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Abstract 
 
The transition paths from plan to market have varied markedly across countries. Central and 
Eastern European and the Baltic countries, which opted for a fast and profound transformation 
of their institutions including business climates, rapidly narrowed the productivity gap with 
advanced economies. In contrast, in countries of the Commonwealth of Independent States, 
which embarked on reforms later and contented with less depth, the productivity gap remains 
substantial. While the literature has focused mainly on empirical studies, this paper develops a 
dynamic search model of the firm start-ups that is consistent with the above trends. The model 
shows that an enabling institutional set up stimulates start-ups of highly productive firms at an 
earlier stage of transition, underscoring the importance of reforms. The role of the state sector 
as an employer during transition rises in countries where reforming institutions is particularly 
costly. 
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1 Introduction 
 

The transition from plan to market has been extensively dealt with empirically at the firm level, 
including the impact of institutions, especially the business climate, and new firms on economy-
wide productivity, output, and employment growth (Fagio and Koning, 2003; Berkowitz and 
DeJong, 2005, Klapper, Lavean and Rajan, 2005; De Loecker and Konings, 2006). On the 
aggregate level, the labor relocation from the less productive state to the more productive private 
sector was a key issue in the theoretical literature, pioneered by Aghion and Blanchard (1994), 
and further developed by Atkinson and Kehoe (1996) and Brixiova and Kiyotaki (1997), 
Castanheira and Roland (2000) and others. The experience of the past two decades has shown that 
a successful transition hinges on the dynamic private sector, and especially new firms, to drive 
the productivity and employment growth. At the same time, the global financial and economic 
crisis demonstrated usefulness of well-targeted government interventions, including job creation.  
 
This paper develops a theoretical framework that examines the role of institutions, with a focus 
on the business climate, firm start-ups and exits as well as the observed productivity and 
employment paths during transition. It also discusses the role of the state sector as an employer 
when reforming institutions is particularly costly. Specifically, the paper presents a dynamic 
search model that shows how an enabling institutional set up stimulates start-ups of highly 
productive private firms, leading to a fast recovery of productivity and increased share of good 
(highly productive and well-paid) jobs during the transition. The model explains some of the 
diverging economic outcomes between the Central and Eastern European and Baltic (CEEB) and 
the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) economies. The CEEB countries embarked 
swiftly on economic reforms including the transformation of the institutional infrastructure in 
general and the business climate in particular. In contrast, the CIS countries were slower in 
implementing reforms and still have a long way to go to achieve business climate quality that has 
been already established in the CEEB economies (Mitra, Muravyev and Schafer, 2009). 

 
Labor relocation during transition was accompanied by a debate on the role of the state sector in 
the economy, including as an employer (Roland, 2000; Tichit, 2006). The issue was viewed as 
important because the social costs of transition, in particular high and persistent unemployment, 
could have slowed the transition and possibly bring it to a halt. And in fact, it is the concern about 
the social cost of adjustment that prevents some countries, such as Belarus, to adopt more 
decisive market reforms. With declining unemployment and emerging labor shortages in the 
CEEB countries during the boom of 2000-07, the debate seemed over. The private sector was 
seen as the best way to achieve growth with employment and social stability, and the self-
correcting ability of markets was emphasized. However, as the global financial and economic 
crisis has turned into the global employment crisis, the social consequences have started to top the 
policy agenda. With that turn, the debate on the appropriate role of the state in the economy, in 
providing regulatory framework as well as supporting job creation, has been revived. This paper 
contributes to this debate with insights from transition experiences. It illustrates that in countries 
where reforms of institutions and the business climate have been particularly costly and prospects 
for private job creation poor, the role of the state sector as an employer rises.  

 
The theoretical model presented in this paper extends the framework of Brixiova and Kiyotaki 
(1997), who in turn build on the literature on industry evolution and job creation and destruction 
of Jovanovich (1983) and Hopenhayn and Rogerson (1993). Unlike Hopenhayn and Rogerson 
(1993) and more recently Foncesa, Lopez-Garcia and Pissarides (2001), who study a steady-state 
economy with an unlimited supply of potential entrepreneurs, this model considers a transition 
economy with a limited population of potential entrepreneurs. Moreover, by focusing on the 
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prevailing business environment and its impact on forward looking entrepreneurs, the model 
complements Fonseca et al. (2001), who emphasize start-up costs.2  

 
The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 provides the stylized facts on the economic 
restructuring and sets out the different reform trajectories that the CEEB and CIS countries have 
experienced so far. Section develops the model of transition with start ups responding to the 
business climate. Section 4 presents numerical experiments and illustrates the model’s 
implications for productivity, structure of the private sector, and employment during transition. 
Section 5 conducts policy analysis and shows that the role of the state as an employer rises during 
the transition if reforms to the institutional set up are sluggish. Section 6 concludes.   
 
2 Stylized Facts 
 
This section summarizes the main macroeconomic trends that our theoretical model aims to 
capture, namely private sector growth, employment, unemployment, output, and labor 
productivity. It also briefly discusses policies and institutions, which contributed to these trends. 
The CEED economies are compared with non-oil exporting countries of the CIS3. 

 
2.1 Similar starting conditions, divergent paths 
 
At the outset of the transition, the CEEB and non-oil CIS countries exhibited similar structural 
conditions as they all started from central planning and were dominated by corporate and 
financial structures shaped by the socialist system. In 1990, these countries had a low share of the 
private sector in GDP, lacked competition policy and a well functioning two-tiers banking 
system. The institutional set up and the business climate in particular were characterized by 
rigidities and excessive regulations. The composition of production was skewed towards industry 
and agriculture, whilst services occupied a limited role in GDP compared to other countries at a 
similar level of development (Figure 1). 
 
Figure 1. Initial structural conditions in 1990 
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Source: Authors’ calculations based on data drawn from the World Bank’s World Development Indicators 
and EBRD transition indicators. Note: The EBRD indicators increase from 1 (little or no change from a 
rigid centrally planned economy) to 4 or more (standards of an industrialized market economy). 

                                                 
2 While job matching frictions also played a role, the low vacancy-unemployment ratios prevailing in most 
countries point to the scarcity of entrepreneurs as the primary constraint to job creation. 
 
3 CEE-5: Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, Slovakia and Slovenia, the Baltic-3: Estonia, Latvia and 
Lithuania; non-oil CIS: Armenia, Belarus, Georgia, Kyrgyz Republic, Moldova, Tajikistan and Ukraine. 
Discussion of the cases of Belarus and Estonia is in Annex I.  
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From a macroeconomic point of view, the CEEB and non-oil CIS countries started transition with 
enforced full employment, limited foreign trade and artificially low inflation rates. The 
liberalization of prices and foreign trade (the so-called type 1 reforms) in the early 1990s resulted 
in very high inflation rates and unsustainable current account deficits. Therefore, policy makers 
initially focused on establishing macroeconomic stability. The CEEB countries managed to bring 
inflation rates to low 2-digit territories by the mid-1990s, while the stabilization took longer in 
non-oil CIS countries (Svejnar, 2001; EBRD, 2005).  

 
The CEEB and the non-oil CIS countries differed in the speed and scope with which “type-2 
structural reforms” were put in place. “Type 2” reforms consisted mainly of measures key for 
establishing conditions for private sector development and growth: corporate restructuring, a well 
functioning competition authority, administrative reforms, development of a commercial banking 
sector and effective tax system, infrastructure, labor market regulations, and establishment and 
enforcement of a market-oriented legal system and accompanying institutions.4 CEEB countries 
adopted these structural measures faster and also paid a much greater attention to the quality of 
the framework (Figure 2a).5 As a result, the business climate has become more competitive in the 
CEEB than in the CIS countries, as also evidenced by mark-up indexes (Figure 2b).  

 
More generally, the CEE-5 and in particular the Baltic countries were placed well above the non-
oil CIS countries in various rankings of competitiveness and the quality of the business climates. 
These include the EBRD’s transition index, the World Bank’s Doing Business 2008 and 
Governance, the Institute for Management Development 2007 competitiveness report, the Cato’s 
Institute Index of Economic Freedom, and the index of the Transparency International.6 

 
Figure 2a. The timing and scope of structural reforms, 1990-2007 
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Source: Authors’ calculations based on data drawn from the EBRD transition indicators. Averages are 
arithmetic averages. 

                                                 
4 According to Aidis, Estrin and Mickiewicz  (2007), these institutions, together with access to credit, are 
crucial for an environment conducive to entrepreneurship. 
 
5 Roland (2004) classifies institutions into slow-moving (changing slowly and continuously) and fast-
moving (changing rapidly and irregularly), and underscores the need for further research on the role of 
values and norms in shaping both ideas and institutions.  
 
6 Conceptual issues related to the World Bank’s Doing Business and similar indexes were raised (Arrunada, 
2007 and others). Alternative measures also point to the same overall results for these two country groups. 
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Figure 2b. Mark up index, 1990 - 2003 
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Source: EBRD (2008).  
 
As Aidis (2003) states, “…productive entrepreneurship cannot be taken for granted in transition 
countries, and is influenced both by the current institutional weakness, as well as by historical 
legacies.” Regarding institutions, EBRD (2008) showed a link between product market 
competition and growth; higher competition (approximated by lower mark-ups) is associated with 
higher firm entry and productivity. Bastos and Nasir (2004) found that the competitive pressure is 
the most critical factor of the investment climate for firm-level productivity.  
 
2.2 Private sector growth  
 
Successful transition from plan to market has depended critically  on the emergence of a dynamic 
private sector. In the first stage, privatization and restructuring of public enterprises was mostly 
associated with short-term job destruction and slow growth in productivity and output. Over time, 
privatized firms have contributed to job creation and growth by using resources more efficiently. 
With substantial lowering of entry barriers, the de novo private small and medium enterprises 
tend to drive the recovery of output, employment, and labor productivity7. 
 
Aslund and Johnson (2004) emphasized that even small differences in policies towards small and 
medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) can have a strong impact on private sector growth in transition 
economies.8 In that context, the early 1990s reforms of the economic and legal environments and 
the straightforward and transparent rules for firm creation in Central and Eastern Europe 
contributed to acceleration in the number of SMEs (Smallbone and Venessar, 2004). Figure 3 
indicates that a higher number of SMEs per capita is associated with higher private sector output. 
 
2.3 Structural transformations  
 
As many new private firms were created in the service sector and to a lesser degree in 
manufacturing, rapid private sector growth was accompanied by a sectoral shift. A  sectoral shift 
                                                 
7 Studies linking entrepreneurship and firm creation with output and employment growth in transition 
include Johnson and Loveman (1995), Bilsen and Konings (1998), McMillan and Woodruff (2002), Faggio 
and Konings (2003), Berkowitz and DeJong (2005), and Rutkowski et al. (2005). 

8 Using a database of European firms, Klapper, Laeven and Rajan (2006) also find that costly entry 
regulations hamper the creation of new firms, especially in industries that should naturally have high entry.  
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occurred as a correction of imbalances inherited from central planning, where the service sector 
in all countries was underdeveloped in comparison to countries with similar income levels. 
Specifically, in 1990, industry took a disproportionately large share of output and employment in 
all countries, and agriculture played an important role in the Baltic and CIS countries. Transition 
everywhere has been characterized by labor reallocation from industry and agriculture towards 
services, especially in the early 1990s9. The shift towards services and away from agriculture was 
more marked in the CEEB as compared to the CIS countries (Figure 4). 
 
Figure 3. Private sector output and SMEs 
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Source: Authors’ calculations based on data drawn from the World Bank’s World Development Indicators 
and EBRD transition indicators 
Note: The private sector share in GDP is an arithmetic average over 2002 and 2006. The number of SMEs 
per capita refers to the year for which this indicator is available between 2002 and 2006.  
 
Figure 4. A shift away from agriculture and industry towards services 
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Source: Authors’ calculations based on data drawn from the World Bank’s World Development Indicators 
World Development Indicators. Averages are arithmetic averages. 
 
The decrease in the share of industry and manufacturing in GDP is very similar across the three 
country groups (Central and Eastern Europe, the Baltics, and non-oil CIS). In 2006, industry 

                                                 
9 In the late 1990s, when the structures of the Baltic economies approached those of the EU-15 countries, 
job reallocation occurred mostly within sectors (Fabbio and Konings, 2003, Jurajda and Terrell, 2008). 
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accounted for about 30% and manufacturing for 20% of GDP in all three groups. Yet, the 
composition of manufacturing products changed markedly in Central and Eastern Europe, while it 
remained mostly unchanged in the CIS. Composition of production shifted towards higher-
technology products in Central and Eastern Europe and to a lesser degree in the Baltics, but the 
average high-technology content of CIS exports declined between 1996 and 2006 (Figure 5). In 
summary, also within the group of SMEs, the share of “high productivity” enterprises has been 
increasing more rapidly in CEEB countries than in the non-oil CIS countries.  

 
Figure 5. The high-technology content of exports, in 1996 and 2006 
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Source: Authors’ calculations based on data drawn from the World Bank’s World Development Indicators 
World Development Indicators. Averages are arithmetic averages. 
 
2.4. Productivity paths 
 
The transition outcomes reflect broadly the diverging reform paths. The transitional recession of 
the early 1990s was shorter in the CEEB, with their real GDP picking up much earlier than in the 
non-oil CIS group (Figure 6). For instance, real economic activities reached their 1990 levels 
already in 1997 in the CEE-5, while the non-oil CIS countries still remained below their 1990 
levels even in 2007. A similar pattern has emerged for economy-wide productivity developments. 
 
Figure 6. Real GDP (1990 = 100) and economy-wide productivity (1991 = 100), 1990-2007 
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3. The Model  
  
3.1 Environment 

 
The model below shows how the quality of institutions, including the business climate, affects the 
entrepreneurs’ choice of the type of firm (or technology) they operate and consequently the 
output, employment, and productivity during transition and in the steady state.10    

 
In this model, economic transition consists of labor relocation from the state sector to the private 
sector. The population is normalized to one and consists of entrepreneurs and workers, with 
population shares μ  and μ−1 , respectively. All agents live forever, are endowed with one unit 

of time every period, and have the same risk neutral preferences, dtceE t
t

rt∫
∞

=

−

0
0 , where tc  is 

consumption of a single good in period t , and 0E denotes the expectations agents form at period 
0 about their consumption in period t.  

 
All agents are initially working in the state sector, that is 10 =s . The state sector jobs decline 
over time at an exogenous rateλ , that is ss λ−=&  . New jobs arise in the private sector, where 
they are created through a costly effort of entrepreneurs, x. The search effort costs entrepreneurs 

γ2/)( 2xxd = , 0>γ  units of consumption good and leads to a rate x of finding a business 
opportunity. Thus as the size of the state sector decreases, agents become involved in the newly 
created private sector, either as entrepreneurs or workers.   

 
The single consumption good can be produced by one of the three technologies: 

hls zzz <<<0 , where sz is the technology in the state sector, and hz and lz are the high-
productivity and low-productivity technologies in the private sector.11 They also differ in units of 
labor required per unit of output. The profitability of each business opportunity depends upon 
both its productivity (high or low). The business opportunity that the entrepreneur receives is of 
high productivity, hz , with probability φ  and of low productivity, lz , with φ−1 . In addition to 
search effort, each entrepreneur also chooses whether to take the opportunity that arrives or to 
search for a more profitable one. In each period, the business opportunity allows entrepreneurs to 
produce output ity  using itn  amount of labor according to ititit nzy = , where itz denotes the 
business capital in a firm with productivity (technology) i , lhi ,=  (high or low).12 Rigidities in 
the business environment at t are treated as a “tax” on high-productivity businesses, tθ , and are 

reduced during the transition at rate ω , ωθθ −=& . Alternatively, the quality of business 

                                                 
10 This paper does not try to explain differences in transition paths between the Central Europe and 
countries and the Baltics caused by availability of credit, which played role especially around mid-2000s. 
While important, this topic is left to further research.  

11 This model does not explain the reasons behind the low productivity in the state sector. Bajona and 
Locay (2009) develop a model of entrepreneurship under central planning that accounts for the difference 
in long-run performance between planned economies and market-oriented ones.  

12 Since this paper focuses on drivers of productivity growth during transition, it does not try to explain 
why some countries adopted better business environment or institutional set ups faster than others.  
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environment could be characterized by an efficiency component, θ−= 1E . The firm’s effective 
business capital (productivity) thus becomes hhh Ezzz =−= )1( θ , where hz  is the technology 
component and θ−= 1E is the efficiency component of the business capital (or productivity).13  
 
Let μ)1( ts−  be the total number of entrepreneurs at time t outside the state sector. Then 
entrepreneurs searching for business opportunities, utm , and operating business, tm , satisfy: 

   
lthtuttutt mmmmms ++=+=− μ)1(       (1) 

 
with lthtt mmm += , where itm  are entrepreneurs operating business of productivity i, lhi ,= . 
The number of entrepreneurs running high and low productive businesses evolves according to:  
 

htlthtttht mmmsxm δμφ −−−−= ])1([&   (2) 

ltlthtttlt mmmspxm δμφ −−−−−= ])1()[1(&   (3) 
 
where p is probability that the searching entrepreneurs accept low productive business 
opportunities. Moreover, 000 == lh mm , that is no entrepreneurs run businesses in period 0.  
 
The total labor in the private sector, )1)(1( μ−− ts , consists of workers employed in highly 

productive businesses, htn , low productive businesses, ltn , and the informal sector, utN :14 
 

llthhtuttutt nmnmNnNs ++=+=−− )1)(1( μ  . (4) 
 

 Suppressing the time subscripts, let hJ , lJ and uJ  be the values of the entrepreneur operating 
a highly productive private firm, a low productive private firm, and searching for a business 
opportunity, respectively. The corresponding Bellman equations are given by:  
 

huh
h

h JJJrJ &+−−= )(δπ     (5) 
lul

l
l JJJrJ &+−−= )(δπ     (6) 

 

[ ] uul
p

uh
x

u JJJpJJxxrJ &+⎟⎟
⎠

⎞
⎜⎜
⎝

⎛
−−+−+−= ∈ )(max)1()(

2
max ]1;0[

2

φφ
γ

  (7) 

 

                                                 
13 This assumption is along the lines of Rodrik (2008) who posits that “bad” institutions tax tradables more 
than non-tradables. Production systems tend to be more complex in tradables, which makes firms in that 
sector more dependent on the institutional framework, especially on contracts and reliable third-party 
enforcement. In the context of the presented model, it is assumed that highly productive firms carry out 
more complex activities. Results would not change if  “taxes” on low productive businesses were imposed. 
  
14 The output per worker in the informal sector amounts to utz , where lu zz < . For analysis of how size 
of firms changes with productivity changes and development, see Gollin (2008). 
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with 1=⇒> pJJ ul  and 0=⇒≤ pJJ ul ;  lllll nwnz −=π ; hhhhh nwnz −−= )1( θπ , 

and iJ& denoting change in iJ over time, i=h, l. Wages in the private sector, pw are fractions 
of output, i.e. lpl zw φ= , hph zw φ= , and are above the income (marginal product) in the 
informal sector.15 Equations (5) and (6) state that the return from operating a private firm 
consists of profits plus the change of the value of running a firm over time.  According to (7), the 
return from searching for a business opportunity equals the net expected return from running a 
business plus the change of the value of searching.  
 
3.2 Solution  
 
The entrepreneur chooses the search intensity, x, and accepts the low productivity business 
opportunity with probability pp = so that the marginal cost of search equals to the expected 

marginal payoff.  Denoting )()1()( uluh JJpJJL −−+−= φφ  to be the “value” of a random 
business opportunity to an entrepreneur, this implies Lx γ= . For each entrepreneur, the “profit” 
from searching, uπ , becomes 2/2Lu γπ = . From (5) – (7), L evolves according to:  
 

)()1()()( uluh pLrL ππφππφδ −−−−−+=&    (8) 
 
where 1=p  if ul ππ > , and 0=p  if ul ππ < , and ulp ππ =⇔= 0 , i.e. the entrepreneur 
operated the low-productive business as long payoff of doing so exceeds that of continued search.  
 
The equilibrium transition path for total number of entrepreneurs, that is those operating high and 
low productivity firms, thus becomes: 
  

mmsLm δμγ −−−= ])1([&      (9) 
 

where  00 =m , lh mmm += . The dynamics in L is thus caused by changes in the “tax” on the 
business environment,θ , as well as by changes in probability to operate low productivity 
business. For a given θ More specifically:  

mmsLm δμγ −−−= ])1([&  ; mmmm lh )1(; φφ −==  when 1=p   (9a) 

hhh mmsLm δμγ −−−= ])1([& ; 0=lm , when p=0    (9b) 

2

2
Ll

γπ =  when )1,0(∈p        (9c) 

where for a given level of business environment θ    

=
+

−−+−
=

δ
ππφππφ

r
pL

uluh )()1()(
])1([

])1([2)()( 2

p
prr lh

φφγ
πφφπγδδ

−+
−+++++−

 (10). 

                                                 
15 Temple (2005) provides a rationale and derivation of this formulation, based on skill differences between 
workers in the formal and informal sectors. 
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The dynamic competitive equilibrium is characterized by the path of ),,( mpL satisfying (8) and 
(9). Equation (9) and its components shows that for given state sector employment and the private 
firms, the private sector grows more rapidly in an enabling business environment. 
 
Characterizing transition with the phase diagram 
 
Before turning to simulation results, the phase diagram below illustrates in further detail the 
impact of business environment on the speed of the private sector development for the special 
case of the immediate state sector closure and constant business environment. The impact of 
business environment on both transition and steady state can be seen directly from (9), where the 
comparative statics is as follows: ),,,,(

−++−+
= δφθγ izLL . With improvement of the business 

environment, i.e. with lower θ , both the size of the private sector in the steady state and the rate 
of the private sector creation increase. 

  
Transition paths of m and L for this case are depicted in Figure 7. The saddle path is the locus 
along which L is constant at its steady-state value. While the control variable L jumps 
immediately to its steady state value, the state variable, m, gradually converges to the steady state 
according to (9).16 As L increases with the improvement of the business environment, so does the 
search of entrepreneurs and the rate of firm creation, as well as its steady state value. 
Figure 7 shows a phase diagram of the transition economy for the case in which the entrepreneurs 
take all the business opportunities they find during the entire transition, as long as the 
institutions/business climate is characterized by 1θ  (and hence leads to the equilibrium search 
effort 1Lγ ). The condition for p=1 ( ul ππ > ) holds in the region below the ul ππ =  area 

(ranging from L* to L**. In contrast, if the business environment is described by 12 θθ < , the 
associated steady state is located above ul ππ =  area. The entrepreneurs will thus be accepted 

only the high productivity opportunity, if 2θ  holds throughout the transition. If business climate 
improves gradually during the transition from 1θ  to 2θ , then entrepreneurs will initially accept 
running both types of businesses, accept some of the low productive opportunities while in the 

ul ππ = area, and accept only high productive opportunities at the end of the transition.17    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
16 In the steady state, if the after-tax productivity gap between high and low productive businesses is 
relatively large, the entrepreneurs run only highly productive businesses, i.e. p=0. If the gap is small, they 
run both types of businesses, i.e. p=1. Under the immediate state sector closure the number of searching 
entrepreneurs, um , shrinks as quickly as the number of entrepreneurs running firms, m, expands.  
 

17 The productivity transition path thus depends partly on the timing of entrepreneurs’ choice of the type of 
firm to operate (technology). In this respect, the model is somewhat related to Parente and Prescott (2000).  
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Figure 7. Phase diagram for the state variable (m) and the control variable (L) 
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4  Numerical Experiments 
 
This section presents results of the model that are broadly consistent with developments in 
transition economies over the past 20 years. In particular, the model simulations illustrate the 
impact of business environment on the firm start-ups, unemployment and labor productivity. The 
time period is one year. Other baseline parameters are chosen to broadly reflect some aspects of 
the annual observations from the transition countries’, EBRD and OECD statistical databases:  

Table 1. Parameters of the model 

Variable Value Source 
share of entrepreneurs in population μ  0.2 OECD LF Statistics 
annual real interest rate r 0.04 Standard  
rate of destruction of private jobs δ  0.15 Standard (van Ours, 2007; Statistics Estonia, others) 
rate of the state sector closure, λ  0.3 EBRD 
average output in low productive firm lz  1 Normalized 
wage in the private sector w 0.5 Set to amount to 1/2 of output (within standard rage) 
average output in highly prod. firm hz  4 Set so that steady state productivity gap is 50%  
income in the informal sector b 0.2 Set to amount to 40% of private wage 

efficiency of entrepreneur's search γ  0.11 
Set so that steady state unemployment with high prod. 
firms only is 9%  

share of high productive firms φ  0.65 
Set so that the average size of SME is 4, as in the 
Czech Rep. (European Commission 2008) 

employment in high productive firm hn  6 
Set so that the highly prod. firm employs twice as many 
more employees than low prod. firm 

employment in less productive firm ln  3 
Average size of small/micro enterprise (European 
Commission, 2008) 
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4.1. Steady state 

Table 2 shows the steady state values under two types of the institutional set up/business climate: 
(1) an enabling one, with the “tax” rate 0=θ  and (2) a weak one, with the “tax” rate 8.0=θ . 
The more enabling business environment encourages potential entrepreneurs (1) to increase their 
search effort, and (2) to open only high productive businesses. Under the above parameters, 
because the highly productive firms employ more workers, both employment and labor 
productivity are higher when the business environment is conducive to firm start-ups.  

Table 2. Steady state results – comparison of outcomes under different business environments 

  
Rigid  
bus. climate 

Enabling 
bus. climate 

Total share of private firms 13.9 11.8 
Share of high-productivity firms 9.0 11.8 
Share of low-productivity firms 4.9 0.0 
Share of searching entrepreneurs 6.1 8.2 
Share of unemployed workers 1/ 16.2 8.9 
Index of the average labor productivity 2.44 3.12 

1/ Includes workers in the informal sector.  
 
Sensitivity analysis with respect to the following key parameter assumptions was carried out: (i) 
the share of high productive business opportunities, and (ii) productivity level in the high 
productive firm. Table 3 shows that the main results are robust to different assumptions:  
 
Table 3. Sensitivity analysis under a rigid business climate 

 
Productivity level in 
high productive firms 

Share of highly 
productive firms 

% of  LF 3.5 4.5 0.6 0.7 
Unemployment 20.5 12.9 20.0 12.5 
Share of high prod. firms 8.4 9.5 8.2 9.9 

 
 

4.2 Transition  

Improving the business climate 

Simulations below show the impact of the business climate on the labor market outcomes in 
transition, taking the rate of the state sector closure as given. The case where the poor 
environment persists ( 8.0=θ ), i.e. the “tax” on the high-productivity firms remains high) is 
compared with the case where the environment improves, reflecting market reforms (the “tax” 
rate starts at 8.0)0( =θ and follows ξθθ .0−=& , where ξ is the rate at which the environment 
improves. For both cases, the impacts on the size and the structure of the private sector, level of 
unemployment and its duration as well as on labor productivity are examined.  
 
Figure 8a shows that  with improvement of institutions and establishing more conducive business 
climate, during the transition the entrepreneurs shift from opening both high and low productive 
firms  to opening only high productivity ones - this scenario approximates the case of the CEEB 
countries. The case of the non-oil CIS countries (Figure 8b) shows that when a poor business 
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environment ( 6.0=θ ) prevails, it induces firms to open both high and low productive firms 
during the entire transition. Thus substantial share of private firms are smaller and operating in 
low productive activities. Consequently, the aggregate unemployment can be also higher than 
under more enabling business environment scenario. Depicting different paths of labor 
productivity, Figure 8c shows that when the business climate is more enabling, the average labor 
productivity grows faster and its steady state value is higher than when the environment is rigid.  
 
Figure 8a. Labor market paths where at the end of transition entrepreneurs run only the highly 
productive businesses, but at the early stages they run also the low productive ones  
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Figure 8b. Labor market transition paths where entrepreneurs operate both high and low 
productivity businesses throughout the transition 
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Figure 8c: Transition paths of labor productivity under different quality of business climate 
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Reducing entrepreneurs’ search cost 
 
An alternative way to stimulate start ups is through reducing entrepreneurs’ search 
costs/increasing their search efficiency. Such policies include training of entrepreneurs, assisting 
them with writing business proposals, and more broadly reducing entry barriers by streamlining 
registration and licensing. Since relative sectoral profits remain unchanged with lower search 
cost, these policies do not influence sectoral allocation of firms, but result in increased number of 
both high-productivity and low-productivity firms and reduced unemployment.18 Figures 8d and 
8e show the impact of reducing search cost by 20 percent on total number of firms and on 
unemployment when the business environment does not improve, i.e. 6.0=θ prevails, and the 
entrepreneurs thus run both high and low productive firms throughout the transition.  
 
Figure 8d. Impact of reduced search cost (by 20%) on the share of private firms in LF 

                                                 
18 These policies would influence sectoral allocation is if the government selected specific sectors where 
entrepreneurs’ search would be eased. However, such approach would create problems of its own, due to 
imperfect information, and created incentives for rent seeking and inefficiencies. 
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Figure 8e. Impact of reduced search cost (by 20%) on the unemployment rate 

 
 
 
5  Policy Analysis  
 
The above framework can address a related policy issue: the optimal size of the state sector 
employment during sectoral reallocation and with distortions in the business environment. An 
efficient allocation of state sector employment, private sector entrepreneurs and search effort 

}{ xms ,, maximizes the discounted expected utility of the representative agent. Given the 
standard assumption in the search literature that agents have risk-neutral preferences in 
consumption, this is equivalent to maximizing the discounted value of the aggregate output, 

nmzsz ps )1( θ−+ , net of the total cost of searching for business opportunities, 
γ2

2xmu , and net 

of the social cost of unemployment, 2]1[
2

mnmsA
−−− . The net output is maximized subject to 

the law of motion for entrepreneurs (13) and the boundary conditions.  
 
The social planner’s problem therefore can be described as: 
 

dtmnmsAxmsnmzsze ps
rt

sm ⎟⎟
⎠

⎞
⎜⎜
⎝

⎛
−−−−−−−−+∫

∞
− 2

2

0
, ]1[

22
])1[()1(max
γ

μθ   (12) 

 
s.t.    mmsxm δμ −−−= ])1[(&     (13)  

 
and 0)0( mm = , 0)(lim =−

∞→ te rt
t π , where π  is the shadow value of the extra entrepreneur 

running a private firm.19  
                                                 
19 Similarly to Burda (1993), the increasing marginal social costs of unemployment prevent the immediate 
state sector closure to be optimal, as the associated costs would be enormous.  This section also assumes 
that the marginal product of workers in the informal sector is zero, without loss of results’ generality.  
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The solution is given by:   

( )
2

1
2πμγ=−−−+ mnmsAzs     (14) 

)1(
2

)()1()1( 2 μμπγδπθπ nrnznz sp −−+++++−−=&  (15) 

 
mmsm δμγπ −−−= ])1[(&      (16) 

 
where 0)0( mm = .  
 
Equation (15) states that the shadow value of the additional entrepreneur running a private firm is 
the discounted value of the difference in productivity between the state and the private sectors, 
net of the social costs of search. From (16) this value also determines the optimal value of the 
unemployment. Hence, the optimal size of the state sector employment is such that the 
unemployment level is also constant along the transition path. Finally, the optimal search effort 
and unemployment, together with 0m , then determine the unique optimal path of the number of 
entrepreneurs running private firms, as described by equation (16).  
 
Together, (14) – (16) show that for a given level of state sector employment and number of 
entrepreneurs, the optimal rate of growth of the private sector is slower in a weaker business 
environment. Conversely, the optimal level of the state sector employment is higher the closer the 
productivity gap between the state and private sectors, the higher the social cost that the 
policymakers attach to unemployment, and with less enabling business environment.  
 
Simulations of the optimal transition paths for different business environments show that the 
optimal rate of the state sector closure is slower under more distorted business environment than 
under  a more enabling one (Figure 9). This is because with limited private job creation, workers’ 
opportunity costs of remaining employed in the state sector are low.  
 
Figure 9a. Optimal paths of the state sector employment under different business 
climates
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Figure 9b. Optimal paths of unemployment under different quality of business climate 
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6 Conclusions 
 
This paper examined differences in private sector, productivity and employment growth in the 
Central and Eastern European countries and the Baltic (CEEB) versus the non-oil CIS countries, 
using a model of labor reallocation and firm creation with transaction costs. The CEEB’s faster 
implementation of market reforms and a more enabling institutional set up and business climate 
stimulated an earlier structural shift towards more productive private firms. This also led to more 
rapid employment and labor productivity growth, and, consequently, to faster convergence to the 
income levels of more advanced economies.  

 
All transition countries would benefit from reducing further the remaining obstacles to private 
sector activities, such as credit constraints, high payroll taxes, and in the new EU members also 
the persistent skill shortages. The global financial crisis and tightened credit conditions have 
underscored the importance of improving the efficiency of financial markets, and especially 
access of small and medium enterprises to credit.   

 
Rational policy makers will and have paced the reduction of public sector employment in line 
with improvements of the business climate and realistic possibilities of creating private sector 
jobs, as shown in our analysis. Where such improvements are slow and costly (as, for example, in 
Belarus due to the political constraints), it is rational to keep workers in public jobs for longer, 
rather than pursuing radical closure of public enterprises. This said, the resulting slower paths of 
labor productivity and output growth are inferior to outcomes in an environment with early and 
vigorous improvements of the business climate. This confirms the importance of undertaking 
structural reforms and strengthening the business climate early on. These lessons of transition can 
be applied to other regions and countries where the business climate is still weak and the public 
sector accounts for a substantial share of employment.  
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ANNEX I. Country examples – Contrasting experiences of Estonia and Belarus 
 
The sections below elaborate on the stylized facts by illustrating the particularly contrasting 
strategies to market reforms and outcomes in Estonia and Belarus.  
 
Estonia established very swiftly liberal trade regime and business environment after regaining 
independence in the early 1990s. For some time now, the country has been considered to have 
one of the most open and competitive economies in the world (OECD, 2009). To some extent, the 
enabling business environment reflected close proximity to the EU markets and strong incentives 
of the EU accession that country benefited from.20 As Gylfason and Hochreiter (2009) write, for 
Estonia “…the prospect of rapid EU integration, the EU perspective, provided a critical anchor 
for sustained political, institutional, and economic reforms across the political spectrum.”  
 
In contrast, with its gradual and often inconsistent approach, Belarus has been lagging behind all 
other transition economies, perhaps with the exception of Turkmenistan, in terms of the speed of 
adopting market reforms. In fact, Belarus’ business environment is considered to be one of the 
harshest in the world, with frequent changes of the rules increasing uncertainty surrounding 
entrepreneurial operations (Smallbone, Slonimski and Pobol, 2008). At the same time, the 
country has put a great emphasis on maintaining high employment and social stability.  

 
Regarding specific outcomes, Estonia’s friendly business environment has led to high rates of 
firm creation and the rapid private sector take-off (Figure 1, AI), even relative to other new EU 
member countries undergoing similar transition such as the Czech Republic (Jurajda and Terell, 
2008). In fact, the private sector has dominated the economy since mid-1990s; specifically it 
reached 70 percent of output by 1996 (EBRD, 2005). In Belarus, however, the private sector is in 
early stages of development, accounting for only about 30 percent of GDP.21  
 
While relatively high unemployment rate accompanied a substantial part of the Estonia’s 
transition to the market, the official unemployment rate in Belarus has remained in very low 
single digits. Specifically, in 2007 the share of the private sector in employment amounted to 76 
percent in Estonia. While the 2007 figure is not available for Belarus, the private sector accounted 
for only about 20 percent of total employment in 1999 way below of 70 percent share in Estonia 
at that time (EBRD, 2008). However, Belarus’ seemingly good labor market performance 
reflected in low unemployment has been, largely, due to postponed reforms (Brixiova and 
Volchok, 2005).22 Moreover, the average labor productivity grew more rapidly in Estonia than in 
Belarus (Figure 2, AI).23 The productivity gap can be partly explained by markedly higher share 
of employment in services in Estonia than in Belarus, while Belarus is characterized by a 
relatively high share of employment in agriculture.   

                                                 
20 Wanchek (2009) found that international trade played a significant role in the emergence of institutions, 
as the high search cost for foreign buyers reduce the potential to export value-added, or complex, products.  
 
21 In practice, this number includes large and medium-sized joint stock enterprises with majority of state 
ownership, so the actual share of the private sector in output may be even lower. Nevertheless, even in the 
difficult conditions, some innovative, knowledge-based private firms emerged (Smallbone at el., 2008). 

22 A high share of the working age population outside of the labor force in Belarus is another factor.  
 
23 The result is derived even with the official GDP data, which have likely overstated the actual output in 
Belarus due to source data that may have introduced an upward bias into the measured GDP (IMF, 2005).  
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Figure 1, AI. Estonia and Belarus: Shares of the state sector in GDP, 1991 - 2008  
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Source: EBRD.  

 
Figure 2, AI. Estonia and Belarus: Average labor productivity indices, 1991 – 2007 1/  
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1/ Measured in terms of total employment. Source: EBRD database. 
 
 



- 21 - 

References 

Aghion, Phillipe and Blanchard, Olivier J. (1994), On the Speed of Transition in Central Europe, 
S. Fischer and J. Rotemberg (eds.) NBER Macroeconomic Annual 1994, The MIT Press, 283 - 
320. 
 
Aidis, R. (2004), Entrepreneurship and Economic Transition, Tinbergen Institute Discussion 
PaperNo. 2003-015/2 

Aidis, R.; Estrin, S., and Mickiewicz, T. (2009), Entrepreneurial Entry: Which Institutions 
Matter? IZA Discussion Paper No. 4123.  

Arrunada, B. (2007), Pitfalls to Avoid when Measuring Institutions: Is Doing Business 
DamagingBusiness? Journal of Comparative Economics, Vol. 35, 729 - 747. 

Aslund, A. and Johnson, S. (2004), Small Enterprises and Economic Policy, Carnegie Paper No. 
43 (Washington D.C.: Carnegie Endowment for International Peace).  

Atkenson, A. and Kehoe, P. (1996), Social Insurance and Transition, International Economic 
Review, Vol. 37, 337 – 402.  

Bajona, C. and Locay, L. (2009), Entrepreneurship and Productivity: The Slow Growth of 
thePlanned Economies, Review of Economic Dynamics, Vol. 12, 505 – 522.  

Bastos, F. and Nasir, J. (2004), Productivity and the Investment Climate: What Matters Most?, 
World Bank Policy Research Working Paper, No. 3335. 

Berkowitz, D. and DeJong D. N. (2005), Entrepreneurship and Post-socialist Growth, Oxford 
Bulletin of Economics and Statistics, Vol. 67 (1), 25 – 46.   

Bilsen, V. and Konings, J. (1998), Job Creation, Job Destruction, and Growth of Newly 
Established Private Firms in Transition Economies: Survey Evidence from Bulgaria, Hungary, 
and Romania, Journal of Comparative Economics, 26(3), 429-445. 

Brixiova, Z. and Volchok, V. (2005), Labor Markets in Belarus, Problems of Economic 
Transition, Vol. 48 (1), 56 – 67.   

Brixiova, Z. and Kiyotaki, N. (1997), Private Sector Development in Transition Economies, 
Carnegie-Rochester Conference Series on Public Policy, Vol. 46, 241-280. 

Burda, M., 1993, Unemployment, Labor Markets and Structural Change in Eastern Europe, 
Economic Policy, Vol. 8, No. 16, 102-137. 

Castanheira, M. and Roland, G. (2000), The Optimal Speed of Transition: A General                                
Equilibrium Analysis, International Economic Review, Vol. 41 (1), 219-239.  

De Loecker, J. and Konings, J. (2006), Job reallocation and productivity growth in a post-socialist 
economy: Evidence from Slovenian manufacturing, European Journal of Political Economy, Vol. 
22, 388–408. 
 



- 22 - 

European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (2008), Transition Report: Growth in 
Transition (London: EBRD). 

European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (2005), Transition Report: Business in 
Transition (London: EBRD).  

Faggio, G. and Konings, J. (2003), Job Creation, Job Destruction, and Employment Growth in 
Transition Economies in the 1990s, Economic Systems (27), 129 – 154. 

Fonseca, R., Lopez-Garcia, P. and Pissarides, C. A. (2001), Entrepreneurship, Start-up Costs and 
Employment, European Economic Review, Vol. 45, 692 – 705. 
 
Gollin, D. (2008), Nobody’s Business but My Own: Self-employment and Small Enterprise in  
Economic Development, Journal of Monetary Economics, Vol. 55, 219-233.  
 
Gylfason, T. and Hochreiter, E. (2009), Growing Apart? A Tale of Two republics: Estonia and 
Georgia, European Journal of Political Economy, Vol. 25 (3), 355 – 370.  
 
Hopenhayn, H. and Rogerson, R. (1992), Job Turnover and Policy Evaluation: General 
Equilibrium Analysis, Journal of Political Economy, Vol. 101, 915 – 938.  
 
International Monetary Fund (2005), Belarus: Selected Issues, IMF Country Report No. 05/217,   
 IMF: Washington, DC.  

 
Johnson, S. and Loveman, G. (1995), Starting over in Eastern Europe: Entrepreneurship and  
Economic Renewal (Boston, Massachusetts: Harvard Business School Press).  
 
Jovanovich, B (1982), Selection and Evolution of the Industry, Econometrica, Vol. 50, 649 – 670.  

 
Jurajda, S. and Terrell, K. (2008), Job Reallocation in Two Cases of Massive Adjustment in 
Eastern Europe, World Development, Vol. 36(11), 2144-2169 

Klapper, L.; Laeven, L. and Rajan, R. (2006), Entry Regulation as a Barrier to Entrepreneurship, 
Journal of Financial Economics, 82, 591–629.  

McMillan, J. and Woodruff, M., C. (2002), The Central Role of Entrepreneurs in 
TransitionEconomies, Journal of Economic Perspectives, Vol.16, Number 3 (Summer), 153–170.  

Mitra, P.; Muravyev, A. and Schaffer, M. (2009), Convergence in Institutions and Market  
Outcomes: Cross-country and Time-series Evidence from the Business Environment and 
Enterprise Performance Surveys in Transition Economies, World Bank Policy Research Working 
Paper, No. 4819. 
 
Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (2009), OECD Country Economic 
Survey - Estonia, OECD, Paris. 

Parente, S. L. and Prescott, E. C. (2000), Barriers to Riches (Cambridge: MIT Press).  

Rodrik, D. (2008), The Real Exchange Rate and Economic Growth: Theory and Evidence, draft, 
John F. Kennedy School of Government, Harvard University.    



- 23 - 

Roland, G. (2000), Transition and Economics: Politics, Markets, and Firms (Cambridge: MIT 
Press).   

Roland, G. (2004), Understanding Institutional Change: Fast Moving and Slow Moving 
Institutions, Studies in Comparative International Development, Vol. 38, 109 – 131. 

Rutkowski, J. and others (2005), Enhancing Job Opportunities: Eastern Europe and the Former 
Soviet Union, (Washington, DC: World Bank). 

Smallbone, D., Slonimski, A. and Pobol, A. (2008), Struggling to Survive: A Case of a New 
Technology-Based Enterprise in Belarus, in R. Aidis and F. Welter (editors), Innovation and 
Entrepreneurship: Successful Start-ups and Businesses in Emerging Economies,  Edward Elgar 
Publishing Limited: Massachusetts.  

Smallbone, D. and Venessar, U. (2004), The State of Small and Medium-Sized Enterprises in 
Estonia on the Way to Accession.  

Svejnar, Jan (2001), Transition Economies: Performance and Challenges, William Davidson 
Institute Working Paper No. 415. 

Temple, J. (2005), Dual Economy Models: A Primer for Growth Economists, The Manchester 
School, Vo. 73, No. 4, pp. 435 – 478.  

Tichit, A. (2006), The Optimal Speed of Transition Revisited, European Journal of Political 
Economy, Vol. 22, 349 – 369.  

van Ours, J. (2007), “Compulsion in active labour market programs”, National Institute Economic 
Review, No. 202, October, 67 – 78.  

Wanchek, T. (2009), Exports and Legal Institutions: Exploring the Connection in Transition  
Economies, Journal of Institutional Economics, Vol. 5 (1), 89-115.  



CESifo Working Paper Series 
for full list see Twww.cesifo-group.org/wp T 
(address: Poschingerstr. 5, 81679 Munich, Germany, office@cesifo.de) 

___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
2889 Wolf-Heimo Grieben and Fuat Şener, Labor Unions, Globalization, and Mercantilism, 

December 2009 
 
2890 Conny Wunsch, Optimal Use of Labor Market Policies: The Role of Job Search 

Assistance, December 2009 
 
2891 Claudia Buch, Cathérine Tahmee Koch and Michael Kötter, Margins of International 

Banking: Is there a Productivity Pecking Order in Banking, too?, December 2009 
 
2892 Shafik Hebous and Alfons J. Weichenrieder, Debt Financing and Sharp Currency 

Depreciations: Wholly vs. Partially Owned Multinational Affiliates, December 2009 
 
2893 Johannes Binswanger and Daniel Schunk, What is an Adequate Standard of Living 

during Retirement?, December 2009 
 
2894 Armin Falk and James J. Heckman, Lab Experiments are a Major Source of Knowledge 

in the Social Sciences, December 2009 
 
2895 Hartmut Egger and Daniel Etzel, The Impact of Trade on Employment, Welfare, and 

Income Distribution in Unionized General Oligopolistic Equilibrium, December 2009 
 
2896 Julian Rauchdobler, Rupert Sausgruber and Jean-Robert Tyran, Voting on Thresholds 

for Public Goods: Experimental Evidence, December 2009 
 
2897 Michael McBride and Stergios Skaperdas, Conflict, Settlement, and the Shadow of the 

Future, December 2009 
 
2898 Ben J. Heijdra and Laurie S. M. Reijnders, Economic Growth and Longevity Risk with 

Adverse Selection, December 2009 
 
2899 Johannes Becker, Taxation of Foreign Profits with Heterogeneous Multinational Firms, 

December 2009 
 
2900 Douglas Gale and Piero Gottardi, Illiquidity and Under-Valuation of Firms, December 

2009 
 
2901 Donatella Gatti, Christophe Rault and Anne-Gaël Vaubourg, Unemployment and 

Finance: How do Financial and Labour Market Factors Interact?, December 2009 
 
2902 Arno Riedl, Behavioral and Experimental Economics Can Inform Public Policy: Some 

Thoughts, December 2009 
 
2903 Wilhelm K. Kohler and Marcel Smolka, Global Sourcing Decisions and Firm 

Productivity: Evidence from Spain, December 2009 
 



 
2904 Marcel Gérard and Fernando M. M. Ruiz, Corporate Taxation and the Impact of 

Governance, Political and Economic Factors, December 2009 
 
2905 Mikael Priks, The Effect of Surveillance Cameras on Crime: Evidence from the 

Stockholm Subway, December 2009 
 
2906 Xavier Vives, Asset Auctions, Information, and Liquidity, January 2010 
 
2907 Edwin van der Werf, Unilateral Climate Policy, Asymmetric Backstop Adoption, and 

Carbon Leakage in a Two-Region Hotelling Model, January 2010 
 
2908 Margarita Katsimi and Vassilis Sarantides, Do Elections Affect the Composition of 

Fiscal Policy?, January 2010 
 
2909 Rolf Golombek, Mads Greaker and Michael Hoel, Climate Policy without Commitment, 

January 2010 
 
2910 Sascha O. Becker and Ludger Woessmann, The Effect of Protestantism on Education 

before the Industrialization: Evidence from 1816 Prussia, January 2010 
 
2911 Michael Berlemann, Marco Oestmann and Marcel Thum, Demographic Change and 

Bank Profitability. Empirical Evidence from German Savings Banks, January 2010 
 
2912 Øystein Foros, Hans Jarle Kind and Greg Shaffer, Mergers and Partial Ownership, 

January 2010 
 
2913 Sean Holly, M. Hashem Pesaran and Takashi Yamagata, Spatial and Temporal 

Diffusion of House Prices in the UK, January 2010 
 
2914 Christian Keuschnigg and Evelyn Ribi, Profit Taxation and Finance Constraints, 

January 2010 
 
2915 Hendrik Vrijburg and Ruud A. de Mooij, Enhanced Cooperation in an Asymmetric 

Model of Tax Competition, January 2010 
 
2916 Volker Meier and Martin Werding, Ageing and the Welfare State: Securing 

Sustainability, January 2010 
 
2917 Thushyanthan Baskaran and Zohal Hessami, Globalization, Redistribution, and the 

Composition of Public Education Expenditures, January 2010 
 
2918 Angel de la Fuente, Testing, not Modelling, the Impact of Cohesion Support: A 

Theoretical Framework and some Preliminary Results for the Spanish Regions, January 
2010 

 
2919 Bruno S. Frey and Paolo Pamini, World Heritage: Where Are We? An Empirical 

Analysis, January 2010 
 
2920 Susanne Ek and Bertil Holmlund, Family Job Search, Wage Bargaining, and Optimal 

Unemployment Insurance, January 2010 



 
2921 Mariagiovanna Baccara, Allan Collard-Wexler, Leonardo Felli and Leeat Yariv, Gender 

and Racial Biases: Evidence from Child Adoption, January 2010 
 
2922 Kurt R. Brekke, Roberto Cellini, Luigi Siciliani and Odd Rune Straume, Competition 

and Quality in Regulated Markets with Sluggish Demand, January 2010 
 
2923 Stefan Bauernschuster, Oliver Falck and Niels Große, Can Competition Spoil 

Reciprocity? – A Laboratory Experiment, January 2010 
 
2924 Jerome L. Stein, A Critique of the Literature on the US Financial Debt Crisis, January 

2010 
 
2925 Erkki Koskela and Jan König, Profit Sharing, Wage Formation and Flexible 

Outsourcing under Labor Market Imperfection, January 2010 
 
2926 Gabriella Legrenzi and Costas Milas, Spend-and-Tax Adjustments and the 

Sustainability of the Government’s Intertemporal Budget Constraint, January 2010 
 
2927 Piero Gottardi, Jean Marc Tallon and Paolo Ghirardato, Flexible Contracts, January 

2010 
 
2928 Gebhard Kirchgässner and Jürgen Wolters, The Role of Monetary Aggregates in the 

Policy Analysis of the Swiss National Bank, January 2010 
 
2929 J. Trent Alexander, Michael Davern and Betsey Stevenson, Inaccurate Age and Sex 

Data in the Census PUMS Files: Evidence and Implications, January 2010 
 
2930 Stefan Krasa and Mattias K. Polborn, Competition between Specialized Candidates, 

January 2010 
 
2931 Yin-Wong Cheung and Xingwang Qian, Capital Flight: China’s Experience, January 

2010 
 
2932 Thomas Hemmelgarn and Gaetan Nicodeme, The 2008 Financial Crisis and Taxation 

Policy, January 2010 
 
2933 Marco Faravelli, Oliver Kirchkamp and Helmut Rainer, Social Welfare versus 

Inequality Concerns in an Incomplete Contract Experiment, January 2010 
 
2934 Mohamed El Hedi Arouri and Christophe Rault, Oil Prices and Stock Markets: What 

Drives what in the Gulf Corporation Council Countries?, January 2010 
 
2935 Wolfgang Lechthaler, Christian Merkl and Dennis J. Snower, Monetary Persistence and 

the Labor Market: A New Perspective, January 2010 
 
2936 Klaus Abberger and Wolfgang Nierhaus, Markov-Switching and the Ifo Business 

Climate: The Ifo Business Cycle Traffic Lights, January 2010 
 
2937 Mark Armstrong and Steffen Huck, Behavioral Economics as Applied to Firms: A 

Primer, February 2010 



 
2938 Guglielmo Maria Caporale and Alessandro Girardi, Price Formation on the EuroMTS 

Platform, February 2010 
 
2939 Hans Gersbach, Democratic Provision of Divisible Public Goods, February 2010 
 
2940 Adam Isen and Betsey Stevenson, Women’s Education and Family Behavior: Trends in 

Marriage, Divorce and Fertility, February 2010 
 
2941 Peter Debaere, Holger Görg and Horst Raff, Greasing the Wheels of International 

Commerce: How Services Facilitate Firms’ International Sourcing, February 2010 
 
2942 Emanuele Forlani, Competition in the Service Sector and the Performances of 

Manufacturing Firms: Does Liberalization Matter?, February 2010 
 
2943 James M. Malcomson, Do Managers with Limited Liability Take More Risky 

Decisions? An Information Acquisition Model, February 2010 
 
2944 Florian Englmaier and Steve Leider, Gift Exchange in the Lab – It is not (only) how 

much you give …, February 2010 
 
2945 Andrea Bassanini and Giorgio Brunello, Barriers to Entry, Deregulation and Workplace 

Training: A Theoretical Model with Evidence from Europe, February 2010 
 
2946 Jan-Emmanuel De Neve, James H. Fowler and Bruno S. Frey, Genes, Economics, and 

Happiness, February 2010 
 
2947 Camille Cornand and Frank Heinemann, Measuring Agents’ Reaction to Private and 

Public Information in Games with Strategic Complementarities, February 2010 
 
2948 Roel Beetsma and Massimo Giuliodori, Discretionary Fiscal Policy: Review and 

Estimates for the EU, February 2010 
 
2949 Agnieszka Markiewicz, Monetary Policy, Model Uncertainty and Exchange Rate 

Volatility, February 2010 
 
2950 Hans Dewachter and Leonardo Iania, An Extended Macro-Finance Model with 

Financial Factors, February 2010 
 
2951 Helmuth Cremer, Philippe De Donder and Pierre Pestieau, Education and Social 

Mobility, February 2010 
 
2952 Zuzana Brixiová and Balázs Égert, Modeling Institutions, Start-Ups and Productivity 

during Transition, February 2010 




