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INTRODUCTION 
 

Nowadays, innovations are considered in the literature on the subject to be 
a crucial growth factor for every national economy (Zasuwa, 2006; Cieślik et al., 
2016; Kraftova, Kraft, 2018; Dworak, 2020; Godlewska, 2021). Moreover, Zhang 
et al. (2012) argue that there is a long-term two-way equilibrium relationship 
between scientific innovations and economic growth. Unfortunately, majority 
of the Central and Eastern European countries1 (CEECs) like Poland, have 
weak innovation performance and lag far behind most of European countries 
(Pałubska, 2011; Dworak, 2020). Furthermore, Wysokińska (2012) underlines 
that institutional system of the European Union member states like Poland or 
Hungary, have a key importance for development of entrepreneurship and in-
novation. In addition, social diversity, cultural creativity or socio-institutional 
infrastructure and networks are necessary for innovations (Lee et al., 2004; 
Rodríguez-Pose, Crescenzi, 2008; Godlewska, 2021). Institutions provide 
stability which is needed for innovative efforts to be successful (Lundvall, 1992). 
Informal institutions such as culture of cooperation, associate culture, learning 
culture, ability to carry out institutional changes, coordination, public/private con-
sensus, or productive culture are necessary ingredients of institutional embeddedness 
of innovation system (Cooke et al., 1997) or innovation network ecosystem.  
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Meanwhile, innovation networks, as ‘cooperative relationships between 
companies and other actors who seek innovation’ are necessary for knowledge 
and capabilities diffusion, inter-organizational learning, or implementation 
of innovations (Batterink et al., 2010, p. 50). Innovation networks, according 
to the literature of the subject may be understood as arrangements of at least 
three independent organisations or institutions connected with each other by 
a set of long-term cooperation ties for common implementation of innov-
ation goals (Klimas, 2014) and may accelerate and improve the innovation 
process (Barsh et al., 2008). On the other hand, institutional pathologies may 
negatively affect further functioning of innovation networks.  

 Surprisingly, in Poland, Hungary, Romania, Slovenia, Bulgaria and Croatia, 
the linkages indicator including innovative SMEs collaboration with each others 
have been systematically fallen since 2012 (European innovation scoreboard, 
2019). One of the possible explanations may be the institutional pathologies 
occurring inside or outside of the innovation system in the CEECs. Secondly, 
it may be the effect of incomplete institutional transformation process from 
centrally planned system to capital market. 

The main motivation behind conducting this comparative case study research 
of CEECs is the question which formal and informal institutions may influence 
the development of innovation networks in transition economies like the CEECs.  

The main research objective is to investigate if CEECs informal institu-
tions have a problem-solving role (assisting in overcoming innovation net-
works failure), which support formal institutions (via trust in the legal system) 
and stress the importance of following the rules of innovation laws or have 
a problem-creating role, which do not support formal institutions or develop-
ment of innovation networks.  

 
 

1. INNOVATION NETWORKS VS. CEECs INSTITUTIONS 

 
In 1989 communist regime collapsed first in Poland and Hungary, then 

throughout other CEECs (Berend, 2009). The transition to free market system 
required a whole new set of institutions and legal rules (Stevens, 1992). Moreover, 
transition and post transition development differed between CEECs not only 
due to the differences in institutional, but also in social, cultural, historical, 
or political factors (Podkaminer, 2013). Furthermore, differences in the insti-
tutional framework between CEECs were mainly connected with differences 
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in informal institutions such as social norms, values as trust or reciprocity and 
traditions (Putnam et al., 1993).  

CEECs, according to Berend (2009) were never, through their modern his-
tory, technology leaders but they adopted new technologies by technology 
transfer. Berry et al. (2010) pinpoint, that there was a cross national distance 
between countries like CEECs in economic, financial, political, administrative, 
cultural, demographic, knowledge, connectedness, and geographic dimensions 
due to institutions differences. In addition, Edquist and Zabala (2012) argue, 
following ‘Varieties of Capitalism’ framework developed by Hall and Soskice 
(2001), that various set of institutions were associated with different innova-
tion capabilities. However, Taylor (2004) highlights that links between the 
patterns of innovation and types of capitalism were not so clear.  

North (1990) divided institutions by the rule component on: i) formal in-
stitutions such as: formal rules and norms like national innovation systems 
regulations, innovation laws or constitutions and ii) informal institutions such 
as: culture of innovation and entrepreneurship, norms and values like trust, 
reciprocity, cooperation, and positive attitude to risk.  

It should be highlighted that in the literature, for innovation to occur, very 
important were informal institutions such as entrepreneurial culture (Hofstede, 
2001), high level of trust (Sztompka, 2007), creativity (Chen et al., 2008) and 
cooperation (Lundvall, 2007; De Propris, 2002). Research done by Phelps 
(2013) proved that informal institutions such as culture, values or norms 
stimulate the grassroots energy of entrepreneurship, creativity and innovation 
and support positive attitude to risk, individualism, cooperation, and self-ful-
filment. In consequence, it further supports the development of innovation 
system and innovation networks ecosystem.  

On the other hand, formal institutions such as national or regional innovations 
systems regulations or innovation law also matter when it comes to encourag-
ing or discouraging the process of innovations and increasing or reducing the 
incentives to innovate or establish innovation networks (Pelkmans, Renda, 
2014; Godlewska, 2021). 

Moreover, Shane (1993) highlighted that only interplay between formal and 
informal institutions may generate synergy effects such as growth of innovative-
ness of national economy through the enhanced level of previous entrepren-
eurial activities, especially in the innovation networks. Godlewska (2021), 
Fuentelsaz et al. (2019) or Wang et al. (2018) came to the same conclusion. 
Increasing expenditure on innovations by formal institutions should be preceded 
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by changes in informal institutions, such as values and norms i.e., greater risk 
appetite, cooperation, and trust (Shane, 1993, pp. 59-73). 

Innovation networks understood as cooperation of entrepreneurs, universities, 
R+D institutions, local governments units, clusters, science and technological 
parks or centres of knowledge transfer (Czakon, 2012; Klimas, 2014), had 
much higher impact on successful innovations than investments in research 
and development (De Propris, 2002). However, in practice, functioning of 
innovation networks may be associated with various institutional pathologies 
like: i) a lack of trust, opportunism between network members or self-interest 
instead of common interest (Williamson, 1993; Cooke, Wills, 1999); ii) network 
failure (Sarasini, 2015); iii) corruption arising from network management 
(Frisman, Golden, 2017 ); iv) rent-seeking behaviour between networks 
members (North et al., 2009); v) weak institutions of intellectual property 
rights (Demsetz, 1967); vi) a lack of sanctions for breaking formal rules 
(Godlewska, Morawska, 2020), or vii) free-riding behaviour (Corsaro et al., 2012). 
That is why it is important to investigate whether CEECs informal institu-
tions have a problem-solving role (assisting in overcoming innovation networks 
failure), which support formal institutions (via trust in the legal system) and 
stress the importance of following the rules of innovation laws or have a prob-
lem-creating role, which undermine formal institutions. 

Therefore, in this paper, based on the most recent studies by Godlewska (2021) 
and Godlewska and Pilewicz (2018), the following hypothesis was introduced: 
Informal institutions of CEECs like trust in the legal system, trust in other 
people, creativity, innovative collaboration among entrepreneurs, corruption 
or culture do not support formal institutions of CEECs like national innova-
tion system or innovation law. 

 
 

2. METHODOLOGICAL APPROACH 

 
This paper compares the theoretical and empirical achievements of the 

New Institutional Economies with Innovation Theory and innovation network 
ecosystem concept in the context of transition economies like the CEECs. To 
fulfil the aim of this paper, the comparative case study research is conducted 
and their impact on the development of innovation networks of the CEECs 
is examined.  
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The comparative case study research of CEECs formal institutions include: 
i) analysis of national innovation systems (NIS) of CEECs or ii) instruments 
of national innovation law (NIL) of CEECs for years 2004-2019. 

The comparative case study research of CEECs informal institutions in-
clude: i) value types like conservatism/hierarchy from Schwartz and Bardi (1997) 
and Lewis (2006); ii) trust in other people or trust in legal systems from the 
European Social Survey (ESS): Round 4 (2008), Round 8 (2016), Round 9 (2018); 
iii) the meaning of the world “culture” from the research done by European 
Commission (2007); iv) innovative SMEs collaborating with others indicator 
based on preliminary CIS and Eurostat data (2016) from European innova-
tion scoreboard (2019); v) corruption control indicator from The World Bank 
(2019). Moreover, the Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient test between 
variables was performed and results are presented in the next section. 

 
 

3. INSTITUTIONS OF CEECs CONNECTED 

WITH DEVELOPMENT OF INNOVATION NETWORKS 

 

In the literature of the subject (Brinkerink, Rondi, 2021; Godlewska, 2021 
or Fuentelsaz et al., 2020), there is a heated debate whether only informal in-
stitutions are important for the development of entrepreneurship or innovation 
ecosystem (and innovation networks), or if formal institutions also have a signi-
ficant impact. Moreover, Williams and Vorley (2015) argue that in some of CEECs 
like Bulgaria, there is an ‘institutional asymmetry’ between formal and informal 
institutions and that informal institutions hampered entrepreneurship and in-
novation ecosystem. Unfortunately, although formal institutions may change 
overnight (North, 1990, p. 6), the informal institutions such as culture, values, 
beliefs, taboos, customs, or traditions are much less variable, and their change 
can take many years (Williamson, 2000). Furthermore, Fukuyama (2007) ar-
gues that without supportive informal institutions, even the best formal insti-
tutions would not work properly because formal institutions are embedded in 
the matrix of informal institutions. Both Helmke and Levitsky (2004) and 
Grzymala-Busse (2010) argue that informal institutions can support formal 
ones. However, Godlewska and Pilewicz (2018) or Vaupot and Fornazarič 
(2021) underline that those informal institutions in majority of CEECs are 
weak and do not support formal ones. 

According to Schwartz and Bardi (1997, pp. 396-397), the Central and Eastern 
Europe put especially high importance on conservatism and hierarchy values 
and very low importance on egalitarianism, harmony, intellectual and effective 
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autonomy, or mastery values. During the transformation process in the 90s, the 
majority of the CEECs, were lacking the key support of formal and informal 
institutions (Aidis, 2005). In the CEECs low level of trust in people coexist with 
low level of trust in legal systems (see Table 1).  

 
 

Table 1. Differences of informal institutions of CEECs  
(classified by values) connected with development of innovation networks 

Country 
Value 
types1 

Trust 

in other 
people2 

Trust in 
the legal 
system3 

Innovative SME 
collaborating 
with others4 

The meaning 
of the word 
“culture”5 

Control of 
corruption6 

Bulgaria** 2 3.5 3.0 24.5 1 50.96 

Romania* 2 3.8 3.8 5.1 1 52.40 

Latvia* 0 4.1 4.0 44.1 1 64.42 

Hungary** 0 4.7 5.5 46.7 0 59.62 

Czechia** 0 4.9 5.2 114.4 0 69.23 

Croatia* 1 4.2 3.1 86.5 No data 60.10 

Slovenia** 1 4.5 3.9 110.1 0 80.77 

Slovakia* 1 4.0 4.2 70.1 1 68.35 

Lithuania*** 1 5.2 5.0 156.6 0 68.75 

Estonia** 1 5.6 5.9 217.4 0 89.90 

Poland** 1 4.0 4.3 32.8 0 74.52 

1 Value types are based on conservatism (understood as ‘emphasis on the status quo, propriety, and re-
straint of actions or inclinations that might disrupt the solidary group or the traditional order’) and 
hierarchy (understood as ‘emphasis on the legitimacy of hierarchical allocation of fixed roles and of 
resources’) values from Schwartz and Bardi (1997) and Lewis (2006). Conservatism answer is 1, 
hierarchy is 2, conservatism and hierarchy is 0. 2 Trust in other people measured from 0—You cannot 
be too careful to 10—Most people can be trusted from the European Social Survey (ESS): Round 
4 (2008)*; Round 8 (2016)***; Round 9 (2018)**. 3 Trust in the legal system measured from 0—No 
trust at all to 10—Complete trust from the European Social Survey (ESS): Round 4 (2008)*; Round 
8 (2016)***; Round 9 (2018)**. 4 Innovative SMEs collaborating with others indicator (understood 
as ‘number of small and medium sized enterprises with innovation co-operation activities, i.e., those 
firms that had any cooperation agreements on innovation activities with other enterprises or institu-
tions in the three years of the survey period’) based on preliminary CIS and Eurostat data (2016) 
measured from 0 to from European innovation scoreboard—database (2019). 5 The meaning of the 
world “culture” from research study done by European Commission (2007). Traditions and customs 
answer is 1, arts and literature or lifestyle is 0. 6 Control of Corruption measured from 0 to100, the 
higher the value, the better the control from The World Bank (2019). 

Source: own compilation based on the literature of the subject. 
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This may negatively impact on development of innovation networks and 
innovation system due to problems with collaboration of entrepreneurs neces-
sary for innovation. Moreover, among the CEECs we may observe differ-
ences in informal institutions such as cultures, values, traditions, or norms. 
European Social Survey Round 9-2018 Edition 1.2 (ESS, 2020) highlighted 
that the CEECs have a very low levels of trust (except Estonia), much lower 
than other the EU member states (ESS, 2020). The reason for that may be 
negative experience of their communist past. However, entrepreneurs or 
people’s perception of institutional quality, trust in other people or trust in 
institutions is extremely important for innovation process, as well as, for the 
development of innovation networks. 

Schwartz and Bardi (1997) argue that CEECs may be divided due to con-
servatism and hierarchy values (see Table 1 and Table 2). The first group of 
countries, e.g. Croatia, Estonia, Lithuania, Poland, Slovakia and Slovenia are 
classified as conservative countries2 with: i) moderate level of trust in other 
people; ii) low level of trust in the legal system (except Croatia—very low 
level); iii) moderate level of innovative collaboration among entrepreneurs 
(except Lithuania—high level and Estonia—very high level); iv) perception 
of culture as art and lifestyle, or art and literature (except Slovakia); v) high 
level of corruption control (except Croatia—moderate level); vi) national in-
novation system (NIS) and national innovation law (NIL) supporting culture 
and cooperation (Slovenia, Slovakia, Lithuania), cooperation and networking 
(Poland) or culture and values (Croatia); vii) supportive innovation law; viii) tax 
incentives for innovation (except Slovakia and Lithuania) and ix) protection of 
intellectual property (Estonia, Croatia, Slovenia or Slovakia) or innovative 
public procurement (Poland or Lithuania). 

The second group of countries, e.g. Bulgaria and Romania are classified as hier-
archical countries with: i) very low level of innovative collaboration among entre-
preneurs; ii) low level of trust in other people and low level of trust in legal system; 
iii) perception of culture as tradition and custom; iv) low level of corruption control; 
v) NIS and NIL supporting cooperation (in case of Bulgaria also culture and trust); 
vi) tax incentives for innovation (Romania) or governance (Bulgaria), vii) in-
stitutional environment supporting innovation and viii) research professionalisation.  

 
 

 

                                                      
2 For Croatia, Latvia, Lithuania, and Romania, which are not included in research by Schwartz and 

Bardi (1997), the author classified these countries according to the characteristics of Lewis’ research (2006). 
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Table 2. Interplay between formal and informal institutions of CEECs  
(classified by values) connected with development of innovation networks 

Country 
Value 
types 

Key factors 
of NIS 

Key 
Instruments  

of NIL 

Informal 
institutions 

supported by 
NIL or NIS 

Key formal  
Institutions  
initiatives 

Bulgaria Hierarchy 
Institutional 
environment 

Governance 
Culture; 

cooperation; 
trust 

National Innovation 
Fund; National 

Innovation Council 

Romania Hierarchy 
Institutional 
environment 

Tax incentives for 
innovation 

Cooperation; 
networks 

Research 
management 

professionalization 

Latvia 
Conservatism, 

Hierarchy 
Law State Aid 

Cooperation; 
networking 

Internationalization 
of science 

Hungary 
Conservatism, 

Hierarchy 
Culture; law 

Institutional 
environment 

Networking, 
cooperation, 

values, culture 

Reform of the 
institutional system 

Czechia 
Conservatism, 

Hierarchy 
Law 

Tax incentives for 
innovation, 
governance 

Networking, 
cooperation 

Intellectual property 
protection 

Croatia Conservatism 

Law, research 
partnerships, 

commercializat
ion of research 

State aid; Tax 
incentives for 
innovation; 
governance 

Values; 
cooperation 

Intellectual property 
protection 

Slovenia Conservatism Law 

Tax incentives for 
innovation, 
governance, 

financial 
instruments 

Culture; 
cooperation 

Intellectual property 
protection 

Slovakia Conservatism Law 
Financial 

instruments 
Culture; 

cooperation 
Intellectual property 

protection 

Lithuania Conservatism 
Law; creative 

society 

Governance, 
institutional 

environment, 
financial 

instruments 

Networking, 
cooperation, 

culture 

Innovation Support 
Fund; innovative 

public procurement 

Estonia Conservatism 
Law;  

cross-border 
cooperation 

EU Structural 
Funds, Tax 

incentives for 
innovation 

Cooperation 
Intellectual property 

protection 

Poland Conservatism 
Law; 

innovation 
dual use 

Tax incentives for 
innovation 

Networking, 
cooperation 

Business 
Constitutions; 
Innovativeness 

public procurement 

Source: own compilation based on case study research of CEECs national innovation systems and 
national innovation laws; conservative and hierarchical values from Schwartz and Bardi (1997) and 
Lewis (2006). 
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The third group of countries, e.g. the Czech Republic, Latvia and Hungary 
are classified both as conservative and as hierarchical countries with: i) low 
level of trust in other people; ii) moderate level of trust in the legal system; 
iii) low level of innovative collaboration among entrepreneurs (except Cze-
chia—moderate); iv) perception of culture as art and literature (except Latvia); 
v) moderate level of corruption control; vi) NIS and NIL supporting cooperation 
and networking (Hungary also culture and national traditional values); vii) sup-
porting innovation law (except Hungary—also culture of innovation); viii) state 
aid (Latvia), institutional environment (Hungary) and tax incentives for in-
novation (Czechia) and ix) internalisation of science (Latvia), reform of in-
stitutional system (Hungary) and intellectual property protection (Czechia). 

In addition, there is a strong correlation (see Table 3) between value type 
and innovative collaborations among entrepreneurs, as well as between value 
type and corruption control. Surprisingly, conservative countries have higher 
level of innovative collaboration among entrepreneurs or higher level of cor-
ruption control compared to hierarchical or conservative-hierarchical CEECs. 
Not surprisingly, there is no correlation between value type and trust in other 
people, trust in the legal system, or world “culture” (see Table 3). This mean 
that informal institutions like trust or culture are weak in the majority of CEECs 
and are not able to support formal institutions like national innovation system 
or innovation law. 

 
 

Table 3. Coefficient correlation between value types and trust,  
collaboration, culture, and corruption 

Spearman’s rho 
Trust in other 

people  
Trust in the 
legal system  

Innovative SMEs 
collaborating 
with others 

The word 
“culture” 

Corruption 
control 

Value 
types 

Correlation 
coefficient 

0.453 0.291 .633* 0.346 .724* 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.161 0.385 0.037 0.297 0.012 

N 11 11 11 11 11 

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

Source: own compilation. 
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Informal institutions, according to the literature of the subject, may have 
a problem-solving role, which assists in overcoming innovation networks 
failure or supports formal institutions such as innovation law via trust in the legal 
system or entrepreneur’s collaboration. On the other hand, informal institutions, 
according to the literature of the subject, may have a problem-creating role, which 
may accelerate failure of innovation networks or undermine the formal insti-
tutions via lack of trust in legal systems or in other people, opportunism, rent 
seeking behaviour or corruption. The key question is: which roles do informal 
institutions play in case of innovation networks? 

The case study research of national innovations system regulations and 
national innovation law of CEECs highlight that these regulations are under-
mined by weak informal institutions, like, for example: i) modest level of trust 
of other people in hierarchy and hierarchy-conservatism CEECs, ii) low level 
of trust of CEECs’ citizens in legal systems in hierarchy CEECs; iii) low level of 
corruption control in hierarchy CEECs; iv) low level of collaboration among 
entrepreneurs in hierarchy or hierarchy-conservatism CEECs or v) entrepren-
eurial or innovative culture does not have a primary importance in hierarchy 
and hierarchy-conservatism CEECs (except Bulgaria and Hungary).  

The result of the current study, namely that informal institutions of CEECs 
like trust in the legal system, trust in other people, innovative collaboration 
among entrepreneurs, corruption or culture do not support formal institutions 
of the CEECs like national innovation system or innovation law. These insti-
tutions are crucial for development of innovation networks, what is in line with 
Hofstede (1980, 2001), who examined dimensions of culture such as individu-
alism/collectivism, uncertainty avoidance, power distance, short-term orient-
ation/long-term orientation, indulgence/restraint or femininity/masculinity. 
CEECs, in line with the results of Hofstede’s research (1980, 2001), are countries 
with: i) a collectivistic nature (except Czechia, Estonia, Hungary or Lithuania,); 
ii) high levels of uncertainty (except Czechia, Estonia, Lithuania or Slovakia); 
iii) high power distance (except Estonia or Lithuania); iv) femininity (except 
Hungary, Poland or Slovakia) and a restrained culture. When viewed together 
with the results of this study such as the modest level of trust of other people 
in hierarchy and hierarchy-conservatism, low level of trust of CEECs’ cit-
izens in legal systems in hierarchy CEECs, low level of corruption control in 
hierarchy CEECs or low level of collaboration among entrepreneurs in hier-
archy or hierarchy-conservatism CEECs, this may explain why CEECs are not 
leaders when it comes to innovation networks. That is why it is so important 
to strength the informal institutions of CEECs because only interplay between 
formal and informal institutions may generate synergy effects such as growth 
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of innovativeness of national economy through the enhanced level of previous 
entrepreneurial activities, especially in the innovation networks (Shane, 1993). 

Zhao et al. (2020) argue that countries with weak informal institutions should 
introduce a risk guarantee mechanism i.e., a national innovation insurance fund 
to support innovation process and development of innovation networks later. 
Such fund may promote the innovation process at different levels.  

 
 

CONCLUSION 
 
Interplay between formal and informal institutions has a significant import-

ance for the development of CEECs innovation networks because informal 
institutions may support or undermine formal ones.  

The results of case study research of CEECs’ national innovations system 
and innovation law, supported by ranking of World Governance Indicators 2018 
or European Social Survey Round 9 Edition 1.2, 2020 suggests that most CEECs’ 
informal institutions do not support or enforce the formal institutions. The 
explanation for the lack of enforcement by informal institutions may be the fact 
that, based on European Social Survey Round 9 Edition 1.2, 2020, CEECs’ 
citizens have a low level of trust in other people, and do not see the need for strict 
following of formal rules. Hence, informal institutions do not have a prob-
lem-solving role in the case of development of CEECs innovation networks. 
Moreover, the formal regulations of innovation networks of CEECs are un-
dermined by weak informal institutions like, for example: i) modest level of trust 
of other people in hierarchy and hierarchy-conservatism CEECs, ii) low level 
of trust of CEECs’ citizens in legal systems in hierarchy CEECs; iii) low level 
of corruption control in hierarchy CEECs; iv) low level of collaboration among 
entrepreneurs in hierarchy or hierarchy-conservatism CEECs or v) entrepren-
eurial or innovative culture does not have a primary importance in hierarchy 
and hierarchy-conservatism CEECs (except Bulgaria and Hungary). These weak 
informal institutions of CEECs are inherited form centrally planned economy 
of past communist states and suffer from incomplete transformation because 
a change in informal institutions is a very lengthy process unlike the change 
of formal ones. 

Only CEECs based on conservatism values like Croatia, Estonia, Lithuania, 
Poland, Slovakia and Slovenia have: i) moderate level of trust in other people; 
ii) moderate level of innovative collaboration among entrepreneurs (except 
Lithuania—high level and Estonia—very high level); iii) high level of corruption 
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control (except Croatia—moderate level); iv) national innovation system 
(NIS) and innovation law (IL) supporting culture and cooperation (Slovenia, 
Slovakia, Lithuania), cooperation and networking (Poland) or culture and val-
ues (Croatia); v) supportive innovation law; vi) tax incentives for innovation 
(except Slovakia and Lithuania) and vii) protection of intellectual property 
(Estonia, Croatia, Slovenia or Slovakia) or innovative public procurement 
(Poland or Lithuania). 

The obtained results may improve the understanding of the significance 
of institutional interplay for the development of innovation networks of the 
CEECs. Practical policy recommendations, following Zhao et al. (2020), is to 
introduce a risk guarantee mechanism i.e., a national innovation insurance fund. 
Such fund may promote the innovation process at different levels, which may 
influence the development of innovation networks later.  

Due to limitations in the currently available data, the paper did not analyse 
a wider range of variables within formal institutions and focused only on the 
analysis of national innovation systems and instruments of innovation law of 
CEECs for years 2004-2019. Moreover, due to limitations in the currently 
available data of informal institutions analysed data have inconsistent period 
from year 2007 for the meaning of the world “culture” to year 2019 for cor-
ruption control indicator.  
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THE IMPACT OF INTERPLAY BETWEEN FORMAL AND INFORMAL INSTITUTIONS  
ON THE DEVELOPMENT OF INNOVATION NETWORKS:  

A COMPARATIVE STUDY OF CEECs 
 

Su mmary  
 

The aim of this paper is to present the results of comparative case study research concerning 
the impact of the interplay between formal and informal institutions on the development of innov-
ation networks of the Central and Eastern European Countries (CEECs). The primary contribution 
this article makes is to link the literature on the interplay between institutions related to innov-
ation networks in a broad range of economies in transition like CEECs. This paper provides an 
understanding of how interplay between these institutions may influence the development of in-
novation networks of CEECs. Practical policy recommendations are to introduce a risk guarantee 
mechanism, which may promote the innovation process at different levels and influence the de-
velopment of innovation networks later.  

 
Keywords: innovation networks; formal institutions; informal institutions; Central and Eastern 

European countries; comparative case study. 
 
 

WPŁYW ODDZIAŁYWANIA INSTYTUCJI FORMALNYCH I NIEFORMALNYCH 
NA ROZWÓJ SIECI INNOWACJI: 

STUDIUM PORÓWNAWCZE  
PAŃSTW EUROPY ŚRODKOWEJ I WSCHODNIEJ  

 
St reszczen ie  

 
Głównym celem niniejszego artykułu jest przedstawienie wyników badań porównawczych 

nad wpływem wzajemnego oddziaływania między instytucjami formalnymi i nieformalnymi na 
rozwój sieci innowacji w państwach Europy Środkowej i Wschodniej (EŚiW). Najważniejszym 
aspektem tego artykułu jest powiązanie literatury odnoszącej się do tych zagadnień z problemami 
gospodarek w okresie przejściowym, takich jak w państwach EŚiW. Artykuł ukazuje, w jaki spo-
sób wzajemne oddziaływanie między instytucjami formalnymi i nieformalnymi może wpływać 
na rozwój sieci innowacji w tych państwach. Praktyczne rekomendacje dla polityki innowacyjnej 
dotyczą wprowadzenia mechanizmu gwarancji ryzyka związanego z procesem innowacji, który 
może promować proces innowacji na różnych poziomach i tym samym w okresie późniejszym 
wpłynąć na rozwój sieci innowacji. 

 
Słowa kluczowe: sieci innowacji; instytucje formalne; instytucje nieformalne; państwa Europy 

Środkowo-Wschodniej; porównawcze studium przypadku. 
 


