analysis. Descriptive statistics were generated using R Studio software. In the
following section, labour market institutions and the changes they have undergone
over time are analyzed within the framework of the VoC literature.

One of the limitation of this study is that the explanatory interpretations are
derived from the compiled data. Similarly, there are limitations related to data
sources during the data collection process. For example, the confusion
surrounding trade union statistics arises from the use of different methods and
sources. The lack of internationally recognized common standards and guidelines
in this field creates a significant problem of comparability (Celik and Lordoglu,
20006). Although comparing unionization rates is challenging due to differences in
countries’ industrial relations systems and union characteristics, some studies make
such comparisons possible. In this context, the Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development (OECD) provides comparable data on unionization
(DISK-AR, 2019).

Another limitation is the heterogeneity among the countries within the same
group. When grouping countries, the classification from the VoC literature was
used as the basis. This classification, which initially adopted a dual structure, was
later expanded through subsequent studies. With these new classifications, the
narrow VoC has been extended beyond the rigid binary structure (No6lke and
Vliegenthart 2009, p. 673) Although these classifications are commonly used in the
literature, it is evident that there is no complete homogeneity among the countries
within the same group. For example, Eren (2020) emphasized that the positions of
MMEs are ambiguous, stating that in this group of countries, state intervention
and liberal labor relations can be observed simultaneously. MMEs, which are used
to define Southern Europe, although they share some features of LMEs and
CMEs, generally represent a model heavily influenced by regulation and state
intervention (Tulun and Oktem, 2012: 5-6; Molina and Rhodes; Schmidt, 2007).
Similiarly, the analyses of Eastern European countries indicate that some East
Central Buropean countries correspond to CMEs, while others correspond to
LMEs (Nolke and Vliegenthart 2009). In fact, this classification has been described
as a hybrid rather than homogeneous, as the countries included may exhibit
different characteristics. Therefore, it is possible to observe the distinct features of
both CMEs and LMEs in the countries classified as MMEs and CEEs. For
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example, in France, while the unionization rate is around 8 percent, the collective
bargaining coverage rate stands at 98.5 percent. In contrast, Turkey, which is
classified in the same group as France, is among the countries with the lowest
collective bargaining coverage rates (DISK-AR, 2019: 7). When examining tax
policies, it has been found that the share of income tax within GDP and total tax
revenues has decreased over time in Turkey, while it has increased in Greece (Akca
2019). The different weights of these features across countries also contribute to
the emergence of different types of capitalism (Kiran 2018, p. 44).

Union Density

The union density ratio, calculated by dividing the number of unionized workers
by the total number of employees, is a key indicator of the state of organized
labour in a country. When countries are compared in terms of union density, it
becomes evident that different groups of countries exhibit varying levels of density
(Heyes et al., 2012: 14, 16). The International Labour Organization (ILO) defines
the unionization rate as the ratio of union members to the wage- and salary-earning
labor force. Although in some European countries retired or unemployed workers
may continue their union membership, the ILO does not take retirees, the
unemployed, or the self-employed into account when calculating the unionization
rate (Celik and Lordoglu, 2000).

Although comparing unionization rates is difficult due to differences in
countries’ industrial relations systems and unionization characteristics, there are
studies that enable such comparisons. The OECD provides comparable data on
unionization (DISKAR, 2019). The OECD (2024) uses two main methods to
estimate union density. The first is survey-based estimates. This method provides
detailed breakdowns by age, gender, and sector; however, it does not cover cross-
border or non-resident workers. The second method relies on administrative
membership statistics, which are based on data obtained from trade unions,
government sutrveys, or official records. Since these figures often include non-
working individuals (such as retirees, the unemployed, and the self-employed),
adjustments are made to exclude them and to obtain “net” membership figures
used for consistent union density rates. In principle, these sources also cover cross-
border or non-resident workers, but when the data come directly from unions,
verification tends to be more difficult. In this context, Celik (2011) emphasized
that, given the challenges of collecting unionization statistics, OECD unionization
data are highly valuable?. Similarly, unionization rates alone are insufficient to

2 At this point, since the OECD did not consider the official statistics published by
Turkey’s Ministry of Labour and Social Security for the period 1984-2012 to be reliable, it
used the method proposed by Celik and Lordoglu (2006), which is based on using the
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reflect the proportion of workers benefiting from union protection. As is well
known, one of the most important functions of trade unions is to defend the rights
and interests of their members through collective bargaining agreements. At this
point, the number and proportion of workers covered by collective agreements
become significant. Depending on a country’s industrial relations system and
legislation, collective agreement coverage may be higher or lower than the
unionization rate. In most OECD and EU countries, collective bargaining
mechanisms allow collective agreements to apply to non-union members as well.
Thus, collective agreements may exceed unionization rates (DISKAR, 2019).

number of workers covered by collective agreements as the basis for estimating
unionization as well (DISK-AR, 2019; Celik and Lordoglu, 2000).
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Table 2: Union Density and Employment Protection Index in the VoC

Union Density Employment Protection Index
2000 2005 2010 | 2015 | 2020 | 2024 | 2000 | 2005 | 2010 | 2015 2020 2024
United Kingdom | 29.8 28.6 26.6 247 | 235 22 1.5 1,5 1.5 1.3 1.3 1.3
. United States 12.9 12 11.4 10.6 10.3 9.9 0.1 0,1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
é 8 | Ireland 35.9 324 31.6 254 | 262 22.2 1.2 1,2 1.1 1.2 1.2 1.2
% g Canada 28,2 27.7 27.2 265 | 272 28.3 0.5 0,5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5
23 Australia 24.9 22.5 18.4 15.1 13.7 12.2 1.4 1,4 1.6 1.6 1.6 1.6
= New Zealand 22.4 22.3 21.4 17.9 17.7 20.3 1.4 1,8 1.8 1.6 1.6 1.6
Average 25.6 24.2 22.7 20 19.7 19.1 1.1 1,1 1.1 1.1 11 1.1
Germany 24.6 21.5 18.9 17.6 16.3 14.1 2.6 2,6 2.6 2.6 2.6 2.6
Austria 36.9 33.8 28.9 274 | 263 20.2 2.6 2,2 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.2
g Sweden 81 75.7 68.2 67 65.2 65.9 2.4 2,4 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4
§ $ | Japan 21.5 18.8 18.4 17.5 16.8 16.2 1.7 1,7 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.3
-;E g Netherlands 22.3 221 19.5 17.7 | 154 13.8 3.3 3,3 3.2 3.2 3.6 3.6
;§ S Belgium 56.6 54.9 53 523 | 49.1 47.5 1.6 1,6 1.8 2.1 2.1 2.1
é Denmark 74.5 71.5 68.1 68.2 67 60.4 1.4 1,4 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5
Finland 74.2 72.7 71.4 67.5 | 588 51.4 2.2 2 2 2.1 2 2
Average 48.9 46.3 43.3 419 | 39.3 36.1 2.2 2,1 2.1 2.2 2.2 2.2
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5 France 10.8 10.5 10.8 11 10.8 10.8 2.5 2,7 2.5 2.5 3.1 3.1
é Greece 24.9 24.1 22.2 23.1 19 19 3.1 3,1 3.1 24 2.4 24
é -2 Ttaly 34.8 33.8 35.3 34.2 32.5 30.2 3 3 3 2.9 2.4 24
“é g Spain 17.5 15.5 18.2 14.4 12.5 12.5 2.3 2,3 2.3 1.9 1.9 1.9
g g | Portugal 20.5 21.6 19.6 16.1 15.3 15.3 4.5 4,4 4.1 3.1 3.1 3.1
"f'.Z Turkey 12.5 10.3 7.3 8 9.9 10.9 3 2,9 2.9 2.9 2.9 2.9
= Average 20.1 19.3 18.9 17.8 16.6 16.4 2.1 2,1 2.1 1.8 1.7 1.7
g Poland 23.5 22.9 17.4 16.5 13.4 9.4 2.3 2,3 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3
E £ 3 Czech Rep. 27.2 20.6 16.1 11.9 11.4 9.4 3.6 3,6 3.3 3.2 3.2 3.2
T %g Slovakia 34.2 254 16.4 12.6 11.3 11.8 3.1 2,8 2.8 2.5 2.5 2.5
.g 5 Ug Hungary 23.8 17.9 15.3 11 8.3 8.3 2 2 2 1.5 1.5 1.5
;&; Slovenia 44.2 37.1 32.6 23.8 23.8 15.3 2.6 2,6 2.6 2.1
© Average 30.5 24.7 19.5 15.1 13.6 10.8 2.7 2,7 2.6 2.3

Source: World Bank, 2020; IMF, 2020; OECD, 2020; OECD, 2025a; OECD, 2025b
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Looking at Table 2, one can observe that LMEs have low union density.
As expected, union density is high in CMEs. It is also evident that this ratio is low
in MMESs. Notably, union density is also low in CEEs, which is an important point
to highlight. The overall decline in union density across countries can be seen as a
consequence of neoliberal policies. This downward trend is evident across all types
of capitalism, as reflected in the average rates presented in Table 2. Heyes et al.
highlighted this issue, characterizing the decline in union density as an effect of
neoliberalism (Heyes et al., 2012: 14, 16). This interpretation challenges the VOC’s
position against neoliberalism and supports the perspective that neoliberalism has
influenced all countries. Within this framework, considering the data in Table 2,
union density has decreased in 23 out of 25 countries (with the exception of
Canada and France).

Although the finding that country groups exhibit a decreasing trend in
union density over the years is correct, the fact that each country group has
different density levels presents a more nuanced narrative. When we examine the
first column of Table 2, we see that the union density averages of the country
groups vary significantly. For instance, the values for CMEs 2000 (48.9) and 2024
(36.1) are higher than those for both LMEs and other types of capitalism. Looking
at the union density ratios of the different types of capitalism in 2024, LMEs
recorded a value of 19.1, MMEs 16.4, and CEEs got 10.8. Therefore, considering
the data in Table 2, it can be concluded that the average union density in CMEs is
higher than that in other types of capitalism.

Examining the data compiled in table, although there is a downward trend
in the average union density in CMEs over the years, this decline is smaller
compared to other market economies. In other words, CMEs can be noted as the
type of capitalism where the decrease in union density has been the lowest 2000
and 2024. The fact that the density ratios in CMEs differ from those in LMEs
serves as evidence that institutional differences persist. The decline in trade union
density over the period is also cleatly evident.

Employment Protection Legislation

Employment protection legislation is measured using the employment protection
index. The value of this index provides information about the rigidity or flexibility
of employment regulations in different countries. The index, which reflects the
difficulty of individual and collective dismissals, ranges from 0 to 6. A lower index
value indicates a more flexible labour market, while a higher value signifies a more
rigid one (OECD, 2025).

While a higher index value signifies a more rigid labour market, a review of
employment protection legislation index values reveals key differences among
country groups. LMEs, for example, have relatively low index values, indicating
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that workers can be laid off more easily. The average index value of this group was
1.1 between 2000 to 2024. In contrast, CMEs have high index values, suggesting
that dismissing employees is more difficult. The average index value for CMEs
from 2000 to 2024 was 2.2, which is notably higher than that of LMEs. This
supports eatlier explanations regarding the distinct labour market characteristics of
different capitalism types, as highlighted in Table 1. As shown in Table 2, the
employment protection index varies across countries. CMEs, for instance, have
high index values comparable to those of MMEs. MMEs have experienced a
noticeable decline over time from 2.1 in 2000 to 1.7 in 2024. A similar trend is
observed in CEEs. Although their average index value has decreased, the figures
for 2000 (2.7) and 2024 (2.3) remain higher than those of LMEs, CMEs and
MMHEs. This persistence can be attributed to the enduring influence of historical
institutional structures in CEEs. In other words, altering old institutional
frameworks may not be as straightforward as expected, and path dependence
continues to play a role (Erhel and Zajdela, 2004; Sapir, 2006). Heyes et al. also
observe that employment protection index values have declined in many countries
over time, indicating that employee protections have become more flexible and
precautionary measures for workers have diminished (Heyes et al., 2012: 15).
Specifically, 13 out of 25 countries experienced a decrease in their index values. On
the other hand, the fact that six countries (the USA, Ireland, Canada, Germany,
Sweden, Poland) maintained the same index wvalue, and that six countries
(Australia, New Zealand, Netherlands, Belgium, Denmark, France) expetience an
increase, allows for different interpretations. These variations suggest that the
persistence of different index values among country groups reflects the continuing
institutional differences emphasized by the VoC framework.
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Table 3: Unemployment Benefits and Collective Bargaining in the VoC

Collective Bargaining Coverage Unemployment Benefits
2000 | 2005 | 2010 |2015 | 2020 | 2024 | 2000 [ 2005 | 2010 | 2015 | 2020 | 2024
United Kingdom | 3¢, | 55 309 279 269 |269 |20 19 19 20 23 |17
g g | United States 149 | 137 |131 |123 |121 |121 |9 9 61 9 7 9
S g Ireland 442 | 417 | 405 |405 |34 34 |31 34 41 40 36 |34
2 £ | Canada 324 |32 314|306 |313 |302 |36 25 24 24 24 |21
§ & | Australia 622 | 644 |611 |62 612 | 597 |24 37 32 32 30 |36
New Zealand 307 182 | 156 [159 |186 | 187 |43 41 38 34 35 |42
Average 368 |[341 |321 [315 |306 |302|271 |27.5 |358 |[265 |258 |265
Germany 678 | 649 |598 |568 |54 49 | 61 61 60 59 59 |60
N Austria 98 98 98 98 98 98 | 51 51 51 51 51 |51
% | Sweden 877 | 894 |887 |887 |88 88 |82 82 66 61 60 | 64
5 g Japan 214 | 188 | 184 |[175 |168 | 152 |37 37 39 36 35 |33
g ¢ | Netherlands 81.7 | 913 |90.6 |794 |756 |721 |55 70 70 69 65 | 64
-.g g Belgium 96 96 96 96 96 100 | 77 77 80 82 76 |73
é Denmark 851 |85 82.6 | 831 |82 81.6 | 86 86 84 84 82 |74
Finland 85 914 | 875 |919 |888 |88.8 |6l 60 57 59 58 |57
Average 778 | 793 | 777 |764 |749 |74 |637 |655 |633 |626 |60.7 |59.5
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France 97.7 977 |98 |98 98 98 | 74 75 © |68 65 |66
g | Grecece 100 | 100 100 |213 | 142 |[131 |45 40 51 45 52 | 48
g g 2 [Tuly 100 | 100 100 [100 | 100 [100 | 61 61 61 61 60 |6l
EE ¢ [Span 848 | 768 | 794 | 796 |80.1 |921 |67 67 69 54 55 | 67
g = 5 Portugal 814 |874 833 |772 |78 833 | 78 77 75 | 68 75|83
= Turkey 126 [103 |69 |69 8.5 127 |0 0 0 0 10 |6

Average 794 | 787 |77.9 | 638 |631 |665 |541 |533 |541 |493 |525 |55.1
Poland 25 25 186 | 173 | 134 | 116 |50 51 41 36 27 |32

2 ¢ § 8| CrechRep. 424 | 382 |36 | 342 |347 |432 |53 45 15 15 12 |19

s 2.5 | Slovakia 52 40 40 | 244 244 |276 |12 16 4 |13 11 |22
g3 £ 2| Hungary 384 | 248 |273 | 283 |218 |204 |26 22 26 |20 12 |7

S~ M Ol Slovenia 100 | 100 70 | 675 | 786 |831 |4 4 34 |37 49 | 44

Average 51.5 | 45.6 |38.3 | 343 |345 |371 |29 27.6 |26 | 242 |222 | 2438

Source: World Bank, 2020; IMF, 2020; OECD, 2020; ISKUR, 2025; OECD, 2025¢; OECD, 2025d
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Unemployment Benefits

The Table 3 presents the net replacement rates of unemployment benefits in the
VoC. The net replacement rate is defined as the ratio of net income while out of
work to net income while in work (OECD, 2015). From this perspective, it can be
observed that LMEs are relatively stingy in providing unemployment benefits,
whereas CMEs are more generous. As shown in Table 3, the average
unemployment benefits values for LMEs were 27.1 in 2000 and 26.5 in 2024, both
of which are lower than the corresponding values for CMEs, which were 63.7 in
2000 and 59.5 in 2024. Table 3 also reveals that CEEs and MMEs differ from
LME:s in terms of unemployment benefit levels. For instance, CEEs had values of
29 in 2000 and 24.8 in 2024, while MMEs tecorded 54.1 and 55.1 for the same
years, respectively. Therefore, it is apparent that the eatlier generalization
suggesting that these countries displayed a liberal tendency in their labour markets
should be reconsidered. Although many institutional arrangements show
movement in this direction, increases in unemployment benefits in some countries
challenge this interpretation, as seen the data presented in Table 3. While 13 of the
25 countries experienced a reduction in unemployment benefits, an increase was
observed in eight countries (Ireland, Australia, the Netherlands, Greece, Portugal,
Slovakia, Turkey, and Slovenia). Four countries (the United States, Austria, Italy,
and Spain) did not show any change. Hence, while Heyes et al. (2012) emphasize
liberalization tendencies in national labour markets, the observed increases in
unemployment benefits highlight variations in institutional structures, reflecting
the existence of different types of capitalisms.

Collective Bargaining

The collective bargaining level refers to negotiations conducted by workers” and
employers’ representatives regarding employment conditions and wages. Collective
bargaining involves not only unionized workers but also other employees.
Therefore, the broad scope of collective bargaining enables a wider range of
workers to benefit from these negotiations. While a high level of collective
bargaining contributes to better labour market performance, it also helps reduce
inequalities faced by workers (OECD, 2019: 5).

It is possible to observe from Table 3 that the scope of collective bargaining
is low in LLMEs, which is consistent with the literature. In fact, the ratio of
collective bargaining decreased from 36.8 in 2000 to 30.2 in 2024. Similarly, in
CMEs, the average score for collective bargaining declined from 77.8 to 74 over
the same period. Even though a decrease is noted in CMEs, their collective
bargaining levels remain higher than those of LMEs. In MMEs, the average is
higher than that of CEEs for the same years. This supports the observation that
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CEEs are gradually approaching LMEs. This convergence highlights the tendency
of post-communist countries to align with LMEs and has sparked discussions
regarding the neo-liberal trajectory within the EU.

Hence, Table 3 reveals a decrease in collective bargaining coverage in
countries. It is noteworthy that this decline coincides with the previously
mentioned decrease in unionization rates. Heyes et al. argued that market processes
caused these declines, citing Germany as an example in this context. However,
while collective bargaining coverage decreased in 15 countries, it increased in eight
countries (Sweden, Finland, Belgium, France, Spain, Portugal, Turkey, and the
Czech Republic). In two countries (Austria, and Italy), collective bargaining
coverage remained unchanged. The coverage levels in both CMEs and MMEs are
observed to be higher than those in LMEs and CEEs (Heyes et al., 2012: 15). As
seen in the data presented in Table 3, while these trends indicate a movement
towards LMUEs, they also highlight the persistent differences between countries.

154



Varieties of Labour Market Institutions: Flexibility, Social Protection, and the Limits of Neoliberal Orthodoxy

Table 4: Descriptive Statistics

Variable Obs Mean St.Dev. Min Max
ALL

UN 625 7.6 4.05 2.02 27.69
TUD 625 2691 18.15 6.3 81
EPL 625 2.17 0.88 0.09 4.58
UB 625 45.15 23.22 0 86
CBC 625 57.71 32.42 5.9 100
LME

UN 150 5.94 2.18 33 15.45
TUD 150 21.84 6.84 9.9 35.9
EPL 150 1.09 0.58 0.09 1.81
UB 150 29.29 12.37 7 63
CBC 150 32.77 15.73 11.6 64.4
CME

UN 200 5.93 2.03 212 11.17
TUD 200 42.68 2291 13.8 81
EPL 200 2.19 0.59 1.3 3.61
UB 200 62.94 14.43 33 86
CBC 200 76.57 25.21 15.2 100
MME

UN 150 11.26 4.75 3.81 27.69
TUD 150 17.95 8.37 6.3 35.7
EPL 150 2.9 0.61 1.9 4.58
UB 150 52.25 25.27 0 83
CBC 150 71.69 35.38 5.9 100
CEE

UN 125 7.85 4.35 2.02 19.9
TUD 125 18.51 8.7 7.4 471
EPL 125 2.56 0.56 1.5 3.64
UB 125 27.18 15.06 3 54
CBC 125 40.67 24.78 11.6 100

Source: own elaboration
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Table 4 presents various statistics of the variables used in the study, grouped
by different types of capitalism and for the entire country sample. An evaluation
based on average values shows that the average unemployment rate is low in the
LME group, which is characterized by the weak institutional regulations in the
labour markets. On the other hand, in CMEs, which are characterized by more
rigid labour markets, where unemployment benefits are generous and employment
protection legislation is strict, the average value of the unemployment variable is
also lower than that of the LME group (Sapir, 2006: 377-378).

Similarly, when the Table 4 is examined, it is observed that the average
values of labour market institution variables for the CEEs, which consist of
Central and Eastern European countries, are lower compared to the MMEs. In
particular, the collapse of the Soviet Union and the introduction of these countries
to free market economies are highlighted as key factors contributing to this
process. Additionally, the EU accession process of these countries, along with the
European Union's gradual adoption of policies diverging from the traditional
welfare state model, has also contributed to the flexibilization of labour markets
within this group. Although such developments are noted, the fact that the average
union density in the CEE group is higher than in the MME group suggests a
continuity of past trends, indicating a path dependency in the institutional context.
The findings also show that, although the Mediterranean model features strict
employment protection legislation (Sapir, 2006: 377—-378), its average union density
is lower than that of CEEs.
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Table 5: Unemployment Rate in the VoC

2000 | 2005 | 2010 | 2015 | 2020 | 2024
United Kingdom | 5.5 4.7 7.7 53 | 44 | 43

b United States 39 5 9.6 5.2 8 4
8 Ireland 43 43 14.5 99 | 56 | 43

§ g Canada 6.8 6.7 8.1 69 | 96 | 64
E é Australia 6.2 5 5.2 6 6.4 4
5 New Zealand 6.1 3.8 6.5 54 | 45 | 438
Average 54 4.9 8.6 6.4 6.4 4.6

Germany 7.9 11.1 6.9 46 | 33 | 34

. Austria 4.6 5.6 4.8 58 | 52 | 52
% Sweden 5.4 7.4 8.6 7.4 8.2 8.4
5.8  |[Japan 47 | 44 | 51 | 33 | 28 | 26

E § Netherlands 2.7 5.8 4.9 68 | 38 | 37
g § Belgium 6.5 8.4 8.2 84 | 35 | 57
S Denmark 4.4 4.8 7.7 62 | 56 | 29

O Finland 11.1 8.3 8.3 93 | 7.7 | 84
Average 5.9 6.9 6.8 6.4 5 5

. France 10.2 8.8 9.2 10.3 8 74

£ § Greece 113 10 127 | 249 [ 158 | 10.1

§ % Ttaly 10.8 7.7 8.3 118 | 91 | 66

5 8 Spain 13.7 9.1 19.8 22 [ 155 ] 11.3

S g Portugal 3.8 75 107 | 124 | 67 | 65
= & Turkey 6.4 106 | 118 | 103 | 131 | 87
= Average 9.3 8.9 12 152 | 11.3 | 8.4
Poland 163 | 177 | 9.6 75 | 31 | 29

-g e Czech Rep. 8.7 7.9 7.2 5 25 | 26
=8 &g Slovakia 185 | 162 | 143 | 114 | 67 | 54
. £ £ | Hungary 65 | 7.0 [ 111 | 68 | 42 | 45
S M © [Slovenia 6.9 65 72 89 | 49 | 37
Average 11.3 1 9.8 79 | 42 | 3.8

Source: World Bank, 2020; IMF, 2020; OECD, 2020; IMF, 2025; OECD, 2025¢
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Varieties of Capitalism and Labour Market Outcomes

The claim that labour market institutions are the main cause of unemployment is
frequently reiterated. This discourse essentially reflects a neo-liberal perspective
and implicity encourages countries to adopt the characteristics of LMEs. However,
while countries with strict labour market regulations may have low unemployment
rates, higher unemployment rates may be observed in countries with more flexible
labour markets, as shown in Table 5. In other words, different types of capitalism
can yield successful outcomes (Howell, 2005: 312; Chilosi, 2013: 2). When
considering indicators such as inequality and the share of labour in national
income, alongside unemployment rates, it becomes evident that some countties
outperform LMEs.

Unemployment Rate

As presented in Table 5 above, the average unemployment rate in LMEs rose from
5.4 per cent in 2000 to 6.4 per cent in 2020, after which it declined to 4.6 per cent
in 2024. Similarly, in CMEs, the average unemployment rate increased from 5.9 per
cent in 2000 to 6.4 per cent in 2015, before declining to 5 per cent in 2024. What is
noteworthy here is that the average unemployment rates in CMEs firstly increased
and then decreased over the period, mirroring the pattern observed in LMEs. In
MMEs, however, the unemployment rate increased continuously from 2000 to
2020, rising from 9.3 per cent to 11.3 per cent. After 2020, the average
unemployment rate began to fall, reaching 8.4 percent in 2024. In contrast, CEEs
experienced a significant decline in unemployment, with the average rate dropping
sharply from 11.3 percent in 2000 to 3.8 percent in 2024.

The economic stagnation caused by the global pandemic also affected
unemployment levels. The pandemic period constitutes a multidimensional
systemic crisis, as defined by Voyvoda and Yeldan, in which supply, demand, and
financial shocks occurred simultaneously. Consequently, these shocks led to
economic contraction and an increase in unemployment rates. During this period,
income distribution also deteriorated, and poverty intensified alongside social
exclusion (Voyvoda and Yeldan, 2020). As shown in Table 5, CMEs performed
better than LMEs in 2020. At this point, labour market institutions played a
supportive role for the working class. While unemployment benefits provided
crucial support to the unemployed, institutional arrangements such as trade unions
and employment protection legislation helped prevent employers from dismissing
workers easily. These regulations, often criticized for creating rigidity in the labour
market, are in fact defining features of CMEs, as previously discussed. Based on
the comparison between 2000 and 2020, it is evident that the only two country
groups that experienced a decrease in average unemployment rates were CMEs
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and CEEs. In this context, the differing outcomes of various models in addressing
unemployment become more apparent. The positive economic environment
following the end of the pandemic has had a beneficial impact on national
economies, contributing to declining unemployment rates. From 2020 to 2024, the
average unemployment rate decreased in LMEs, MMEs and CEEs. In CMEs, the
average unemployment rate remained stable from 2020 to 2024.
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Table 6: Labour Share of Income and the Gini Coefficient in the VoC

Labour Share of Income

Gini Coefficient

2000 | 2005 | 2010 | 2015 2020 2024 2000 | 2005 2010 2015 2020 | 2024

United Kingdom | 58.5 584 | 58.6 56 60.2 56.5 38.8 35.5 33.7 33.3 32.6 32

5 United States 61.6 60.7 | 584 | 585 59.9 56.1 40.1 41 40 41.2 39.7 42
g -g Ireland 54 534 | 545 | 354 32.7 33.4 33 33.8 323 31.8 29.2 29
= % Canada 60 595 | 61.3 | 623 62.1 59.6 334 33.6 33.6 33.7 31.7 31
rg ﬁ Australia 59.3 585 | 559 | 574 55.7 54.6 33.5 33.1 34.7 34.4 34.3 34
. New Zealand 50.9 52.2 | 519 51 54 54.5 36.8 36.6 33 32 31 32
Average 57.3 57.1 | 56.7 | 53.4 54.1 52.4 35.9 35.6 34.5 34.4 33 33.3
Germany 62.1 61.9 | 614 | 0618 62.5 60.6 28.9 31.7 30.2 31.7 32.4 32

5 Austria 60.7 60.8 | 59.2 | 59.7 59.6 64.8 29 28.7 30.3 30.5 29.8 31
‘é " Sweden 55.5 56 53.6 | 55.2 55.1 51.7 27 26.8 27.7 29.2 28.9 29
'Ec -g Japan 53.7 54.1 544 | 525 56.5 53.8 40.1 44.5 43.3 43.4 43.3 32
ig 2 | Netherlands 61.7 619 | 644 | 622 63.9 60.1 31.1 29 27.8 28.2 26 27
'—é é Belgium 64.4 644 | 65.1 63.8 63.2 64 33.1 29.3 28.4 27.7 26 27
é Denmark 60.8 60.3 | 59.9 | 584 58.2 56.9 23.8 24.9 27.2 28.2 27.5 30
Finland 54.9 555 | 589 | 57.6 53.7 54.3 27.2 27.6 27.7 27.1 27.1 27
Average 59.2 59.3 | 59.6 | 58.9 59 58.2 30 30.3 30.3 30.7 30.1 29.3
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5 France 60 60.7 | 63.3 | 621 61 60.6 32.6 29.8 33.7 32.7 30.7 32
Té‘ Greece 53.8 55.4 58 52.9 59.6 52.7 34.2 34.6 34.1 36 33.6 33
Eg g Italy 57.4 57.3 | 584 | 57.9 56.8 58.2 35.2 33.8 34.7 354 35.2 34
g g Spain 62.3 61.8 | 639 | 59.3 62.4 59.1 34.1 32.4 35.2 36.2 34.9 33
g ﬁ Portugal 65.2 64.9 62 54.4 59 55.9 38.8 38.5 35.8 35.5 34.7 34
ﬁ Turkey 33.6 332 | 352 | 36.6 355 354 43.5 43.5 43.5 43.5 43 44
= Average 55.3 55.5 | 56.8 | 53.8 55.7 53.6 36.4 35.4 36.1 36.5 35.3 35
g Poland 48.5 478 | 489 | 474 50.1 47.8 38 35.8 33.2 31.8 28.5 28
g ?O_{ 7 Czech Rep. 52.2 51.7 | 541 51.6 57.6 55.7 28.5 26.9 26.6 25.9 26.2 26
%s 5 g Slovakia 44.8 454 | 456 48 53.5 53.8 27.1 29.3 27.3 26.5 24.2 24
% gé Hungary 57.2 573 | 509 | 478 48.9 48.9 29.9 34.7 294 30.4 29.7 31
© § Slovenia 57.3 57.1 60.6 58 61.3 59.8 24.8 24.6 24.9 254 24 25
- Average 52 51.8 52 50.5 54.2 53.2 29.6 30.2 28.2 28 26.5 26.8

Source: World Bank, 2020; IMF, 2020; OECD, 2020; WID, 2025; Our World in Data, 2025; ILO, 2025
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Labour Share of Income

Heyes et al. (2012) argue that the labour share of income has decreased in both
LMEs and CMEs (Heyes et al., 2012: 15). However, this statement has certain
limitations. When Table 6 is examined, it becomes clear that a key point is missing:
the labour share of income in CMEs remains higher than in LMEs. For instance,
in 2024, the labour share of income in LMEs was 52.4 per cent, whereas it was
58.2 per cent in CMEs. In MMEs, the figure stood at 53.6 per cent, while in CEEs
it was 53.2 per cent. Therefore, although a decline in the labour share of income is
observed over time across all country groups except CEEs, the extent of this
decline varies. In this regard, institutions such as trade unions, employment
protection regulations, and unemployment benefits, which support workers, have
mitigated the severity of the decline in CMEs. In other words, the impact of
neoliberal policies has been somewhat alleviated in these economies.

Inequality

The Gini coefficient, used to measure inequality between countries, is significant in
highlighting disparities among the working population on a national basis. The
coefficient ranges from O to 1, where 0 indicates perfect equality, 1 represents
complete inequality. In this study, it is multiplied by 100 to express values between
0 and 100. Heyes et al. (2012) argued that there is little variation in inequality data
among different types of capitalism. They emphasized that inequalities increased in
both CMEs and MMEs, suggesting that the countries within these groups were
exposed to market forces and consequently began to converge toward LMEs
(Heyes et al. 2012: 15). However, the data presented in Table 6 allow for
alternative interpretations. For instance, the average Gini coefficients for LMEs
was 33.3 in 2024, while for CMEs it was lower, at 29.3. Inequality in CMEs
decreased over time, and the average Gini coefficient remains below that of LMEs.
This suggests that CMEs experience less inequality; in other words, their
performance remains stronger than that of LMEs. In MMEs, the Gini coefficient
was 35 in 2024, the highest average rate among the different types of capitalism.
Therefore, MMEs continue to exhibit relatively high levels of inequality.
Interestingly, CEEs performed better than CMEs, with a Gini coefficient of 26.8
in 2024. Although CEEs have shown signs of neoliberal orientation, their relatively
low Gini values suggest that legacy institutional structures, that is, path
dependency, may persist in achieving this outcome.

In this context, it has been observed that the Gini coefficient is low in
Continental European countries with welfare state practices, while it rises in
Anglo-Saxon countries where neoliberal policies are dominant (Celik, 2004: 64).
Celik (2004) describes this situation as an irony of global inequality. Increasing
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globalization requites greater public intervention and spending. It has been noted
that the openness of economies exposes them to external shocks, and that
increased public expenditures are necessary to mitigate these adverse impacts. In
this regard, the global market has made it necessary to increase public interventions
for income redistribution. This situation further strengthens the redistributive and
social role of the state under conditions of globalization (Celik, 2004: 60).

One of the most important policies for regulating income distribution is
taxation. In this context, social justice can be promoted through tax policy. In
particular, income tax is considered the most suitable tax for promoting social
justice because it can be levied progressively according to the taxpayer’s ability to
pay, making it the most effective tool for ensuring tax equity. Examining
Germany’s tax policies, it has been observed that the shares of income tax, taxes
on wealth, and taxes on goods and services have decreased, while the share of
corporate tax has increased. When Greece’s tax policies are evaluated, it is
observed that the tax with the largest share of total tax revenue is the tax on goods
and services, followed by income tax, taxes on wealth, and corporate tax,
respectively (Akga, 2019). Looking at recent income tax policies, it has been
observed that the share of income tax in GDP and in total tax revenues has
decreased over time in Turkey, while it has increased in Greece. However, the
figures for both countries remain below the OECD average. In Germany, on the
other hand, performance has been found to be above the OECD average (Akca,
2019). Similarly, in Greece and Turkey, the share of indirect taxes within total tax
revenues is higher than that of direct taxes, indicating that the state meets its tax
collection needs primarily through indirect taxes. This also reflects a lack of tax
equity in these countries. In contrast, in Germany, direct taxes exceed indirect
taxes (Akea, 2019).
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Table 7: Descriptive Statistics

Variable Obs Mean St. Dev. Min Max
ALL

UN 625 7.6 4.05 2.02 27.69
LSIT 625 55.77 6.9 28.6 66.7
Gini 625 32.13 5.01 23.2 44.6
LME

UN 150 5.94 2.18 33 15.45
LSIT 150 55.18 6.75 29.1 63.38
Gini 150 34.53 3.35 29 42
CME

UN 200 5.93 2.03 2.12 11.17
LSI 200 59.11 3.72 51.7 66.7
Gini 200 30.2 4.71 23.8 44.6
MME

UN 150 11.26 4.75 3.81 27.69
LSI 150 54.96 9.53 28.6 65.25
Gini 150 35.79 3.85 29.7 44
CEE

UN 125 7.85 4.35 2.02 19.9
LSI 125 52.11 4.57 44.28 61.32
Gini 125 27.95 3.54 23.2 38

Source: own elaboration

As seen in Table 7, the LSI in CMEs is higher than in the LMEs. Similatly,
the average Gini coefficient is lower in CMEs compared to LMEs (Hall and
Soskice, 2001: 16; Soskice, 2005: 171-172). In MMEs, the shate of income received
by labor is, on average, higher compared to CEEs. On the other hand, when
looking at the average Gini coefficient, it is observed that the average in CEE
countries is lower than that of MME countries (Lallement, 2011: 638).

Conclusion

This study aims to evaluate different types of capitalism in the context of labour
markets. This evaluation, which focuses specifically on labour market institutions,
highlights that different countries have distinct institutional structures. In this
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context, countries were classified based on their labour market characteristics. This
classification was guided by the VoC literature. In terms of labour markets, LMEs
and CMEs are described as having flexible and rigid labour markets, respectively.
Additionally, Mediterranean and Central and FEastern European countries, as
extensions of the VoC literature, have also been included in the classification.

While the hegemony of the neo-liberal approach, which claims that the
unemployment problem can be solved by eliminating institutional regulations in
labour markets, still persists, evidence from labour market institutions reveals that
this understanding is not the only valid one and that different types of capitalism
exist. Thus, rather than highlighting only the accomplishments of LMEs, it is
important to emphasize that other models of capitalism, shaped by different
institutional and historical processes, also achieve successful outcomes. Similar
findings are observed when analyzing indicators such as the labour share of
income and the Gini coefficient. For instance, labour’s share of income is highest
in CMEs. In terms of inequality, CEEs and CMEs perform better than LMEs.
From this perspective, it can be argued that there are models more successful than
LMEzs.

Although the expectation that a market-oriented approach would emerge
and produce positive results has persisted, it is now evident that alternative models
can also yield successful outcomes. Crises and the pandemic have shown that
labour market institutions protect the working class during adverse periods,
helping them be less affected by the negative impacts. For instance, the importance
of labour market institutions in protecting workers was highlighted during the
recent pandemic. Specifically, CMEs performed better than LMEs in terms of
unemployment trends during this period. This is because existing institutional
structures supported workers during difficult times. Unemployment benefits,
employment protection legislation, and trade unions all supported employees and
ensured they were not left on their own. In other words, institutional structures
stood by workers in challenging periods. This support contributed both to
ensuring fairness in income distribution and to preventing a rise in unemployment
rates. Therefore, contrary to the neo-liberal approach, institutions have not been a
source of negative outcomes; on the contrary, they have served as safe havens for
workers.

Genisletilmis Ozet

Ulkeler arasindaki ekonomik ve siyasi kurumsal yapilanmalardaki farkliliklar, siyasal
iktisatctlarin ilgisini ¢ekmis ve bu kurumsal farkhiligr anlamak icin kavramsal
yapilarla ilgilenmelerine neden olmustur. Bu noktada, emek piyasalart ve onun
kurumlari, s6z konusu farkliliklari analiz etme acisindan 6nemli bir calisma alant
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sunmugtur. Diger bir ifadeyle, emek piyasast kurumlari baglaminda farkls ilkelerin
farklt kurumsal yapilara sahip oldugu belirtilmistir. Bu dogrultuda, bazi tilkelerde
emekgeilerin kurumsal yapilanmalar vasitastyla korundugu, bazi ilkelerde ise bu
koruma 6nlemlerinin zayif oldugu ifade edilmistir. Yani emek piyasalart baglaminda
farklt kapitalizm turleri degerlendirilmektedir. Bu siiflandirmanin referans noktast
“Kapitalizmin Cesitleri” literatiiriidiir. Tlgili literatire gore, koruma 6nlemlerinin
yiksek oldugu tilkelerin dahil oldugu model Esgtidimli Piyasa Ekonomileri olarak
adlandirtlirken, koruma 6nlemlerinin zayif oldugu ilkelerin dahil oldugu model
Liberal Piyasa Ekonomileri olarak adlandirilmaktadir. Literatiire sonradan eklenen
Akdeniz Piyasa Ekonomileri ve Orta ve Dogu Avrupa Piyasa Ekonomileri ile farkh
tlke gruplarinin da degerlendirilmesi miimkiin olmustur. Emek piyasalart acisindan
yapilan degerlendirilmelerde esneklik, katilik ve glivenceli esneklik gibi tartismalar,
tlkelerin siniflandirilmasinda temel kriter olmustur. Ancak, her ne farkli model
vurgusu yapilsa da neo-liberalizmin etkisi tim modellerde gézlenmekte, yani emek
piyasalart agisindan bir esneklestirme siireci butiin modellerde izlenmektedir.

Bu baglamda, liberal modellerin, esgidimlii modellere gére emek piyasalar
agisindan daha iyi performans gosterdigi siklikla vurgulanmaktadir. Diger bir
ifadeyle, emek piyasalarindaki kurumsal diizenlemelerin ortadan kaldirilmasiyla
issizlik sorununun cozilebilecegi ileri strilmektedir. Ancak, ortaya c¢ikan farklt
modellerin  basarisy, liberal modelin savundugu esneklik anlayisinin - emek
piyasalarindaki tek gerceklik olmadigini gOstermistir. Bir baska deyisle, neo-
liberalizmin savundugu emek piyasalarinda esneklesmesinin, issizlik sorununa
yonelik tek gecerli ¢6zim olmadigt ifade edilmistir. Nitekim, liberal modelden daha
iyi sonuglar treten farkhh modellerin varhigt agiktir. Bu streci tanimlarken, ana akim
literatiir icerisinde ortaya ¢ikan bu gorislerin, neo-liberal sdyleme karst bir durug
niteligi tasidigt sGylenebilir.

Bu amagla, bu ¢alismada 25 tlkenin emek piyasast kurumlari, Kapitalizmin
Cesitleri literatlirti dikkate alinarak incelenmistir. Sonuclar, emek piyasalarinda
esneklik yoniinde baski oldugunu géstermis; diger bir ifadeyle Liberal Piyasa
Ekonomileri 6ne c¢tkarlmistir. Buna ragmen, farkli modellerin ve kurumsal
yapilarin varligini stirdiirdiigii ve emek piyasalari baglaminda basarili sonuglarin elde
edildigi gbzlemlenmistir. Bir baska ifadeyle, farkli kapitalizm tirlerinin emek
piyasast performanst agisindan farklt sonuglar irettiginin altt gizilmistir. Ornegin,
emek piyasast “katt” olarak adlandirdan tlkelerde daha dustik issizlik oranlar
gorilirken, emek piyasast “esnek” olan tlkelerde daha yiksek issizlik oranlariyla
karsilasilabilmektedir. Yani, kurumsal dizenlemelerin yogun oldugu, katt emek
piyasalarina sahip tlkelerin emek piyasast performansi acisindan olumlu gelismeler
gosterdigi gozlenmistir. Bu da yalnizca emek piyasast esnekliginin issizlik oranlarini
azaltacagina dair ifadelerin tek gercek olmadigl, farkli kapitalizm tirlerinin de
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basarili sonuglar elde edebilecegini ortaya koymaktadir. Ayrica, esitsizlik ve emegin
gelirden aldigi pay gibi gostergelerle yapilan kiyaslamalarda da benzer sonuglarin
ortaya ¢iktig1 ifade edilmektedir. Emegin milli gelirden aldig1 pay ve gini katsayist
gibi gostergeler analiz edildiginde benzer sonuglarin gézlemlendigi gorilmaustiir.
Ornegin, emekgilerin gelirden aldig pay, kurumsal yapilanmalarin giiclii oldugu
esgidimli modelde daha yiiksektir. Esitsizlik acisindan ise, diger modellerin liberal
modele kiyasla daha iyi sonug verdigi gérilmistir. Bir baska ifadeyle, aslinda liberal
modelden daha basarilt sonuglar tireten modellerin varligt aciktir.

Ayrica, emek piyasast kurumlarinin iscileri koruma konusundaki 6nemi,
pandemi stireciyle birlikte yeniden giindeme gelmistir. Ciinkd issizlik yardimlary,
istthdam koruma yasalart ve sendikalar gibi kurumsal yapilanmalar, zor zamanlarda
emekgilerin yaninda olmustur. Bu nedenle neo-liberal yaklasimin ifade ettigi gibi
kurumlar “kétiligin kaynagr” degil; aksine, emekeiler icin giivenli limanlar
olmustur.
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