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Executive summary

The group of former centrally planned economies experienced in 1997 positive growth for the
first time since the beginning of the transition process. On this account, interest in the growth
prospects facing these countries has started to mount. A question that summarizes the importance
of this research is, for instance, how many years would the average transition economy need to
reach the income level of the average OECD country? Answering such questions is of obvious
policy relevance and the burgeoning literature can not come as a surprise. What does come as a
surprise, however, is that the reported estimates of the long-run growth rates are suspiciously
similar, painting an overly optimistic picture and yielding few policy lessons.

These trend rate estimates are similar because the literature treats the transition economies as
average developing countries, and this is reflected on how these long-run growth rates are
calculated. We refer to this method as the Barro-Levine-Renelt (hereafter, BLR) approach. It
proceeds in two steps: (1) coefficients from growth regressions (on large samples of developing
countries) are estimated (or taken from specifications found in Barro, 1991, and/or Levine and
Renelt, 1992), and (2) these coefficients are imposed on transition economies’ cross-sectional
data.

Because the BLR approach is omnipresent, the reported long-run growth rates are essentially the
same across studies. And because the transition economies are thought of as having much higher
stocks of physical and human capital and much lower rates of population growth (compared to
the other developing countries), the reported trend rates tend to be quite high, therefore painting
an overly optimistic picture.

This paper investigates the determinants of long-run economic growth in transition economies by
discussing the limitations of the available methods for assessing the growth prospects these
economies face. After taking stock of the existing literature, we present the data set assembled
for this paper, and used to re-estimate the various specifications from the literature (the BLR
equations). We find that government expenditures have been positively and human capital has
been negatively associated with output growth during the transition period. These two results
contrast sharply with the assumptions and findings from the BLR approach, questioning its might
and challenging our understanding of the transition process in its key dimension.



1. Introduction

The group of former centrally planned economies experienced in 1997 positive growth for the
first time since the beginning of the transition process. On this account, interest in the growth
prospects facing these countries has started to mount. A question that summarizes the importance
of this research is, for example, how many years would the average transition economy need to
reach the income level of the average OECD country? Answering such questions is of obvious
policy relevance and the burgeoning literature can not come as a surprise. What does come as a
surprise, however, is that the resulting estimates of the long-run growth rates —needed for such
“catch-up” simulations— are suspiciously similar, painting an overly optimistic picture and
yielding few policy lessons.’

These trend rate estimates are similar because the literature treats the transition
economies as average developing countries. This reflects in the mechanics of how these long-run
growth rates are calculated. We refer to it as the Barro-Levine-Renelt (hereafter, BLR) approach.
[t proceeds in two steps: (1) coefficients from growth regressions (on large samples of
developing countries) are estimated (or taken from specifications found in Barro, 1991, and/or
Levine and Reneit, 1992), and (2) these coefficients are imposed on transition economies’ cross-

sectional data.’

' Notice that the acceleration of growth in the countries of the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) counter-
balanced the slowdown in Central and Eastern Europe. The net result for 1997 is that a mere five out of twenty-five
countries show negative growth rates. Although these are clearly “good news,” they must be kept in perspective: so
far, only Poland has surpassed its initial or pre-transition (1989} level of per capita GDP (EBRD. 1998, IMF, 1998).

* The mechanics of the BLR approach is discussed in detail below (Section 3).



Because the BLR approach is omnipresent, the reported long-run growth rates are
essentially the same across studies. And because the transition economies are thought of as
having much higher stocks of physical and human capital and much lower rates of population
growth (compared to the other developing countries), the reported trend rates tend to be quite
high, therefore painting an overly optimistic picture. Notwithstanding, these are not the main
reservations to the existing literature. We are more concerned by its apparent reluctance to
generate policy lessons. We believe that examining the growth prospects of any economy can be
useful if it calls attention to issues that would remain unnoticed because their impact is not
observable in a short-run frame. In other words, growth prospects are valuable for the
sustainability checks and policy lessons they entail. Paradoxically, the uniqueness of the
transition experience both justifies and entraps such empirical exercises. It justifies them by
appealing to the fact that transition is temporary: after a while, the standard set of growth
determinants will take over. On the other hand, the uniqueness of the transition experience
entraps these exercises because it questions whether and how fast the transition —as well as the
remaining command— features will disappear.’ There is, finally, a more mundane justification
for this choice of empirical strategy. Because these exercises would require at least annual data
since 1989, and these are scanty and of questionable quality, using estimates from other samples

appears to be an efficient solution.

' Fisher et al. (1996a) point out that “a useful way to think about the current growth prospects of the transition
economies is to consider them subject to two sets of forces: those arising from the transition and transformation
process, and the basic neoclassical determinants of growth. The further along a country is in the transition process,
the less weight on the factors that determine the transitional growth rate, and the greater the weight on the standard
determinants of growth” (p. 231).



Yet, what if the long-run growth rates of transition economies are being determined by a
somewhat different set of factors? Or much less stringently, what if some of these determinants
become more (or less) important over time? What if their relative importance is different in
transition vis-a-vis other developing economies?

The objective of this paper i1s to investigate the determinants of long-run economic
growth in transition economies by discussing the limitations of the available methods for
assessing the growth prospects these economies face.’

The paper is organized as follows. In the next section, we take stock of the existing
literature. Because we do not know of any other attempt to gather and comment on the largest
possible number of studies on economic growth in transition economies, the review we present is
rather detailed. The main conclusion is that the majority of existing studies use the BLR
approach. Those in agreement with this conclusion may skip this section and proceed to Section
3, which details the mechanics of the BLR approach and discusses its limitations. Section 4
presents the data set we assembled to investigate the economic performance of transition
economies since 1990. In Section 5, we re-estimate the various specifications from the literature
(the BLR equations), but now using data from transition economies themselves. We find that
government expenditures have been positively and human capital has been negatively associated
with output growth during the transition period. These two results contrast sharply with the

assumptions and findings from the BLR approach, not simply questioning its might but also

* It must be suessed that it is well beyond the scope of this paper to study the effects of economic reforms on the
short-term behavior of output. Many studies that analyze such effects also discuss growth prospects (this is one
reason why they are reviewed in the next section). Consequently, we will ignore throughout the effects of. for
example, inflation (because it is not a BLR variable) and will not follow the common practice (in that titerature) of
using “reform time” instead of “chronological time.”



challenging our understanding of the transition process in its key dimension. Section 6

summarizes our main findings and discusses suggestions for future research.

2. Growth in Transition

The objective of this section is to review the empirical literature on economic growth in
transition economies. The emphasis is on cross-country studies and it is justified on the basis
that this approach is the relevant source of stylized facts that should ultimately inform the
theoretical literature.” We divide the empirical literature in two branches: one that stresses the
effects of reforms on growth, and another that emphasizes the growth prospects facing these
economies,

We should ask, at the outset, what caused the abrupt breakdown of the socialist system.
Despite being a daunting task, Stiglitz suggests that technological change is at the very heart of
this collapse.® Another, related, possibility is that of within block heterogeneity. When growth
researchers look up “convergence hypothesis™ in the New Palgrave (Wiles, 1987) they may be
puzzled by the absence of references to such key words as conditional and unconditional, beta
and sigma. Instead, they find the convergence entry to be about the expectation that standards of
living among members of the ex-communist block would first converge and then surpass that of
the most advanced capitalist economies. In a breakthrough paper, Estrin and Urga (1997)

convincingly show that none of these “two convergences” took place between 1970 and 1990.

* The theoretical literature is not reviewed here. It focuses mostly on the output fall, and recent contributions include
Blanchard (1997) and Roland and Verdier (1997).

® Stiglitz notes that “It is these changes [that modern technology has taken, from computer-driven manufacturing to
genetic engineering], in the end, that doomed socialism” (1994, p. 205).



Moreover, when they extend the analysis to 1995 they find that “reforms are not yet leading
these economies to reverse their long standing economic decline relative to the West” (1997, p.
23).

Estrin and Urga are not alone studying the consequences of economic reforms for
macroeconomic performance. If one insists on cross-country empirical analyses of economic
growth in transition economies, the list should include Aslund, Boone and Johnson (1996), De
Melo, Denizer and Gelb (1996), De Melo and Gelb (1997), Fisher, Sahay and Vegh (1996a,
1996b), Heybey and Murrell (1997), and Berg et al. (1998). All these papers discuss growth
performance since 1989, but none of them attempt to quantify growth prospects.

De Melo, Denizer and Gelb (1996) and De Melo and Gelb (1997) map the output decline,
construct an index of the extent of liberalization and offer evidence that cumulative liberalization
1s positively correlated with output growth. Because this liberalization index is used widely, we
should note two of its distinguishing features. First, the index is based on the still controversial
notion that what accounts for the disparity in economic performance during transition are
government policies (1997, pp. 62-63). Second, the index is a weighted-average of three
components: liberalization of internal markets, of external markets and of private sector entry
(weights are 0.3, 0.3 and 0.4 respectively).

Fisher, Sahay and Vegh (1996a) use this liberalization index in a panel of 20 transition
countries (for 1992-1994). They find that growth is positively and statistically significantly
associated with fiscal surpluses, foreign aid, and the extent of liberalization, and is negatively
and significantly associated with inflation. In subsequent work (1996b), the authors increase the

number of countries (from 20 to 25, for 1992-1994) to conclude that growth is negatively and



significantly associated with initial income, and positively and significantly associated with the
choice of exchange rates regimes, fiscal surpluses, and the (cumulative) liberalization index.

Aslund, Boone and Johnson (1996) offer some important new results. They find that the
above conclusions change dramatically when considering output change (between 1989 and
1995) instead of output level at the end of the period (1995). For the first case, they report that
once dummy variables for ruble zone and war-torn countries are included, “there is no robust
significant correlation between output change and any measure of reform” (1996, p. 233).
However, when they turn their attention to output level in 1995, the extent of liberalization and
inflation are found to be statistically significant and have their expected signs.

The last contribution we mention that investigates growth during transition, without
discussing growth prospects, is that of Heybey and Murrell (1997). These authors identify a set
of problems in the existing literature, notably with respect to the measurement of the speed of
reform and the issue of simultaneity. Using a simultaneous equations approach, they conclude
that initial conditions are “much more important than policy variables in determining growth
performance” (1997, p. 15).

We now turn to studies that, in addition to an understanding of the growth process during
the transition period, are also concerned with its sustainability. Because of the impracticable
number of individual country studies, in what follows we focus on multi-country studies, in
particular, those paying attention not only to Central and Eastern Europe, but also to the Baltic

and the CIS countries.’

" This criterion excludes many important studies. Borenzstein and Montiel (1992) and Sachs and Warner (1996)
both examine only three transition countries. The former uses the Mankiw-Romer-Weil framework to identify long
term growth paths, while the latter uses three countries’ experience to argue that harmonizing with the European



The first systematic analysis of growth prospects of transition economies, to the best of
our knowledge, appeared in the World Economic Outlook (IMF, 1996) in the chapter “Long-
Term Growth Potential in the Countries in Transition”. It uses the BLR approach to simulate the
effects of lowering the share of public expenditures (except on education) to 15 percent of GDP
and of raising investment rates to 30 percent of GDP. Not surprisingly, it finds that this 50
percent increase (over its current 1995 level) in investment would increase growth substantially.
Yet, little is said about how these investment rates can be raised or about why those expenditure
levels should be lowered. Although this report does not derive policy lessons explicitly from this
exercise, it does discuss three policy areas (namely fiscal policy, capital flows and financial
systemn)} that reflect the main challenges the IMF perceivesrto sustainable growth in the region.

Havlik (1996) bypasses the BLR approach by just assuming a growth rate differential in
real per capita GDP of 3 percent between the CEEC-7" and the European Union averages. The
question he poses is, given the 1995 actual levels of real per capita GDP, how many years it will
require to the CEEC-7 countries to catch-up with the EU or, more likely, with its poorer
members? He concludes, “convergence between the two most advanced CEEC countries and
Spain (...) could not happen before 2005. For the other CEEC members to converge to the EU

average by 2010 would require a growth differential of more than 5 per cent, a highly unrealistic

Union policy standards will result in Jower growth rates than following the policies of the group the authors define
as “very fast growing developing economies.” One important study excluded here is Barbone and Zalduendo (1997).
They modify the BLR approach in that they estimate their own theoretical model for a large sample of developing
countries and then use the coefficients to discuss accession to the European Union of five Central and Eastern
European countries. Finally, we should mention the article by Leamer and Taylor (1994), a careful and original
contribution that concludes with a number of hypothetical, although highly relevant scenarios (but no estimates of
growth rates for individual countries), and the study by Barta and Url (1996) which examines five Central European
transition countries.

¥ CEEC-7 encompasses Hungary, Czech Republic, Poland. Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Bulgaria and Romania.



assumption” {1996, pp.42-44). The simple arithmetic highlights the distance between the two
groups of countries in a rather dramatic way.

Denizer (1997) stresses the role of initial conditions and in doing so provides a finer
depiction of the determinants of the various “transition patterns” identified in De Melo, Denizer
and Gelb (1996). He finds that initial conditions matter, as proxied by distance (in miles) from
Vienna and whether the country was independent before socialism. He also departs slightly from
the BLR approach in that he only uses the Levine-Renelt specification on the basis that it
“includes variables that are shown to be robust in various specifications of the growth equation”
(1997, p. 13). In addition, Denizer extends previous analyses by considering a broader sample of
transition economies (adding Mongolia, China and Vietnam). Finally, as a simulation exercise,
he evaluates the impact of raising the investment rate to 30 percent, from its current levels, on
the number of years these economies will require to reach current OECD income levels.

One important contribution to this literature is made in the European Bank for
Reconstruction and Development’s Transition Report 1997 (EBRD, 1997, chapter 6). This
Report contrasts the findings on the transition economies’ growth prospects that originate from
the Levine-Renelt specification with those from an alternative that includes, inter alia, an index
of institutional development.” This comparison suggests a downward revision of the forecasted

long-run growth rates: even for those transition economies with relatively high-quality

’ This is a composite index encompassing “expropriation risk”, “rule of law”, “risk of contract repudiation by the
government”, “corruption”, and “quality of the bureaucracy” (EBRD, 1997. p. 106). The enlarged Levine-Renelt
specification includes enrollment rates in primary school, changes in international prices, and growth of labor force
(instead of population).



institutions (and for which, institutional data are available), the absence of further institutional
change should lower long-term growth rates by 1.5 percentage points.

Fisher, Sahay and Vegh (1997) use coefficients from Barro and from Levine and Renelt,
plug in cross-sectional data (for 1994) from 15 transition economies and calculate the forecasted
GDP and per capita GDP growth rates. They also conduct two simulation exercises. The first
uses the Barro coefficients to investigate the consequences (in terms of the number of years
needed to reach current OECD income levels) of lowering government consumption from
current levels to 10 percent. The second simulation uses the Levine and Renelt specification to
look at the impact on growth of raising the investment rate to 30 percent, from current levels.

Fisher, Sahay and Vegh (1998) again use the BLR approach but focus on a smaller
sample of transition countries to assess their catching-up prospects with the European Union.'
They carry out two simulation exercises to estimate the number of years it will be needed to
these transition economies to converge to the income levels of the three “low-income EU
countries” —Greece, Portugal and Spain (assuming that the latter will grow at 2 per cent per
annum.) The first simulation exercise uses the Barro specification to investigate the
consequences of lowering government consumption from current levels to 10 percent. The
second uses the Levine and Renelt specification to look at the impact on growth of raising the
investment rate to 30 percent, from its current levels. One innovation this paper brings is a

quantification of the income [osses incurred during the socialist period: using 1937 data for 6

" Their sample of 13 transition economies is formed by Hungary, Czech Republic. Poland, Slovak Republic,

Slovenia, Croatia, Latvia, Lithuania, Albania. Estonia, Macedonia, Bulgaria, and Romania.



countries, they estimate that approximately two-thirds of GDP per capita were lost during the

socialist experiment.

3. The BLR Approach
As the review in the previous section indicates, most empirical studies on economic use what we
have been calling the BLR approach. Time seems ripe for a more detailed discussion of this
approach, which is the objective of the present section.

The BLR approach consists of two steps. First, the coefficients from growth regressions
on large samples of developing countries are estimated or, more often, “taken” from Barro
(1991) and/or Levine and Renelt (1992). The “Barro equation” (and the ordinary least squares

estimates) used in the papers reviewed above is:

Fa

GDPGROWTH = 0.0302 -0.0075 * YO + 0.025 * PRIM + 0.0305 * SEC -0.119 * GOV,

while the “Levine and Renelt equation” (and the ordinary least squares estimates) is:

A

GDPGROWTH =-0.83 -0.35*Y0-0.38 POP +3.17 SEC + 17.5INV,
where GDPGROWTH is per capita real GDP growth, Y0 is the initial level of per capita income,
PRIM is the gross primary school enrollment rate, SEC is the gross secondary school enrollment
rate, POP is the rate of population growth, GOV is the share of government consumption in
GDP, and INV is the share of investment in GDP.
The second step in the BLR approach is to impose these coefficients on transition
economies’ data. We should clarify what “impose” means: first, data for a set of transition

economies are collected on all BLR variables (often for 1994, with the 1989 PPP per capita level



as initial income). Second, these values are, for each country, multiplied by their respective
coefficients and summed to the constant term. The result is the estimated long-run growth rate.

Because the BLR approach is ubiquitous, these rates are essentially the same throughout
the literature and they are quite large, with an average of 4.32 percent, and ranging from 1.8
percent (Bulgaria) to 11.57 percent (Turkmenistan).

The reasons why the reported long-run economic growth rate estimates are so high
should now be clear. It is because the transition economies are thought of as having much higher
stocks of physical and human capital and much lower rates of population growth vis-a-vis the
developing countries (upon which the least squares estimates above are based).

There are, however, some important additional problems with these BLR exercises. What
the literature calls the “Barro specification” can not be found in Barro’s 1991 paper. There is one
specification that contains the coefficients shown above (equation 1 in Table 1, pp. 410-11), but
this specification contains three additional variables.'' Although the “Levine and Renelt
specification” is in their 1992 paper, this specification does not solely includes variables that are
robust in explaining growth. Indeed, the results in Levine and Renelt’s Table 1 (1992, p. 947)
indicate that population growth is not a “robust” growth determinant.'”

Finally, the confidence in the BLR long-term growth rates estimates seems to come from

the belicf that recent research has been able to identify a robust set of growth determinants.’” In

'" Namely, the sum of the number of revolutions and coups per year, the number of assassinations per million

population per year, and “the magnitude of the deviation of the 1960 PPP value for the investment deflator (U.S.=1)
from the sample mean” (Barro, 1992).

" The objective of Levine and Renelt (1992) is to identify the set of robust growih determinants according to
Leamers’ Extrenie Bound Analisys method.

"* Ghosh and Wolf note that “the empirical growth literature now arguably suffers from an embarassment of riches™
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particular, this set is assumed to be robust in two ways: first, in the sense that the vector of
factors explaining the growth performance of, say, Zambia between 1960 and 1990 is the same
that explains the growth performance of, say, Hungary from 1998 onwards. Second, this set of
growth determinants is assumed to be robust in the sense that the relative importance of different
elements of this vector remains constant across countries as well as over time. To shed light on

these assumptions, we assembled the data set we present in the next section.

4. Data set

The data set constructed for this paper contains all the variables in the two equations underlying
the BLR approach.'* One of the objectives in assembling this data set was to search for a list of
stylized facts of the transition process,” the justification being that such a list is an essential
input in informing and guiding the theoretical literature.'® The original intention was to assemble

a panel extending from 1990 to 1997 and covering as many countries as possib}e.l7 Yet, the

(1998. p. 3). Durlauf and Quah summarize this literature and find that “in addition to the four variables suggested by
the augmented Solow-Swan model (initial income and the rates of human capital investment, physical capital
investment, and population growth), [different studies have used a total of] 36 different categories of variables and
87 specific examples” (1998, 43),

"* Namely, initial level of per capita income (PPP}, real per capita GDP growth rates, gross domestic investment {as
a share of GDP), gross enroliment ratios in primary and secondary school, and general government expenditures and
consumpticn (as a share of GDP).

'* The limitations imposed by the BLR approach, or more specifically, by its small —for this purpose— set of
underlying variables were clear from the outset.

'® Blanchard (1997) puts forward a set of “stylized facts” based on the evolution of aggregate output and its

composition, productivity, (un) empleyment, and investment (see also Gomulka, 1998). Our analysis differs in that:
(a) output per capila is taken as an indication of the country’s level of development, (b) attention 1s restricted to
population growth, thus avoiding the many important unemployment issues, (c) we investigate the quality of labor
(human capital) as well as (d) the role of government expenditures. Also notice that Blanchard downplays the role of
government policies and initial conditions.

' We excluded China, Vietnam and Mongolia, because we deem their transition processes 1o be radically different.
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problems with data availability are reflected in the exclusion of Yugoslavia and Bosnia-
Herzegovina, and in that many observations are missing for the earlier as well as most recent
years. Table 1 gives the basic statistics, sources, coverage, and number of missing observations
per series (with 25 countries and eight years, the maximum number of observations is 200).
Table 2 shows the list of countries in our sample.

Before examining the individual series, we must raise a caveat about data quality and
comparability. These problems are well known and have been discussed in detail by Bartholdy
(1997). Since our focus is on inter-country comparisons, we made the costly decision (because it
increases the number of missing observations) not to use national sources, in the expectation that
effort has been put in ensuring comparability by the international agencies responsible for the
collection and publication of these data.

It is only appropriate to start with the initial level of per capita GNP, that for the year
1989 (figures are in 1987 US$, PPP). The series is shown in the first column of Table 2 and is
taken from De Melo, Denizer, Gelb, and Tenev (1997). In 1989, most transition economies
would be classified as “upper-middle income” countries.'® Because of the stark differences in
economic performance since, these economies are found in 1997 widely spread over the rank of
countries (by their level of development). This can be better appreciated if we name the “new

. N - . C .. . ceq o
neighbors” of the transition economies,'” Among transition countries, Tajikistan has the lowest

" The World Bank ranks countries by their level of economic development, using as criterion GNP per capita
(exchange rates conversion). “The GNP per capita cutoff levels (...) are as follows: low-income: $765 or less in
1995 (forty-nine economies); middle-income: $766 1o $9,385 (fifty-eight economies); and high-income: $9,386 or
more (twenty-six economies). A further division, at GNP per capita $3,035, is made between lower-middle income
and upper-middle income” (World Bank, /997 World Development Report, p. 207).

' The source is the /997 World Development Report, A slightly different ordering of developing and transition
countries entails if conversion is based on PPP, instead of exchange rates. We decided not to report the PPP ranks



GNP per capita in 1995 (followed by Georgia and Azerbaijan, respectively), while Slovenia has
the highest (followed by Hungary and the Czech Republic, respectively). The country
immediately below Tajikistan, in per capita GNP, is Gambia and the one immediately above is
the Central African Republic. The country immediately below Georgia is Angola, while the one
immediately above is Pakistan. The “median” transition economy is Romania, neighbored by the
Dominican Republic (below) and Jamaica (above). At the other extreme, the country
immediately above Slovenia is Greece, and the one immediately below is Argentina. Hungary is
“surrounded” by Chile and Malaysia, while the Czech Republic is ranked between Malaysia and
Trinidad and Tobago. The dispersion in the transition group has increased substantially since
1989 and this list of countries in close positions is to dramatize this change, in that it was
definitely not all for the best.?

Dispersion increased because of the very different economic performances. Table 2
shows annual GDP growth rates from the EBRD Transition Report Update 1998. A few remarks
are in order. First, the countries of Eastern Europe experienced output falls that turned out to be
much smaller than the ones observed, at a later date, among the CIS economies. Second, there is
the “Baltic puzzle”: although Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania all had output contractions

comparable to other CIS countries, their recovery was and has been much faster and pronounced.

because data are not available for up to a fifth of the sample.

“ In terms of development levels, one can argue that income per capila alone does not do justice to the years of
attentive effort to improve social conditions (e.g., education and health) that characterized the socialist regimes.
UNDP (1998) ranks 174 countries according to their “human development index™ (which reflects, in addition to
income, life expectancy and education attainment.) Our sample of 25 transition economies stretches from the 37"
(Slovenia, immediately preceded by Argentina and followed by Uruguay) to the 118" place (Tajikistan, immediately
preceded by Cape Verde and followed by Honduras). The median country is Macedonia (in 80" place), immediately
preceded by Lithuania and followed by Syria.
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And finally, as it can be seen from the last column, so far (1997}, only Poland has surpassed its
initial level of per capita GDP.

What can explain these different performances? We expect that at least part of the answer
can be found in the variables underlying the BLR approach, namely in investment rates,
population growth, enrollment ratios, and government expenditures. Notice that this set of
variables does not fully or directly capture policy differences or initial conditions, at least not as
commonly understood in the literature reviewed above. On the other hand, they are certainly
informative with respect to the sustainability aspects, or the long-run prospects these economies
face, our main interest in this paper.

We begin by studying investment rates, measured as gross domestic fixed investment as a
percentage of GDP.*! From Figure 1, notice first that the Balkans have much lower investment
rates than all of our other four groups.” They have also been joined, more recently (1995), by the
countries of the ASIA group. There are two additional observations worth making. First, it is
only in the Baltic countries and in the countries of the ASIA group where these rates declined
sharply in the early 1990s (thus feeding into the Baltic puzzle mentioned above). Second, only

for the Visegrad and Balkan countries there is thus far a clear upward trend (after 1993-94).

*! Gross domestic fixed investment comprises all outlays (purchases and own-account production) on additions of
new and imported durable goods to the stocks of fixed assets, less the proceeds of net sales (sales less purchases) of
similar secondhand and scrapped goods. Outlays by general government on durable goods primarily for military
purposes are exciuded. According to the UN System of National Accounts, these outlays are treated as current
consumption and classified under government consumption.

** For exposition purposes, we divided the sample in five groups. The transition countries in Asia (ASIA in the
Figures’ legend) arc Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, Kazakhsian, Kyrgyztan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan and
Uzbekistan. The BALKAN countries are Albania, Bulgaria, Croatia, Macedonia, Moldova and Romania. The
BALTIC countries are Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania. The group called BUR comprises Belarus, Ukraine and
Russia. The VISEGRAD countries are the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, Slevakia and Slovenia.
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These investment rates range from 14 to 28 percent of GDP, and for 1996 three out of our
five groups have averages above 20 percent.® The often heard concern about these figures being
too low is echoed here (and particularly so regarding the countries in the BALKAN and ASIA
groups.) In 1995, the same rates for low-income economies averaged 30 percent, for lower-
middle economies they averaged 25 percent, for upper-middle economies they averaged 21
percent, and for the high-income economies they averaged 20 percent.”® Given the current level
of development of most transition economies, these rates are low indeed.

Because it is included in the BLR equations, we also collected data on population growth
(Table 3.)”° The conventional wisdom, that these economics have quite low rates of population
growth, is confirmed. The average annual population growth rate (1890-1996) across transition
economies is 0.21 percent.”® The same average for low-income economies in 1990-1995 is
between 1.7 and 2.4 percent, for lower middle-income economies is 1.4, for upper middle-
income economies is 1.7, and for high-income economies is 0.7 perce,nt.27 Although average
population growth is indeed low, there are some interesting exceptions: Turkmenistan,

Uzbekistan, and Tajikistan —basically Islamic countries and agricultural economies— all show

** These figures, of course, do not reveal anything about the underlying private-public composition. We believe this
to be a crucial element during the transition process but, due to the fact that this distinction is foreign to the BLR
appreach and to data unavailability, it is left for future work.

* Source is World Bank, /997 World Development Report, Table 13, pp. 238-239.

2D

The appropriate variable would be the actual labor force. Across tramsilion economies there are sizable
differences (e.g., in participation rates) that are not taken into account in the variable used in the BLR approach.

*  These low rates also reflect the demographic situation in the transition economies, where the increasing
dependency ratios are usually thought of as having negative fiscal consequences. For a discussion, see Coricelli
(1997).

¥ Source is World Bank, 1997 World Development Repaort, Table 4, pp. 220-221.
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average annual population growth rates well above 2 percent (Armenia follows with a 1.29
percent average).

Let us turn to the human capital data. Although years of schooling would clearly be the
appropriate measure, it is not available for most countries. In addition, the proxy for human
capital in the BLR approach is the gross enrollment ratio.”® Examining these ratios, in Figure 2,
reveals a discomfiting trend: secondary school gross enrollment ratios not only show
considerable variation, but also in many countries seem to have declined since 1990. In
particular, the range of these ratios went down by five percentage points in five years, from 75-
95 10 70-90. Yet, only the ASIA group shows decline throughout. Although these latter figures
are still high by international standards,” such a contraction is unheard of. One possible reason
would be that an over-accumulation of human capital took place under communism, paralleling
that of physical capital. Indirect evidence for such is found among the inputs of the “education
production function”: under communism, relative teacher’s salaries declined since the early
1960s, and grade repetition rates were virtually zero for as long as there are data.™

The last variable underlying the BLR approach is the share of government consumption

in GDP.*' The study of the effects of government size on economic growth is highly

** Gross enrollment ratio is the ratio of total enrollment, regardless of age, to the population of the age group that
officially corresponds to the level of education at hand. Primary level provides the basic elements of education at
elementary or primary school, while secondary provides general or specialized instruction at middle, secondary. or
high schools, teacher training schools, vocational or technical schools, The latter is based on at least four years of
nstruction at the first level.

* The 1997 World Development Report reports that, in 1993, this ratio for middle-income economies was 63, and 97
for high-income economies (Table 7, pp. 226-227).

% For a discussion see Campaos (1998).

' Because coverage is less than satistactory, data were also collected on general government expenditures. The
latter includes capital expenditures, interest payments and social expenditures.
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controversial, to say the least, and consensus is being built upon the notion that different types of
expenditures have different effects on economic growth.3 > In the BLR approach, and in the
“Barro specification” in particular, this dimension enters with a negative sign, indicating that
larger governments are associated with slower rates of economic growth. Figure 3 shows the
evolution of government consumption in transition economies between 1990 and 1996, There
seems to be no clear trends, with one exception: in the Baltic countries, government consumption
as a share of GDP is increasing throughout the period, reinforcing the possibility of a “Baltic
puzzle” identified above. It should also be noted that these levels of government consumption are
high in comparative perspective (except for the ASIA countries). In 1995, government
consumption in low-income economies averaged 13 percent of GDP, in lower-middle income
countries it averaged 14 percent, in upper-middle income countries 15 percent, and in high-
income countries it averaged 15 percent of GDP.™

Summing up, the vast majority of the countries in our sample would be classified as
“upper-middle income” economies in 1989, while today a mere four are in this category,34 and
none as a high-income economy. The sizable output falls are to blame, although they were
relatively smaller and occurred earlier in Eastern Europe than in the CIS countries. Our
examination of the variables underlying the BLR approach, to our bewilderment, shows very few

clear trends. Investment and population growth rates are low, in comparative perspective, but

2 See Alesina and Perotti (1996), Devarajan, Swaroop and Zou (1996), Miller and Russek (1997), Baffes and Shah
(1998), and references therein. Analyses focusing on transition economies include, e.g., Chu and Schwartz (1994),
Kornai (1995), Coricelli (1997), Dabrowski (1997), and Farkin and de Crombrugghe (1997),

M Source is World Bank, 1997 World Development Report. Table 13, pp. 238-239.

** These are Slovenia, Hungary, Czech Republic, and Croatia.
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show no trend. Government consumption is high, given the leve! of development of the countries
in our sample, but again we could not distinguish trends. Indeed, the one trend we identify is
regarding gross secondary enrollment ratios. Yet these are found to be declining throughout the
transition period. On a more positive note, we find evidence of a “Baltic puzzle”: Estonta, Latvia
and Lithuania all had output contractions comparable to other CIS countries, but their recovery
has been much faster and pronounced. When we turn to our set of variables for explanations, the
puzzle is enlarged. In the Baltics, investment rates decline dramatically in the early 1990s (vis-a-
vis the other transition economies), and this is the only group for which the share of government
consumption in GDP is rising throughout the transition period. The inconclusiveness of this
analysis cast doubts on the optimistic predictions emanating from the BLLR approach. In the next
section, we proceed in our search for a set of stylized facts by re-estimating the BLR equations

and exploiting the data set in its cross-sectional and panel dimensions.

5. Back to the Future

The objective of this section is to estimate the equations underlying the BLR approach using the
data set presented in the last section. Two warnings should be kept in mind. First, the results that
follow do not seem extremely robust: the exclusion of certain countries in some runs, or the
inclusion of some variables in certain specifications, alters the statistical significance levels of
many coefficients. Therefore, we found it important to report in addition to the “original BLR

Ll

equations,” results for a number of stripped as well as enlarged versions of these equations to

allow some latitude in judgement. Second, there is no pretension that the results presented below
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are any more couched in a theoretical framework than the ones from studies based on the BLR
approach. Yet, an effort is made to relate them to standard growth frameworks.

We start by exploring the cross-sectional dimension of our data set, for the case of the
“Barro specification” (Table 4a.) We follow Barro (1991) and report ordinary least squares
estimates on simple averages of all variables over the period 1990-1997. Reading the table from
top to bottom, notice the absence of statistically significant coefficients, until the bold lines
(which distinguish the complete Barro’s specification). This is rather surprising because, after
all, these variables have been identified as long-run (growth) determinants and one would expect
that they would play a role, at least in a cross-sectional frame. Examining the individual columns
(variables), notice that the sign of the initial income coefficient is positive (although not
statistically significant) in five out of six specifications. Also worth mentioning is that it is only
after we include a CIS dummy variable (which assumes the value of 1 for CIS countries, and
zero otherwise) that the sign on initial income turns negative (although the coefficient is never
statistically significant). This result is in clear contrast with theory and with the findings from the
studies reviewed in Section 2. Convergence seems to be conditional, but upon CIS membership.
The most important result from Table 4a is that the coefficient on government expenditures is
found to be statistically significant, and positive (instead of negative as in Barro’s original
specification.”) This result remains after the introduction of the CIS dummy variable, a step

known to quiver most of the results in the literature.*®

a5 . . . . . N e - . . . - . -

It is important to reiterate that in the original Barro’s specification (discussed in section 3 above) this dimension
is proxied by government consumption. As noted, data on government expenditures was collected due 1o the many
availability problems surrounding the government consumption series.

% Notice also that it is only after we control for government expenditures and the CIS countries that the coefficient
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Table 4b shows our resulis for the cross-sectional dimension of the “Levine and Renelt
specification.” Oncc again, the lines in bold contain the original equation, the ones above
subtract from it, while the ones below add. The lack of statistically significant coefficients is
obvious: the one exception is the CIS dummy, in the very last row. Notice also that the
coefficient on enrollment in secondary school is negative (although not statistically significant.)
Another somewhat surprising result is that the coefficient on investment is never statistically
significant (although it is positive throughout.)

Because the results above vigorously contradict the lessons from the expertence of
developing countries over the last thirty years, we thought it would be valuable to give the data
another chance. We do so by exploring its panel dimensiorn in order to investigate whether in a
shorter-run frame the BLR results would appear. The explicit cost of this choice is that the
theoretical underpinnings that were guiding the previous findings simply do not hold anymore.
The theory focuses on the determinants of long-run economic growth and has very little to say
about short-term fluctuations. In other words, the findings to be discussed from now on are
exploratory.

In order to allow comparisons to the specifications discussed above, we use a simple
pooled ordinary least squares approach on annual data, where the only fixed effect control (if
any) is given by the dummy variable for the CIS countries. Starting with the “Barro
specification” (Table 5a), the first noteworthy result is that the coefficient on initial income is
always positive and (in two equations) statistically significant. Moreover, if instead of

government consumption we use government expenditures, the coefficient on secondary school

on secondary school becomes positive and statistically significant, respectively.
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enrollment ratios becomes statistically significant, and negative (which is exactly the opposite
we observe in the cross-sectional dimension of the data.) In this sequence, controlling for the CIS
countries generates some large “benefits”: it removes the statistical significance from two
unexpected results, namely from the positive effect of initial income and from the negative effect
of education. In our view, this qualifies the possibility of existence of problems surrounding
human capital accumulation in transition economies, in that these would be truly severe in the
CIS countries.

Finally, Table 5b shows our results for the panel dimension of the “Levine and Renelt
specification.” There are three unexpected results. First, the coefficient on initial income is
positive and statistically significant until the inclusion of the CIS dummy. Second, although the
coefficient on population growth is positive in three of the four equations (which collide with
theoretical predictions), it becomes statistically significant after we include the CIS dummy.
Third, and finally, although they are never statistically significant, the coefficients on investment
and education are negative throughout.

We opened this section with some cautioning words about robustness. With them in
mind, there are two findings that we believe are worth further exploration. One is that
government expenditures as a share of GDP have been positively associated with economic
growth in transition economies. Although the second finding (that education has been negatively
associated with output growth during the transition) clearly requires many qualifications, we
must keep in mind the finding from the previous section. It is this combination that leads us to

point it out as an issue deserving additional research.
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6. Concluding Remarks

The objective of this paper was to discuss economic growth in transition economies, with
emphasis on its sustainabtility aspects. We critically surveyed the empirical literature and pointed
out deserving issues and areas. We also discussed the data set assembled for this paper and re-
estimated the BLR specifications, now using data from transition economies themselves.

Our comparative analysis revealed the existence of a “Baltic puzzle.” Although it was
clearly beyond our scope to explore it in detail, we like to think we characterized it as fully as
our data set allowed. We are convinced that there are important lessons waiting there, in
particular with respect to the role of fiscal policy during the transition period. The type of
questions we have in mind to shed some light on this puzzle is, for instance, “were the Baltics
able to take-off because the government invested early on in, say, needed infrastructure?”

Our two main empirical findings are that government expenditures have been positively
associated and human capital has been negatively associated with output growth during the
transition period. Surprisingly, the former can be best seen in the cross-sectional dimension of
our data set, while the latter in its panel dimension.

It must be noted that we do nof read the correlation between government expenditures
and output growth during the transition as a reason for “big government.” The interpretation we
favor is that those countries that paid equal attention to the level and to the composition of
government expenditures are the ones showing superior results throughout the transition process.
The argument for reducing government expenditures at any cost should be placed at least on

equal foot with the concern for an appropriate prioritization of those expenditures.
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Notwithstanding, our results, in general, and these latter two, in particular, vigorously
question the validity of the BLR approach to the experience of the transition economies.
Although the set of determinants may well be appropriate, it seems clear that their relative
importance and role should be carefully re-examined.

There are mainly two research directions we would like to pursue. First, it was clear from
the outset that the results would loose strength without the benefit of a supporting theoretical
framework. One quite natural extension would be to estimate a stochastic version of the Solow
model as elaborated, for instance, in Cellini (1997). Another possibility, opened by the
comparative development perspective, would be to assess how the Lewis model (Basu, 997)
would fare facing the transition experience. A third and last example of a guiding theoretical
approach 1s the full incorporation of political economy factors (Dewatripont and Roland, 1997.)
These are suggestions that serve only one purpose: to emphasize the point that the most needed
research is the one that bridges theoretical and empirical analyses of the transition experience. It
1s not only the case that theory is still very much in search of a set of stylized facts, it is also true
that thus far there seems to be no empirical study on growth prospects of transition economies
where this bridge can be found.

On the empirical front, we think four areas should be pursued to reinforce and
complement our results. First, growth accounting exercises would be of great use as shown, for
example, in De Broeck and Kostial (1998). Second, providing a proper understanding of the role
of fiscal policy in the transition process, as well as of the contours and severity of the human
capital problem in the different groups of transition economies seems imperative. Third, a

concerted effort should be made to assure data comparability across transition economies and
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over time. And fourth, and finally, empirical studies should try to incorporate institutional
variables. Although this last suggestion would certainly enlarge the number of issues we have to
be attentive to, it not only can be done well, as demonstrated by Adelman and Vujovic (1998),
but the insights it generates are simply vital given the institutional gist of the transition process

itself.

25



References

Adelman, Irma and Dusan Vujovic, “Institutional and Policy Aspects of the Transition: An
Empirical Analysis”, in Amnon Levy-Livermore (ed) Handbook on the Globalization of the
World Economy, Cheltenham, UK, Edward Elgar, 1998,

Alesina, Alberto and Roberto Perotti, “Fiscal Adjustments in OECD Countries: Composition and
Macroeconomic Effects,” Cambridge, NBER Working Paper No.5730, August 1996.

As}und, Anders, Peter Boone and Simon Johnson, “How to Stabilize: Lessons from Post-
communist Countries”, Brookings Papers on Economic Activity, 1, pp. 217-291, 1996.

Baffes, John and Anwar Shah, “Productivity of Public Spending, Sectoral Allocation Choices,
and Economic Growth”, Economic Development and Cultural Change, 46 (2), pp.291-303,
January 1998.

Basu, Kaushik, Analvtical Development Economics, Cambridge, The MIT Press, 1997.

Barbone, Luca and Juan Zalduendo, “EU Accession and Economic Growth: The Challenge for
Central and Eastern European Countries”, Washington D.C., World Bank, WPS 1721
February 1997.

Barro, Robert, “Economic Growth in a Cross Secticn of Countries”, Quarterly Journal of
Economics, 106 (2), pp. 407-444, 199].

Barta, Vit and Thomas Url, Growth Perspectives of Five Central European Transition Countries,
Vienna, WIFQO, 1996.

Bartholdy, Kasper, “Old and New Problems in the Estimation of National Accounts in Transition
Economies”, Economics of Transition, 5 (1), pp.131-146, May 1997.

Blanchard, Olivier, The Economics of Post-Communist Transition, Oxford, Clarendon Press,
1997,

Berg, Andrew, Borenzstein, Eduardo, Sahay, Ratna and Jeromin Zettelmeyer, “The Evolution of
Output in Transition Economies: Explaining the Differences,” Washington D.C., IMF,
mimeo, November 1998,

Borenzstein, Eduardo and Peter Montiel, “Savings, Investment and Growth in Eastern Europe™,
in George Winkler (ed) Central and Eastern Europe: Roads to Growth, Washington D.C.,
International Monetary Fund, 1992,

Brenton, Paul, Gros, Daniel and Guy Vandille, “Qutput Decline and Recovery in the Transition

Economies: Causes and Social Consequences”, Economics of Transition, 5 (1), pp.113-129,
May 1997.

26



Campos, Nauro, “The Problem of Human Capital Formation in Transition Economies: Notes for
an Imaginary Debate,” Prague, CERGE-EI, mimeo, October 1998.

Cellini, Roberto, “Implications of Solow’s Growth Model in the Presence of a Stochastic Steady
State”, Journal of Macroeconomics, 19 (1), Winter 1997.

Chu, Ke-young and Gerd Schwartz, “Output Decline and Government Expenditures in European
Transition Economies”, Washington D.C., International Monetary Fund Working Paper No.
94/68, June 1994.

Coricelli, Fabrizio, “Fiscal Policy: A Long-Term View,” in Lorand Ambrus-Lakatos and Mark
Schaffer (eds) Fiscal Policy in Transition, London, CEPR-IEWS (EPI No.3), 1997.

Dabrowski, Marek, “Dynamics of Fiscal Developments During Transition,” in Lorand Ambrus-
Lakatos and Mark Schaffer (eds) Fiscal Policy in Transition, London, CEPR-IEWS (EP1
No.3), 1997.

De Broeck, Mark and Kristina Kostial, “Output Decline in Transition: The Case of Kazakhstan”,
Washington D.C., IMF Working Paper No.98/45, April 1998.

De Melo, Martha, Cevdet Denizer, and Alan Gelb, “From Plan to Market: Patterns of
Transition”, World Bank Economic Review, 10 (3) pp. 397-424, September 1996.

De Melo, Martha, Cevdet Denizer, Alan Gelb and S. Tenev, “Circumstance and Choice: The
Role of Initial Conditions and Policies in Transition Economies,” Washington D.C., World
Bank, WPS 1866, December 1997.

De Melo, Martha and Alan Gelb, “Transition to Date: A Comparative Overview”, in Salvatore
Zecchini {(ed) Lessons from the Economic Transition: Central and Eastern Europe in the
1990s, Dordrecht, Kluwer Publishers, 1997.

Denizer, Cevdet, “Stabilization, Adjustment, and Growth Prospects in Transition Economies”,
Washington D.C., World Bank, WPS 1855 November 1997.

Devarajan, S., Swaroop, V. and H. Zou, “The Composition of Public Expenditure and Economic
Growth,” Journal of Monetary Economics, 37 (3), pp. 313-344, 1996.

Dewatripont, Mathias and Gerard Roland, “Transition as a Process of Large Scale Institutional
Change,” in David Kreps and Kenneth Wallis (eds), Advances in Economics and
Econometrics: Theory and Applications (Volume II), Cambridge, Cambridge University
Press, 1997.

27



Durlauf, Stephen and Danny Quah, “The New Empirics of Economic Growth”, London, Centre
for Economic Performance Discussion paper 384, 1998.

Estrin, Saul and Giovanni Urga, “Convergence in Output in Transition Economies: Central and
Eastern Europe, 1970-95”, London, CEPR DP No. 1616, April 1997.

European Bank for Reconstruction and Development [EBRD), Transition Report 1995, London,
European Bank for Reconstruction and Development, 1993.

European Bank for Reconstruction and Development [EBRD], Transition Report 1997, London,
European Bank for Reconstruction and Development, 1997.

European Bank for Reconstruction and Development [EBRD], Transition Report Update,
London, European Bank for Reconstruction and Development, 1998.

Farkin, Barbara and Alain de Crombrugghe, “Fiscal Adjustments in Transition Economies:
Social Transfers and Efficiency of Public Spending,” Washington D.C., World Bank, WPS
1803, July 1997,

Fisher, Stanley, Ratna Sahay and Carlos Vegh, “Economies in Transition: The Beginnings of
Growth”, American Economic Review Papers and Proceedings, 86 (2), pp. 229-233, May
1996a.

Fisher, Stanley, Ratna Sahay and Carlos Vegh, “Stabilization and Growth in Transition
Economies: The Early Experience”, Journal of Economic Perspectives, 10 (2), pp.45-66,
Spring 1996b.

Fisher, Stanley, Ratna Sahay and Carlos Vegh, “From Transition to Market: Evidence and
Growth Prospects”, in Salvatore Zecchini (ed) Lessons from the Economic Transition:
Central and Eastern Europe in the 1990s, Dordrecht, Kluwer Publishers, 1997.

Fisher, Stanley, Ratna Sahay and Carlos Vegh, “How Far is Eastern Europe from Brussels?”
Washington D.C., International Monetary Fund Working Paper No. 98/53, April 1998.

Ghosh, Atish and Holger Wolf, “Thresholds and Context Dependence in Growth,” Cambridge,
NBER Working Paper No. 6480, March 1998.

Gomulka, Stanislaw, “Output: Causes of the Decline and Recovery,” Warsaw, CASE-CEU
Working Papers Series No. §, July 1998.

Havlik, Peter, “Stabilization and Prospects for Sustainable Growth in the Transition Economies”,

in Mark Knell (ed) Economies of Transition: Structural Adjustment and Growth Prospects
in Eustern Europe, Edward Elgar, 1996.

28



Heybey, Berta and Peter Murrell, “The Relationship between Economic Growth and the Speed
of Liberalization During Transition”, College Park, University of Maryland, mimeo,
December 1997,

International Monetary Fund [IMF], World Economic Outlook, Washington D.C., International
Monetary Fund, October 1996.

International Monetary Fund [IMF], World Economic Outlook, Washington D.C., International
Monetary Fund, May 1998.

Kornai, Janos, “The Postsocialist Transition and the State: Reflections in the Light of Hungarian
Fiscal Problems”, in Highways and Byways: Studies on Reform and Postcommunist

Transition, Cambridge, Mass., MIT Press, 1995,

Leamer, Edward and Mark Taylor, “The Empirics of Economic Growth in Previously Centrally
Planned Economy”, London, CEPR Discussion Paper No. 976, June 1994.

Levine, Ross and David Renelt, “A Sensitivity Analysis of Cross-Country Growth Regressions™,
American Economic Review, 82 (4), pp. 942-963, September 1992,

Miller, Stephen and Frank Russek, “Fiscal Structures and Economic Growth,” Economic Inquiry,
35 (3), pp. 603-613, July 1997.

Roland, Gerard and Thierry Verdier, “Transition and The Output Fall”, London, CEPR
Discussion Paper No. 1636, May 1997,

Sachs, Jeffrey, “The Transition at Mid Decade”, American Economic Review Papers and
Proceedings, 86 (2), pp. 128-133, May 1996.

Sachs, Jeffrey and Andrew Warner, “Achieving Rapid Growth in the Transition Economies of
Central Europe”, Stockholm, Stockholm Institute of East European Economies Working
Paper No. 116, June 1996.

Stiglitz, Joseph, Whither Socialism?, Cambridge, MIT Press, 1994,

United Nations Development Program [UNDP], Human Development Report, New York,
Oxford University Press, 1998.

UNESCO, UNESCQO Statistical Yearbook, Paris, UNESCO, 1997.

Vienna Institute for International Economic Studies, Countries in Transition 1997: WIHW
Handbook of Statistics, Vienna, WIIW, 1997.

29



Wiles, P.J.D., “Convergence Hypothesis”, in John Eatwell, Murray Milgate and Peter Newman
(eds) The New Palgrave: A Dictionary of Economics, London, W.W. Norton, 1987.

World Bank, Statistical Handbook: States of the Former USSR, Washington, D.C., The World
Bank, 19, 1995.

World Bank, Statistical Handbook: States of the Former USSR, Washington, D.C., The World
Bank, 21, 1996.

World Bank, World Development Report [WDR], Washington D.C., World Bank, various issues.

World Bank, World Development Indicators [WDI], Washington D.C., World Bank, various
issues.

30



fIam “damlueg prromp

21.3&: ,h@m_ ,tcaum :O:mw:nhrﬁ me_ﬂ
(1AM UAM 9661 ‘S661] Jued plom
[Iam ‘1aml jueg prom

(8661 ‘L661 ‘S661) qIFd

(L661) ODSANN

{L661) ODSINN

{8661 ‘L661) QI9d

(L661) @IgH

(L661) “Aaua], pue ‘qjan) ‘1az1ud(] ‘O[ (1

(s) 224n0g

I
s¢C
Oy

8t
Y
69

114

SuIss1py oN

6'Ct 6's 9¢ 9Ll
6'¢9 L 1'¢l (41
L I'e- [ 0
99t 1% €9 681
[44! 93 6Tl 808
811 9L 1'6 86
¢0l 96 ¥ 0l 4%
P6601 0c6 676C¢ [At14:13
0026 0ovl £ vL0T £oss
uoOpvIAA(Y
UNUNXDRY  wnunpy . piappuvis uvapy

93BI2A400 puUE ‘SIDIN0S ‘SINSHE)S dISey]
T39eL

9661-0661
L661-0661
9661-0661

9661-0661
5661-0601
S661-0661
L661-0661
9661-7661
6861

«POUad

$3LUNoD (M A1ea soZUB POIIR] .

ddD % ‘uondwnsuod JusWILIdACLN
ddD ¥ ‘2amipuadxd jJusuiuiaony
9, ‘[enuue ‘Yimols uonejndog

ddD % TU2UIISIAUT POXI] SSOUN)
WBW[[OIUD [00YIS AIRPUODIIS §SO.IN)
1uswjoaud jooyds Arewnd ss01n)
9, ‘renuue ‘PmoIs Jaqo

$SN ‘ddd ‘ended 1ad gaon

$SN ‘ddd eudes sad gNO

DU 3quTinA




[43

IL 91
95 g0
L8 e
LE (2%
£t ose-
ot [
LS ¥0
SE £l
6¢ 0l
8¢ gl
4% 00l
1L 001
or 0s
8¢ £
$6 R
86 £'E
96 <9
78 9'9-
Tl 6'9
£t LS
96 09
06 194
¢ 01
8/ 001
86 ol
€L Y
€9 vi-
6L 08
(001=6861)
L661 U1 JA9 [p24 fo
1249} pagouinssy Lo6T

1
9p-
a1
00!-
08
4
6
08
9¢
|
<01
9¢T
£l
1.8

r
I'e
69
't
19
'
8¢
el
'l
ov
6'¢
£y
60I-
I'6

96617

e
6
60
[a4N
'8
¢el-
0y
0¢
LS
68"
Ve
v0l1-
olt-
69

€S
'y
89
UL
0L
£
80
[N
-
134
Y9
Ll
'
6'8

S661

T'L-
SEl-
[As
0¢e
8’8l
681"
9CI-
(A
00z-
BLI-
vil-
9Cl-
I'81-
¥'s

st
£s
o6'F
o't
[
el
g0
6'C
0t
81
[
90
81
vo

r661

§'e-
£6-
€T
rl-
001-
ol
L8
[
09l-
¥ol1-
4TS
9L
I'ez-
8vl-

Lo
8T
Lt
Sl
8t
I'L1-
ovl-
90"
¥'8-
S8
90
60
1
96

£66 i

01~
£eyI-
F1l-
L'el-
€6
062
S¥l-
1'6c-
o6l-
6T
vy
96
9Ce-
9¢s-

I'p-
gs-
<9
L8
9C
LLe
6'vL-
I't-
[1e-
avl-
e
L1l-
£l
[N

661

$0"
9ll1-
L'y
I'L-
0¢-
SLI-
06
oel-
90¢-
[
Lo
ULT-

6'8-
OFl-
6cCl-
OL-
vel-
v ol-
611
el
6L
S1l-
9'0¢-
LEl-
LLe

T661

91

b
0¢
91-
gt

Ly
S
9'¢-
91l
0s-
6C
ce-
66
'8~
<l
69
1'6-
00l-

0661

vt
089¢
i rad
010¢
0CLL
0L9t%
081t
0tls
065S
0toL
(0cov
oees

0026
009L
OLve
osts
0ev9
0658
0189
1133
0068
0098
1Li9
000¢
ooyl

1243f ddd
6861

TTV

SID
UDISHqIo)
Uiy
UDISTUIUINAN |
unsiyiv g
vissny
pAOpIOW

iz &y
uDISyyOInYy
D13.14030)
sHav|ag
uvliog.iazy
DIUAULLY|

SNBIS ONIOg puv
ado.nsg udasosy
L HERT Y
bopaocig
munI0Y
puvjoq
prunmyry
by
Landungy
MuUopIIDW
DINOIST
anpgndayy 142927
IR0
pLndng
pruvqry|

sajes Yimoad pue R3] NS ddd (686]1) [enWI ‘SILIUN0I WonIsSUED Jo ajdutes

¢IqeL




33

90 SIo- 20 [0 6270 00 SE0 650 sadviaoay
0z'¢ . 9Ll 96t 0£C LET 91'¢ €97 ueIsIagL ()
810 080" Lo 610 900 620 120 €20 aulenyf]
$6°€ , eT L2772 68’9 812, 96T 8T UEISIUAUINAN
20T 8t 1 00T 0Tl 96’1 ¥0'¢ Iz ueispjife,
20°0- 0T 910 't 6¥'1- §T0- 810 LOO- BIUQAO]S
Zz0 0T0 1+°0 €0 ¥€0 0 000 Lo BIYRAO[S
10°0 0£°0" 010" €ro 010- $0°0 0 S0 RISSTIY
£€0- 00" L1O 10 SI'o- 1L1- 60°0- ¥2'0 BIURWOY
920 010 81°0 0 STO 1£0 €70 170 puejod
200" : v1°0 000 S0°0- ¥Z0- 20°0- €0 BAOD[O
1o 910" ZA0 €0 000 ¥$°0 80 eruenyr|
L0~ €T1- 6t 1- €L f- 91°1- 1£°0- 0S°0 BIAJET]
[0 ¥6°0 7o o 060 wl Sl ue1z£314y
00°0 - 060 90°0- LSO 80 LLO ueisyyezey|
620" LEO" teo- o 6T 0" 120 81°0- 80 AreBuny
Sro- : £C0 8E°0 0£°0- 910 90°0 12°0 vI81090)
z8°0 60 080 €1 €870 ¥S0 050 BIUOPAIRIA
86°0- 08°0- MUE 18°1- or't- o v 0- eIuolsH
070" 070 00~ SO0 €1°0 60°0 50 10°0 srgnday yoaz)
010 0s0 000 20°0- LOO £0°0- 210 £7°0 enRoI)
$80- 0s0- 1£°0- vr 0 080 LOI- 66°0" 6L1" eueding
810 : 91°0- 100 €0 140 110 00 snugfag
860 89°0 vLO 86°0 YTl 911 90'I ueliequazy
621 €0 €70 0¢'1 98°( €81 81 BIUAULIY
910 1871 Lol 690" Sz LY 0 191 viueqly
safvazay 9661 S661 r661 £661 7661 1661 0661

(25 ) wmoua3 uonendod jo sayes jenuuy
£ 21qe.L




ye

(A11D1ISEP$0113Y 10] PIIBLIOD) SAN[BA-] AR MO]IQ PUB ‘S)UIIINJ0D )
218 SMOLISIL] 3Y) U] '[3AD] %] dY3 18 UBIYTUTIS A|[BI1ISIEIS SAOUIP 4 TOAR] %G 3Y) Je JuediuSis A[[eonsne)s SAJOUIP 44 (SIION

v

¥

1 (4

¥T

vC

5¢

89190

690¢£°0

12:14 X1

80800

90800

1900

d

(916°¢-)
xx 806G

SIO

(9¢1°7)
xx SYIITLL

(Lyy'E)
% 919¥CCT

dXdD

(912°0)
¢o6vLST

SNODD

(+$5°7)
wx €TLYSOL

(98+°0)
V110690

(06£°0-)
£60L9£0"

(+90°0-)
7605500~

2JdS

(811°1)
S19¥S0°

(505°0)
€TILTSO

(085°0)
L190LSO

(269°0)
L899V LO

(LOLO)
1411740

INTbd

(T6T1-)
000 -

(L60°0)
£0+0000°

(298°0)
98r£000°

(156°0)
626£000°

(ST0'1)
878£000°

(00T 0)
Ir6r000°0

0A

(FL]P-)
#x 9079°ST-

(9%9°C-)
xx 1080 9T~

(€6€°1-)
9EILT VI

(z9g'1-)
S8190¥1-

(Eby1-)
VL9V V-

($8€°¢-)
xx QCLLL'S-

UeISUC))

YImoas J(qo st dqertea yuapuadagg

e pIqeL

UonEIFAAS 0.LIRg ‘UOISUIUTP [BUOIIIAS SSOI))




53

(A1511SEPaYS0Ia1aYy JOJ PIOALI0D) SINJLA-/ IR MO[3( PUR ‘SIUIDIFII0D )
JI' SMOI 1811} U U[ [9AS] %01 Y3 I JuedLjiuSis A[[EONSIIRIS SOI0UDP 4 ‘[9AS] 26 SY) 18 JURDIFHUSIS A[{RINISIEIS SAJOUIP 44 (SBION

¥C

¥C

Ve

Y4

LSS0

81¢1°0

€6C0°0

1060°0

d

(LL1Y) ooz o (I€1o)
xx €£105°9- £TSELL 80€R60
(€61°0) (1zro)

CCTL/YT LL6ITIO -

(8100-)

LLZ9100-

SID ANI DS

(818°0)
PS8ISL

(6v¥°0")
(BT 244%

(8€1°0°)
208C681 " -

(L001-)
vZ79989 -

0¥0d0d

(825°0°) (195°2°)
9€0Z000 - % 899°TI-
(L91'Q) (0LE1-)
1960000 L81979°6"
(LeL o) (901°1-)
8L0+000° CO¢L-
(L¥L0) (08t'Z7)

961€000° *x EVTTISH9-

0A JuBISUO)

‘Y1moad Jqo s1 dqerLiea yuapuada(y

uonedIJI0ads 1[aUay PUE IUIAIT “UOISUIWIP [BUOIIIIS SSOI))

q v aIqel




9¢

"(A11D11SEPaYS0JAIAY JOJ PAIIILIND) SIN[BA-] IV MO[IQ PUE ‘SIUIDIJI00 AY)

dI@ SMOI ISILJ U3 UT "JIAR] 9501 U} e Juedjiudis A[[EonSHE)S sA0UIP . ‘[FAI] %G Y} 1B JuedJIUSIS AJEO1STIRIS SOOUIP 44 (SIION

€01

£0!

S01

cll

cli

9Ll

VL0

8C800

£520°0

S6e0°0

ceeoo

¥¢00°0

cd

(LS9€-)
sk LEOYY L~

SIO

(Ot 1-)
FAZ %Y iy

Iv1-)
Y990¢c 1 -

dXHdD

(£v8°0)
POLILST

SNOOD

(szT0)
cCrL810-

(LIL1-)
* OPPS -

(982'07)
LIEOELO™

(TS0'1~)
929680

JdS

(S¥9°0-)
6L5L090"-

(099°0-)
7861990~

(6£0°0)
81LTr00°

(851°0°)
SP90910°-

(€81°0°)
8909810

NI

(8S+'1)
L1TLOOO

(8219
wx 629100°

(88¢'D)
$859000°

(Is1'o

% 8196000

{629°1)
989000

(891°1)
LLEGOO

0A

(285°0)
LYPT686'9

(ZL8'0)
6L01E 11

(0090~
8Pr6£9°9-

(zvz'0-)
LYSH09°T-

(0v6°0-)
CLICIL'S

(vt v-)
xx 69CI L~

JueISU0)

‘Yimoad Jqo st A qeriea juapuada(y
uonedjIads oLIeg ‘UOISUNMIP [due]

e g aqe],




LE

"(A112118ePaYS0IA13Y 10) PIIALIOI) SANRA-] DIB MO|I] PUE ‘STUILDIJJOO3 |
oIB SMOTJSILY 9U) U] “[3A3] 901 2Y) 1B JUBdYIUSIS AJRONSTIRIS SIJOUSP 4, ‘[9A3] %G ) 1B 1wediudis A[[edNSURIS SAI0UBP 44 (SAON]

911

911

6ll

9¢l

91510

L8E0°0

LBEQO

L9200

d

(€T ) (921°0°)
+x 610S°8- L6LBLTO -
(080'0-)

SSOTLIO -

SID ANI

(€00°0-)
98000~

T 1)
8T19€TCI™

(6L¥'1-)
TOELSTL -

IS

(0970
*x% 3€19[°C

(rzrn
Po6.LLO'T

(620°1)
1£64£96°

(€82°0-)
Pr96.L91"-

0dHOdOd

(128°0)
8¢£92000°

(7810
% LOOT0O’

(82¢'0)
xx 66000

(Sz17)
++ £3000°

0A

($8L°07)
9101L6Y-

(S0£°07)
61S0€1°C

(6€€0°)
96£$2TT-

(82¢°6-)
=% SCOC7 1~

Juejsuo’)

YIM0IZ J(IO) ST I[qelrea Juapuadag
uonedjrAds JPuUdy pue AUIAIT ‘UOISUIWITP [dueg

q S 3lqe ]




8¢

?\a{- -@-- SOLLIVE —y — AVUDASIA — o _ 4NT - _y. — SNVNIVE +g

9661 c661 ¥6061 £66! o6l 1661 0661

8¢

9661-066! ‘SAMUIOUOID UONISURL] UL $2Je] JUSUNSAAUL “| aInig



6%

S66l

7661

€661

[ VISY.. g -- JILTVE — 5 - AVUOHSIA _ ¢ —

ANE - . — SNVITVE g

o6l

0661

Co61-0601 ,muw_EOCOuu uonisuely ur soned juauljjolua \Cm@:OUOm 55010y °7 D.H:w_m

09

<9

- 0L

= 08

]

06

56

001



ov

VISV.. .. DILIVE —x — (VUDHSIA _ ¢ — UN€ . y. — SNVITVE g |

9661 So6l ¥661 €661 66l 1661 0661

R e — T S

rc

9661-066] *SIILIOU0II uonIsueRL Ul (1D j0 33vIUs01ad ® se uondwnsuod JUIWUIIA0N *¢ NS



THE WILLIAM DAVIDSON INSTITUTE
AT THE UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN BUSINESS SCHOOL

DAVIDSON INS

TITUTE WORKING PAPER SERIES

CURRENT AS OF 4/14/99

Publication

Authors

Date of Paper

Replacing Nos. -2 & 4-6: Journal of
Comparative Economics Symposium on
“Bank Privatization in Central Europe and
Russia.” Vol 25 No. I, August 1997.

Jeffery Abarbanell, John Bonin, Roger
Kormendi, Anna Meyendorff, Edward
Snvder, and Jan Svejnar

August 1997

*No. 3: Bank Privatization in Hungary and Roger Kormendi and Karen Schnatterly May 1996
the Magvar Kulkereskedelmi Bank

Transaction

*No, 7: The Foreign Economic Contract Law | Dong-lai Li June 1993

of China: Cases and Anclysis

In place of No. 8: Journal of Comparative
Economics, "A Theory of Ambiguous
Property Rights in Transition Economies: The
Case of the Chinese Non-State Sector.” Vol.
23, No. 1, August 1996, pp. 1-19.

David D. Li

June 1996

*No. 9. Corporate Debt Crisis and
Bankruptcy Law During the Transition: The
Case of China

David D. Li and Shan Li

December 1995

In place of No. 10: Comparative Economic
Studies, “Russian Firins in Transition:
Champions, Challengers, and Chaff.” Vol.
39, No.2, Summer 1997, pp. 1-36.

Susan J. Linz

July 1996

*No. 11: Worker Trust and Svstem
Vulnerability in the Transition from Socialism
to Capitalism

Andrew Schotter

August 1996

In place of No. 12: Journal of International Rajeev Batra April 1997
Marketing, “Executive Insights: Marketing

Issues and Challenges in Transitional

Economies.” Vel. 5. No. 4, 1997, pp. 95-114.

*No. 13: Enterprise Restructuring and Lubonir Lizal, Miroslav Singer, and Jan December 1996

Performance in the Transition

Svejnar

*No. 14: Pensions in the Former Soviet Bloc:
Problems and Solutions

Jan Svejnar

November 1996

*No. I15: Marketing in Transitional
Economies: Edited Transcript & Papers from
I April 1996 Conference in Ann Arbor,
Michigan

Compiled by The Davidson Institute

December 1996

*No. 16: Banks in Transition—Investment
Opportunities in Central Europe and Russia
Edired Transcript from 31 May 1996
Conference in New York Ciry

With commentary and edited by Anna
Mevendorff

January 1997

In Place of No. 17: Post-Soviet Geography
and Economies, “Russia’s Managers in
Transition: Pilferers or Paladins?” Vol. 37,
No.7 (September 1996), pp. 397-426.

Susan J. Linz and Gary Krueger

November 1996

Publications denoted by an asterisk are available on the Kresge Library webpage
(http://1ib.bus.umich.edu)




THE WILLIAM DAVIDSON INSTITUTE
AT THE UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN BUSINESS SCHOOL

*No. 18: PPF a.s., The First Private
Investment Fund (joint publication with Czech
Management Center)

Michal Otradovec

November 1995

*No. 19: Prvni Investicnia.s., The First
Investment Corporation (joint publication
with Czech Management Center)

Jarosiav Jirdsek

August 1995

*No. 20: YSE Funds: A Story of Czech
Investment Funds (joint publication with
Czech Management Center)

Michal Orradovec

November 1995

*No. 21: Restructuring of Czech Firms: An
Example of Gama, a.s. (joint publication with
Czech Management Center)

Antonm Buim

June 1996

*No. 22: Czech [nvestment Fund Industry:
Development and Behaviour (joint publication
with Czech Management Center)

Richard Podpiera

May 1996

*No. 23: The Role of Investment Funds in the
Czech Republic (joinr publication with Czech
Management Center)

Dusan Triska

June 1996

*No. 24: ZVU a.s.: Investment Funds on the
Board of Directors of an Engineering Giant

Tory Wolff

August 1995

*No. 25: Cultural Encounters and Claims to
Expertise in Postconununist Capitalism

Michael D. Kennedy

February 1997

*No. 26: Behuvior of a Sovenian Firm in
Transition

Janez Prasnikar

February 1997

*No. 27: East-West Joint Ventures in a
Transitional Economy: The Case of Slovakia

Sonia Ferencikova

March 1997

*No. 28: Ownership and Institutions:
Evidence from Rural China

Hehui Jin and Yingvi Qian

January 1997

*No. 29: The Czech Crown’s Volatility Under
Modified Exchange Regimes

EvzZen Kocenda

March 1997

*No. 30: Convergence in Output in Transition
Economies: Central and Eastern Europe,
1970-1995

Saul Estrin and Giovanni Urga

February 1997

*No. 31: Towards a Model of China as a Yijtung Wang and Chun Chang March 1997
Partially Reformed Developing Economy

Under a Semifederalist Government

*No. 32: What Can North Korea Learn from John McMillan September 1996

China’s Market Reforms?

In Place of No. 33 Journal of Comparative
Economics, " Quantifying Price Liberalization
in Russia.” Vol 26, No. 4, December 1998,
pp. 735-737.

Daniel Berkowitz, David Delong, and
Sreven Husted

December 1998

No. 34: The East-West Joinr Venture: BC
Torsion Case Study

Sonia Ferencikova and Vern Terpstra

December [998

*No. 35: Optimal Restructuring Under a
Political Constraint: A General Equilibrium
Approach

Vivek Dehejia

January 1997

*No. 36: Restructuring an Industry During
Transition: A Two-Period Model

Richard Ericson

September 1996

*No. 37: Transition and the Output Fall

Geérard Roland and Thierry Verdier

March 1997

Publications denoted by an asterisk are available on the Kresge Library webpage
(http://lib.bus.umich.edu)




THE WILLI

AM DAVIDSON INSTITUTE

AT THE UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN BUSINESS SCHOOL

In place of No. 38: The Quarterly Journal of
Economics, “Disorganization.” Vol. 112, No.
4, November 1997, pp. 1091-1126.

Olivier Blanchard and Michael Kremer

January 1997

*No. 39: Privatization and Managerial
Efficiency

Olivier Debande and Guido Friebel

May 1997

*No. 40: The Tragedy of the Anticommons:
Properry in the Transition from Marx io
Markets

Michael Heller

February 1997

*No. 41: Labour Market Characteristics and Ldszio Halpern and Gabor Kdrdsi May 1997
Profitability: Econometric Analysis of

Hungarian Exporting Firms, 1986-1995

*No. 42: Channels of Redistribution: Simon Commander, Andrei Tolstopiatenko, | May 1997
Inequality and Poverty in the Russian and Ruslan Yemtsov

Transition

*No. 43: Agency in Project Screening and Chong-en Bai and Yijiang Wang May 1997

Termination Decisions: Why Is Good Money
Thrown After Bad?

*No. 44a: The Information Content of Stock
Markets: Why do Emerging Markets have
Svachronous Stock Price Movements?

Randall Morck, Bernard Yeung, and
Wayne Yu

February 1999

*No. 45a: Decentralization in Transition
Economies: A Tragedy of the Commons?

Daniel M. Berkowitz and Wei Li

September 1997

*No. 46: Strategic Creditor Passivity, Janer Mitchell May 1997
Regulation, and Bank Bailouts

*No. 47: Firms’ Heterogeneity in Transition: Irena Grosfeld and Jean-Francois Nivet May 1997
Evidence from a Polish Panel Data Set

*No. 48: Where Do the Leaders Trade? Jan Hanousek and Libor Némecek May 1997

Information Revelation and Interactions
Between the Segments of Czech Capiral
Markets

*No. 49: The Evolution of Bank Credir Quality

in Transition: Theory and Evidence from
Romania

Enrico C. Perotti and Octavian Carare

Ocrober 1996

*No. 50: End of the Tunnel? The Effects of Barry W. Ickes, Peter Murrell, and Randt | March 1997
Financiai Stabilization in Russia Ryterman

*No. 51: Incentives, Scale Economies, and Eric Maskin, Yingyi Qian, and Chenggang | May 1997
Organizational Form Xu

*No. 52: Insecure Property Rights and Jiahua Che and Yingvi Qtan May 1997
Government Qwnership of Firms

*No. 53: Competitive Shocks and Industrial Pankaj Ghemawar and Robert E. Kennedy | May 1997
Structure: The Case of Polish Manufacturing

*No. 54: Decentralization and the Loren Brandt and Xicodong Zhu June 1997
Macroeconomic Consequences of

Commitment to State-Owned Firms

*No. 55: Corruption and Reform Susanto Basu and David Li June 1996
*No. 56: Taxes and Government Incentives: Roger H. Gordon and David D. Li April 1997
Eastern Europe vs. China

*No. 57: Politics und Entrepreneurship in Simon Johnson, Daniel Kaufmann, and June 1997

Transition Economies

Andrei Schleifer

Publications denoted by an asterisk are available on the Kresge Library webpage

(http

://1ib.bus.umich.edu)




THE WILLIAM DAVIDSON INSTITUTE
AT THE UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN BUSINESS SCHOOL

*No. 58: Dissuading Extortion: A Theory of
Government Ownership

Jiahua Che

Aungust 1997

*No. 59; Instituwrional Environment, Jiahua Che and Yingyi Qian April 1997
Community Government, and Corporate

Governance: Understanding China's

Township-Village Enterprises

*No. 60a: Enterprise Investment During the Lubomir Lizal and Jan Svejnar December 1997
Transition: Evidence from Czech Panel Data

*N(). 61: Economic Transition, S[ra[eg_y and Shannon W, Anderson and William N. Aprtl 1997

the Evolution of Management Accounting Lanen

Practices: The Case of India

*No. 62: What Can We Learn from the Tito Boeri 1997

Experience of Transitional Economies with
Labour Marker Policies?

*No. 63: How Taxing Is Corruption on
International Investors?

Shang-Jin Wei

February 1997

*No. 64: Foreign Ownership and Pradeep K. Chhibber and Sumit K. April 1997
Profitabiliry: Property Rights, Strategic Majumdar

Control and Corporate Performance in Indian

Industry (will be published in a forthcoming

Journal of Law and Economics)

In place of No. 65: Industrial and Corporate Gautam Ahuja and Sumit K. Majumdar April 1997

Change, "On the Sequencing of Privatization
in Transition Economies.” Vol. 7, No. 1,
1998,

In place of No. 66: Post-Soviet Geography
and Economics, “Red Executives in Russia’s
Transition Economy.” Vol. 27, Ne. 10,
November 1996, pp. 633-651.

Susan J. Linz

January 1997

*No. 67: Between Two Coordination Failures:
Automotive Industrial Policy in China with a
Comparison to Korea

Yasheng Huang

Spring 1997

*No. 68: The Political Economy of Central-
Local Relations in China: Inflation and
Investment Controls During the Reform Era

Yasheng Huang

Spring 1997

*No. 69: Russian Managers under Storm:
Explicit Reality and Implicit Leadership
Theories (A Pilot Exploration)

Igor Gurkov

October 1998

*No. 70: Privatization Versus Competition:
Changing Enterprise Behavior in Russia

John S. Earle and Saul Estrin

Spring 1997

*No. 71: Giving Credit Where Credit Is Due:
The Changing Role of Rural Financial
Institutions in China

Albert Park, Loren Brandt, and John Giles

March 1997

No. 72: Law, Relationships, and Private
Enforcement: Transaciional Strategies of
Russian Enterprises

Kathryn Hendley, Peter Murrell, and
Randi Ryterman

November 1998

In Place of No. 73 Economics of Transition,
“The Restructuring of Large Firms in Slovak
Republic.” Vol. 6, No. 1, May 1998, pp. 67-85

Simeon Djankov and Gerhard Poh!

May 1998

Publications denoted by an asterisk are available on the Kresge Library webpage
(http://lib.bus.umich.edu)




THE WILLIAM DAVIDSON INSTITUTE
AT THE UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN BUSINESS SCHOOL

*No. 74: Determinants of Performance of
Manufacruring Firms in Seven European
Transition Economies

Stifn Claessens, Simeon Djankov, and
Gerhard Pohl

February 1997

*No. 75b: Test of Permanent Income
Hvpothesis on Czech Voucher Privatization

Jan Hanousek and Zdenék Tima

October 1997

*No. 76: Chinese Enterprise Reform as a
Market Process

Gary H. Jefferson and Thomas G. Rawski

June 1997

In Pluce of No. 77: Ecoromics of Transition,
“A Gini Decomposition Analysis of Inequality
tn the Czech and Slovak Republics During the
Transition,” Vol. 6, No.1, May 1998, pp. 23-
46.

Thesta 1. Garner and Katherine Terrell

May 1998

*No. 78: The Relationship Between Economic
Factors and Equity Markets in Central Europe

Jan Hanousek and Randall K. Filer

June 1997

*No. 79: Foreign Speculators and Emerging
Equity Markets

Geert Bekaerr and Campbell R. Harvey

August 1997

*No. 80: The Many Faces of Information
Disclosure

Arnoud W.A. Boot and Anjan V. Thakor

Ocrober 1997

*No. 81: Dererminants of Unemployment
Duration in Russia

Mark C. Foley

August 1997

*No. 82: Work Incentives and the Probability | Martina Lubvova and Jan C. van Ouss June 1997

of Leaving Unemployment in the Slovak

Republic

*No. 83: Which Enterprises (Believe Theyv) James Anderson, Georges Korsun, and October 1997

Have Soft Budgets after Mass Privatization?
Evidence from Mongolia

Peter Murrell

*No. 84: Start-ups and Transition

Daniel M. Berkowirz and David J. Cooper

September 1997

*No. 85: Was Privatization in Eastern
Germany a Special Case? Some Lessons from
the Treuhand

Uwe Siegmund

September 1997

*No. 86: The Effect of Privatization on Wealth
Distribution in Russia

Michael Alexeev

February 1998

*No. 87: Privatisation in Central and Eastern
Europe

Saul Estrin

June 1997

*No. 88: Gender Wage Gaps in China’s Labor | Margaret Maurer-Fazio, Thomas G. July 1997
Market: Size, Structure, Trends Rawski, and Wei Zhang

*No. 89: The Economic Determinants of Annette N. Brown July 1997
Internal Migration Flows in Russia During

Transition

In place of No. 80: China Economic Review. Thomas G. Rawski July 1997
“China’s State Enterprise Reform: An

Overseas Perspective.” Vol. 8, Spring 1997,

pp. 89-98.

*No. 91: China and the Idea of Economic Thomas G. Rawski April 1997

Reform

*No. 92: Expatriate Management in the Czech
Republic

Richard B. Peterson

September 1997

*No. 93: China's State-Owned Enterprises
In the First Reform Decade:
An Analysis of a Declining Monopsony

Xiao-Yuan Dong and Louis Putterman

Ociober 1997

Publications denoted by an asterisk are available on the Kresge Library webpage
(http://lib.bus.umich.edu)




THE WILLIAM DAVIDSON INSTITUTE
AT THE UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN BUSINESS SCHOOL

*No. 94: Pre-Reform Industry and the
State Monopsony in Ching

Xiao-Yuan Dong and Louis Putterman

October 1997

*No. 95: Czech Money Market: Emerging Jan Hanousek and EvZen Kocenda November 1997
Links Among Interest Rates

*No. 96: Resource Misallocation and Strain: Daniel Daianu November [997
Explaining Shocks in Post-Command

Economies

*No. 97: Structure and Strain in Explaining Daniel Daianu November 1997
Inter-Enterprise Arrears

*No. 98: Institutions, Strain and the Daniel Daianu and Lucian Albu November 1997
Underground Economy

*No. 99: Proceedings of the Conference on Edited by Cynthia Koch May 1997

Strategic Alliances in Transitional Economies,
held May 20, 1997 at the Davidson Institute

*No. 100: Romanian Financial System Reform

Anna Meyendorff and Anjan V. Thakor

November 1997

*No. 101: Depreciation and Russian
Corporate Finance: A Pragmatic Approach to
Surviving the Transition

Susan J. Linz

November 1997

*No. 102: Social Networks in Transition

Lorena Barberia, Simon Johnson, and
Daniel Kaufmann

Qctober 1997

*No. 103: Grime and Punishment:
Employment, Wages and Wage Arrears in the
Russian Federation

Hartmut Lehmann, Jonathan Wadsworth,

and Alessandro Acquisti

Cctober 1997

*No. 104: The Birth of the “Wage Curve” in
Hungary, 1989-95

Gadabor Kertesi and Janos Kdllo

Ociober 1997

*No. 105: Getring Behind the East-West Michael Burda and Christoph Schmidt May 1997
[{German] Wage Differential: Theory and

Evidence

in Place of No. 106: Journal of Comparative | Valentijn Bilsen and Jozef Konings September 1998

Economics, “Job Creation, Job Destruction
and Growth of Newly Established, Privatized
and State-Owned Enterprises in Transition
Economies: Survey Evidence from Bulgaria,
Hungary, and Romania,” Vol 26, No.3,
September 1998, pp. 429-445,

*No. 107: The Worker-Firm Matching in the
Transition: (Why} Are the Czechs More
Successful Than Others?

Daniel Miinich, Jan Svejnar, and
Katherine Terrell

October 1997

In place of No. 109: Industrial and Labor
Relations Review, “Markets for Communist
Human Capital: Returns to Education and
Experience in Post-Communist Czech
Republic and Slovakia.” Vel. 51, No. 3, April
1998, pp. 401-423,

Robert S. Chase

October 1997

*No. 110: Long-Term Unemployment and
Social Assistance: The Polish Experience

Marek Gora and Christoph M. Schmidt

April 1997

*No. 111: Unemployment Benefits and
Incentives in Hungary: New Evidence

Joachim Wolff

October 1997

Publications denoted by an asterisk are available on the Kresge Library webpage
(http://lib.bus.umich.edu)




THE WILLIAM DAVIDSON INSTITUTE
AT THE UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN BUSINESS SCHOOL

*No. 113: Preliminary Evidence on Active Christopher J. O’Leary October 1997
Labor Programs’ Impact in Hungary and

Poland

*No. 114. Empioyment and Wage Behavior of | Swati Basu, Saul Estrin, and Jan Svejnar October 1997

Enterprises in Transitional Economies

*No. 115: Enterprise Performance and
Managers' Profiles

Simeon Djankov and Stijn Claessens

December 1997

*No. 116: Labor Demand During Transition
in Hungary

Gabor Kordsi

October 1997

*No. 117: Notes for an Essay on the Soft
Budget Constraint

Lorand Ambrus-Lakatos

January 1997

*No. 118: Industrial Decline and Labor
Reallocation in Romania

John S. Earle

October 1997

*No. 119; Institutional Upheaval and
Company Transformation in Emerging Market
Economies

Karen L. Newman

Maich 1998

*No. 121: Local Labour Market Dynamics in
the Czech and Slovak Republics

Peter Huber and Andreas Worg dtter

November 1997

*No. 122: A Model of the Informal Economy
in Transition Economies

Simon Commander and Andrei
Tolstopiatenko

November 1997

*No. 123 Considerations of an Emerging
Marketplace: Managers' Perceptions in the
Southern African Economic Community

Brent Chrite and David Hudson

February 1998

*No. 124: Financial Discipline in the
Enterprise Secior in Transition Countries:
How Does China Compare’

Shumet Gao and Mark E. Schaffer

February 1998

*No. 125: Market Discipline in Conglomerate
Banks: Is an Internal Allocation of Cost of
Capital Necessary as Incentive Device?

Arnoud W, A. Boot and Anjolein Schmeits

November 1997

*No. 126: From Federalism, Chinese Style, to
Privatization, Chinese Style

Yuanzheng Cao, Yingvi Qian, and Barry R,
Weingast

December 1997

*No. 127: Accounting for Growth in Post-
Sovier Russia

Daniel Berkowitz and David N. DeJong

January 1998

In place of No. 128: Comparative Economic
Studies, “Job Righis in Russian Firms:
Endangered or Extinct Institutions?” Vol. 40,
No. 4, Winter 1998, pp. 1-32.

Susan J. Ling

January 1998

*No. 129: Restructuring Investment in
Transition: A Model of the Enterprise
Decision

Richard E. Ericson

January 1998

*No. 130: Chunging Incentives of the Chinese

Bureaucracy

David D. Li

January 1998

In place of No. 131: Comparative Economic
Studies, “Will Restructuring Hungarian
Companies Innovate? An Investigation Based
on Joseph Berliner's Analvsis of Innovation in
Soviet Industry.” Vol. 40, No. 2, Suimmer
1998, pp. 53-74.

John B. Bonin and Istvan Abel

March 1998

*No. [32: Interfirm Relationships and
Informal Credit in Vietnam

John McMillan and Christopher Woodruff

February 1998

Publications denoted by an asterisk are available on the Kresge Library webpage
(http://lib.bus.umich.edu)




THE WILLIAM DAVIDSON INSTITUTE
AT THE UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN BUSINESS SCHOOL

*No. 133: Management 101: Behavior of
Firms in Transition Economies

Josef C. Brada

March 1998

*No. 134: To Restructure or Not to
Restructure: Informal Activities and
Enterprise Behavior in Transition

Clifford Gaddy and Barry W. Ickes

February 1998

*No. 135: Radical Organizational Change:
The Role of Starting Conditions, Conpetition,
and Leaders

Karen L. Newman

January 1998

*No. 136: The Political Economy of Mass
Privatization and the Risk of Expropriation

Klaus M. Schmidr

March 1998

*No. 137: Reform Without Losers: An Lawrence J. Lau, Yingyi Qian, and Gérard | November 1997
Interpretation of China's Dual-Track Roland

Appreach to Transition

*No. 138: Ownership and Employmenti in Susan J. Ling March 1998

Russian Industry: 1992-1993

*No. 139: The Failure of the Government-Led
Program of Corporate Reorganization in
Romania

Simeon Djankov and Kosali Hlayperuma

September 1997

*No. 140: Employment, Unemplovment and
Transition in the Czech Republic. Where Have
All the Workers Gone?

Vit Sorm and Katherine Terrell

October 1997

*No. 141: Collective Ownership and
Privatization of China’s Village Enterprises

Suwen Pan and Albert Park

April 1998

*No. 142: Industrial Policy and Poverty in
Transition Econonties: Two Steps Forward or
One Step Back?

Susan J. Linz

March 1998

*No. 143: Optimal Bankruptcy Laws Across Elazar Berkovitch and Ronen Israel March 1998
Different Economic Systems
*Ne. 144: Investment and Wages in Slovenia | Janez Prasnikar May 1998
In Place of No. 145: Economics of John Ham, Jan Svejnar, and Katherine May 1998
Transition, “Women’s Unemployment During | Terrell
the Transition: Evidence from Czech and
Stovak Micro Data,” Vol. 7, No. I, May 1999,

47-78. FORTHCOMING
*No. 146: Chief Executive Compensation Derek C. Jones, Takao Kato, and Jeffrey June 1998
During Early Transition: Further Evidence Miller
from Bulgaria
*No. 147: Environmental Protection and Robert Letovsky, Reze Ramazani, and June 1998
Economic Development: The Case of the Debra Murphy
Huathe River Basin Cleanup Plan
*No. 148: Changes in Poland's Transfer Bozena Leven June 1998
Paviments in the 1990s: the Fate of
Pensioners
*No. 149: Commitment, Versatility and Leslie Perlow und Ron Fortgang April 1998
Balance: Determinants of Work Time
Standards and Norms in a Multi-Country
Study of Software Engineers
*No. 130: Tax Avoidance and the Allocation Anna Mevendorff June 1998

of Credit

Publications denoted by an asterisk are available on the Kresge Library webpage
{http://lib.bus.umich.edu)




THE WILLIAM DAVIDSON INSTITUTE

AT THE UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN BUSINESS SCHOOL

*No. 151: Labor Productivity in Transition:
A Regional Analysis of Russian Industry

Susan J. Linz

May 1998

In place of No. 152: Comparative Economic
Studies, “Enterprise Restructuring in Russia’s
Transition Economy: Formal and Informal
Mechanisms.” Vol. 40, No. 2, Summer {998,
pp. 5-52.

Susan J. Linz and Gary Krueger

April 1998

In place of No. 153: Journal of Comparative
Economics, "Causes of the Soft Budget
Constraint: Evidence on Three Explanations.™
Vol. 26, No. I, March 1998, pp. 104-116.

David D. Li and Minsong Liang

March 1998

*No. 154: The Model and the Reality:
Assessment of Viemamese SOE Reform—
Implementation at the Firm Level

Edmund Malesky, Vu Thanh Hung, Vu Thi
Dieu Anh, and Nancy K. Napier

July 1998

In place of No. 155: Oxford Review of
Economic Policy, *From Theory into
Practice? Restructuring and Dynamism in
Transition Economies.” Vol. 13, No. 2,
Summer 1997, pp. 77-1635.

Wendy Carlin and Michael Landesmann

June 1997

In place of No. 156: Leadership and
Organization Development Journal,
“Leading Radical Change in Transition
Economies.” Vol. 19, No. 6, 1998, pp. 309-
324..

Karen L. Newman

June 1998

*No. 157: Baby Boom or Bust? Changing
Fertility in Post-Communist Czech Republic
and Slovakia

Robert S. Chase

April 1998

*No. 158: Structural Adjustment and Regional
Long Term Unemployment in Poland

Hartmut Lehmann and Patrick P. Walsh

June 1997

*No. 159: Does Market Structure Matrer?
New Evidence from Russia

Annette N. Brown and J. David Brown

June 1998

*No. 160: Tenures that Shook the World:
Worker Turnover in the Russian Federation
and Poland

Hartmut Lehmann and Jonathan
Wadsworth

June 1998

*No. 161: Corruption in Transition

Susanto Basu and David D. Li

May 1998

*No. 162: Skill Acquisition and Private Firm

Creation in Transition Economies

Zuzana Brixiova and Wenli Li

June 1998

No. 163: European Union Trade and
Investment Flows U-Shaping Industrial
Ouiput in Central and Eastern Europe:
Theory and Evidence

Alexander Repkine and Parrick P. Walsh

April 1998

*No. 164: Finance and Investment in
Transition: Czech Enterprises, 1993-1994

Ronald Anderson and Chantal Kegels

September 1997

*No. 165: Disorganization, Financial
Squeeze, and Barter

Daniel Kaufmann and Dalia Marin

Tuly 1998

*No. 166: Value Priorities and Consumer

Behavior in a Transitional Economy: The
Case of South Africa

Steven M. Burgess und Jan-Benedict ELM.
Steenkamp

August 1998

*No. 167: Voucher Privarization with
Investment Funds: An Institutional Analysis

David Ellerman

March 1998

Publications denoted by an asterisk are available on the Kresge Library webpage
(http://lib.bus.umich.edu)




THE WILLIAM DAVIDSON INSTITUTE
AT THE UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN BUSINESS SCHOOL

In place of No. 169: American Economic

Review, “Unemplovment and the Social Safety

Net during Transitions to a Market Economy:
Evidence from Czech and Slovak Men.” Vol
88, No. 5, Dec. 1998, pp. 1117-1142.

John C. Ham, Jan Svejnar, and Katherine
Terrell

December 1998

*No. 170: Privatization, Ownership Structure | Frantisek Turnovec May 1998
and Transparency: How to Measure a Real

Involvement of the State

*No. 171: Framework Issues in the Morris Bornstein June 1998

Privatization Strategies of the Czech Republic,
Hungary, and Poland

*No. 172: Political Instability and Growth in
Proprietary Economies

Jody Overland and Michae! Spagat

August 1998

*No. 173: Intragovernment Procurement of
Local Public Good: A Theory of
Decentralization in Nondemocratic
Government

Chong-en Bai, Yu Pan and Yijiang Wang

June 1998

*No. 174; Ownership and Managerial
Competition: Emplovee, Customer, or Outside
Ownership

Patrick Bolton and Chenggang Xu

June 1998

*No. 175: Privatisation and Market Structure | John Bennett and James Maw June 1998
in a Transition Economy

*No. 176: Chronic Moderate Inflation in Jdnos Vincze June 1998
Transition: The Tale of Hungary

*No. 177: Bureaucracies in the Russian Guido Friebel June 1998

Voucher Privatization

*No. 178: Output and Unemployment
Dynamics in Transition

Vivek H. Dehejia and Douglas W. Dwvyer

January 1998

*No. 179: Organizational Culture and
Effectiveness: The Case of Foreign Firms in
Russia

Carl F. Fey and Daniel R. Denison

January 1999

*No. 180: Financing Mechanisms and R&D Haizhou Huang and Chenggang Xu July 1998
Investment

*No. 181: Delegation and Delay in Bank Lorand Ambrus-Lakatos and Ulrich Hege | July 1998
Privatization

*No. 183: Investment Portfolio under Soft Chongen Bai and Yijiang Wang

Budget: Implications for Growth, Volatility

and Savings

*No. 184: Investment and Wages during the Janez Prasnikar and Jan Svejnar July 1998
Transition: Evidence from Slovene Firms

*No. 185: Firm Performance in Bulgaria and | Jozef Konings July 1998
Estonia: The effects of competitive pressure,

financial pressure and disorganisation

*No. 186: Performance of Czech Companies Andrew Weiss and Georgiy Nikitin June 1998
by Ownership Structure

*No. 187: Corporate Structure and Ldszlé Halpern and Gdbor Kdrsoi July 1998
Performance in Hungary

*No. 189: Russia’s Internal Border Dantel Berkowitz and David N. DeJong July 1998

Publications denoted by an asterisk are available on the Kresge Library webpage
(bttp://lib.bus.umich.edu)




THE WILLIAM DAVIDSON INSTITUTE

AT THE UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN BUSINESS SCHOOL

*No. 190: Strategic Restructuring: Making Lawrence P. King September 1997
Capitalisin in Post-Communist Eastern

Europe

*No. 191 Teaching the Dinosaurs to Dance Michal Cakrt September 1997
*No. 192: Russian Communitariansim: An Charalambos Vlachoutsicos July 1998

Invisible Fist in the Transformation Process of
Russia

*No. 193: Building Successful Companies in
Transition Economies

Dr. lvan Perlaki

January 1998

*No. 194: Japanese Investment in Transitional
Economies: Characteristics and Performance

Paul W. Beamish and Andrew Delios

November 1997

*No. 195: Insider Lending and Economic
Transition: The Structure, Function, and
Performance Impact of Finance Companies in
Chinese Business Groups

Lisa A. Keister

December 1997

*No. 196: Understanding and Managing
Challenges to the Romanian Companies
during Transition

Dan Candea and Rodica M. Candea

January 1998

*No. 197: Organizational Changes in Russian
Industrial Enterprises: Mutation of Decision-
Making Structures and Transformations of
Cwnership

Igor B. Gurkov

January 1998

*No. 198: The Application of Change
Management Methods at Business
Organizations Operating in Hungary:
Challenges in the Business and Cultural
Environment and First Practical Experiences

Dr. Jdnos Fehér

January 1998

*No. 199: The Emergence of Marker Practices
in China's Economic Transition: Price Setting
Practices in Shanghai’s Industrial Firms

Douglas Guthrie

February 1998

*No. 200: Radical versus Incremental
Change: The Role of Capabilities,
Competition, and Leaders

Karen L. Newman

February 1998

*No. 201: Foreign Direct Investment as a
Factor of Change: The Case of Slovakia

Sonia Ferencikova

February 1998

*No. 202: Corporate Transformation and
Organizational Learning: The Peopie’s
Republic of China

Meinolf Dierkes and Zhang Xinhua

March 1998

*No. 203: Emergent Compensation Strategies | Marc Weinstein March 1998
in FPost-Socialist Poland. Understanding the

Cognitive Underpinnings of Management

Practices in a Transition Econoniy

*No. 204: Human Resource Management in Nandani Lynton April 1998
the Restructuring of Chinese Joint Ventures

*No. 205: Firm Ownership and Work Roberr A, Roe, Irina L. Zinovieva, May 1998
Motivation in Bulgaria and Hungary: An Elizabeth Dienes, and Laurens A. ten Horn

Empirical Stuedy of the Transition in the Mid-

19905

*No. 206. Why Do People Work If They Are Irina L. Zinovieva May 1998

Not Paid? An Example from Eastern Europe

Publications denoted by an asterisk are available on the Kresge Library webpage
(http://1ib.bus.umich.edu)




THE WILLIAM DAVIDSON INSTITUTE

AT THE UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN BUSINESS SCHOOL

*No. 207: From Survival to Success: The Arthur Yeung and Kenneth DeWoskin July 1998
Journey of Corporate Transformation at Haier

*No. 208: A Cultural Analysis of Homosocial | Michael D. Kennedy July 1998
Reproduction and Contesting Claims to

Competence in Transitional Firms

No. 209: [nherited Wealth, Corporate Control | Randall K. Morck, David A. Stangeland, September 1998

and Economic Growth

and Bernard Yeung

No 210: Values, Optimum Stimulation Levels
and Brand Loyalty: New Scales in New
Populations

Steven M. Burgess and Mari Harris

September 1998

No. 211: Bankruptcy Experience in Hungary | Janet Mitchell October 1998
and the Czech Republic
No. 212: The Marketing System in Bulgarian | Yordan Staykov, Team Leader Qctober 1998

Livestock Production — The Present State and
Evolutionary Processes During the Period of
Economic Transition

No. 213. Effects of Active Labor Market
Programs on the Transition Rate from
Unemployment into Regular Jobs in the
Slovak Republic

Martina Lubyova and Jan C. van Ours

December 1998

No. 214. Does the Slovenian Public Work
Program Increase Participanis’ Chances to
Find a Job?

Milan Vodopivec

December 1998

No. 215, Active Labor Marker Policies in
Poland: Human Capital Enhancement,
Stigmatization or Benefit Churning?

Jochen Kluve, Hartmut Lehmann, and
Christoph M. Schmidt

December 1998

In Place of No. 216: Journal of Comparative
Economics, “Labor Market Policies and
Unemployment in the Czech Republic.” Vol
27, No. I, March 1999, pp. 33-60.

Katherine Terrell and Vit Sorm

November 1998

No. 217: Returns to Mobility in the Transition
to a Marker Economy

Tito Boeri and Christopher J. Flinn

January 1999

No. 218: Competing Strategies of FDI and
Technology Transfer to China: American and
Japanese Firms

W. Mark Fruin and Penelope Prime

January 1999

No. 219: Household Structure and Labor
Demand in Agriculture: Testing for
Separability in Rural China

Audra J. Bowlus and Terry Sicular

January 1999

No. 220: Managerial, Expertise and Team
Centered Forms of Organizing: A Cross-
Cultural Exploration of Independence in
Engineering Work

Leslie Perlow

January 1999

No. 221: Technology Spillovers through
Foreign Direct Investment

Yuko Kinoshita

January 1999

No. 222: The Relationship between Opague
Markets and High Speed Growth: How Good
Information Interferes with Investment in a
Rapidly Changing Environment

Rodney Wallace

January 1999

Publications denoted by an asterisk are available on the Kresge Library webpage
(http://1ib.bus.umich.edu)




THE WILLIAM DAVIDSON INSTITUTE

AT THE UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN BUSINESS SCHOOL

No. 223: Product Market Competition in Mitsutoshi M. Adachi March 1999
Transition Economies: Increasing Varieties
and Consumer Loyairy

No. 224: Measuring Progress in Transition Wendy Carlin, Saul Estrin, and Mark March 1999
and Towards EU Accession: A Comparison of | Schaffer
Manufacturing Firms in Poland, Romania,
and Spain

No. 225: Transition at Whirlpool-Tatramat. Hans Brechbuhl and Sonia Ferencikova March 1999
Case Studies

No. 226: Unemployment Benefir Entitlement Parrick A, Puhani March 1999
and Training Effects in Poland during
Transition

No. 227: Ownership Concentration and Stijn Claessens and Simeon Djankov April 1999
Corporate Performance in the Czech Republic

No. 228: The Enterprise Isolation Program in | Simeon Djankov April 1999
Russia

No. 229: Back to the Future: The Growth Nauro F. Campos April 1999
Prospects of Transition Economies
Reconsidered

To order a working paper, or have your name added to the Davidson Institute’s newsletter
mailing list, please contact the Davidson Institute at e-mail wdi @umich.edu or tel. 734-763-5020

Publications denoted by an asterisk are available on the Kresge Library webpage
(http://lib.bus.umich.edu)







