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A ll sorts of small enterprises boomed in the countryside, as if a strange army
appeared suddenly from nowhere,” remarked Deng Xiaoping, reflecting
in 1987 on the first eight years of China’s economic reforms (Zhao, 1996,

p. 106). These startup firms drove China’s reform momentum; they were arguably
the single main source of China’s growth. But their rapid emergence, Deng said,
“was not something I had thought about. Nor had the other comrades. This
surprised us.” The reformers had not foreseen the key to their own reforms. The
other ex-communist economies had similar experiences. As in China, new firms
were drivers of reform. They strengthened the budding market economy by creat-
ing jobs, supplying consumer goods, mobilizing savings and ending the state firms’
monopoly. As in China, also, the reformers usually did not anticipate the force of
entry.

Of the two routes to a private sector—privatizing the existing firms and
creating new ones—the policy debates focused almost exclusively on the former.
Little attention was given to what reform policies would foster entry. Dusan Triska,
for example, the architect of Czechoslovakia’s privatization program, said priva-
tization “is not just one of the many items on the economic program. It is the
transformation itself ” (Nellis, 2001, p. 32). It is not surprising that those who had
spent their lives under central planning did not foresee the impact of entrepre-
neurship, but few analysts from the West predicted it either.

The reason for underestimating entrepreneurship, perhaps, was a sense that
setting up a business, risky anywhere, is especially risky in an economy undergoing
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deep reform. With prices volatile as a result of the reforms, it is unclear which lines
of business are going to be the most profitable. State firms, fearing competition,
harass the new firms, and corrupt bureaucrats extort bribes. Without the normal
market-supporting institutions, the new firms usually cannot rely on the courts to
enforce their contracts; bank loans are unobtainable for most; and there is little
legal or regulatory provision for shareholding.

These handicaps notwithstanding, large parts of the new market economy
arose spontaneously, through the initiatives of entrepreneurs. They succeeded by
self-help: they built for themselves substitutes for the missing institutions. Reputa-
tional incentives substituted for court enforcement of contracts. Trade credit (loans
from firm to firm along the supply chain) substituted for bank credit. Reinvestment
of profits substituted for outside equity.

In this paper, we summarize entrepreneurial patterns in the transition econ-
omies, particularly Russia, China, Poland and Vietnam.1 Markets developed spon-
taneously in every transition country, but they were built at varying speeds. Some
governments impeded the entrepreneurs’ self-help by creating conditions that
made it hard for informal contracting to work; others created an environment that
was conducive to self-help. The spontaneous emergence of markets, furthermore,
has its limits. As firms’ activities became more complex, they came to need formal
institutions. Some governments fostered entrepreneurship by building market-
supporting infrastructure; others did not (Frye and Shleifer, 1997). We will argue
that the success or failure of a transition economy can be traced in large part to the
performance of its entrepreneurs.

The Environment for Entrepreneurship

All the transition economies, from the former Soviet Union and central and
eastern Europe to China and Vietnam, were similar in one important respect: their
planned economies had been dominated by large firms, producing few consumer
goods. Small and medium-sized firms were almost nonexistent, although they are a
large part of every market economy. Trade and services were also a much smaller
part of the transition economies than is typical for a market economy. As reform led
to greater flexibility in prices, wages and production decisions, the imbalances
inherited from the planned economy created enormous profit opportunities for
entrepreneurs. Entrepreneurs responded by starting enterprises at a rapid—
though varying—rate in each of the transition countries.

Some governments actively made it hard for entrepreneurs to operate. Expro-
priation of profits through official corruption was the most conspicuous of such
actions. Managers of startup manufacturing firms were asked in a survey whether
“extralegal” payments were needed in order to receive government services or a

1 Our focus will be on the state’s role in encouraging startup firms, not on efforts to create a market
sector by revamping the old state firms; on that issue, see Djankov and Murrell (2002), Megginson and
Netter (2001) and Nellis (2001).
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business license ( Johnson, McMillan and Woodruff, 2002b). More than 90 percent
of Russian managers said they were, compared with about 20 percent of Polish
managers. Corruption deters investment. Those firms in the sample that were the
most concerned about corruption invested nearly 40 percent less than those least
concerned. The mafia is a further deterrent to entrepreneurship. Asked whether
payments to private agencies were necessary for “protection” of their activities,
more than 90 percent of Russian managers and 8 percent of Polish managers said
they were.

Managers were asked in the same survey whether they would invest $100 today
if they expected to receive $200 in two years (an implied annual rate of return of
40 percent). The responses to this question give an indication of both the oppor-
tunity cost of money and the security of property. A striking 99 percent of the
Russian managers said they would not, compared with 22 percent of the Polish
managers.

Illegitimate takings aside, official policies often make it expensive to set up
firms. Entrepreneurs must apply for business licenses to establish that their com-
pany’s name is unique and provide proof of their startup capital; then they must file
with the tax and labor authorities. In Russia, setting up a new business takes an
entrepreneur over two months and costs 38 percent of per capita GDP in official
fees (Djankov et al., 2002). In Poland, it takes nearly a month and costs 28 percent
of per capita GDP. In Vietnam, it takes nearly six months and costs a striking
150 percent of per capita GDP.

The government’s decisions on privatizing state firms may also have affected
the environment for new firms. Mass privatization could add to the general uncer-
tainty, thus deterring entry. Across Russia’s regions, more new firms have been
formed where there was less privatization of small state enterprises, though more
entry has occurred where there was more privatization of large-scale state enter-
prises (Berkowitz and Holland, 2001). The continued presence of state enterprises
also raised barriers to entry. They absorbed scarce capital and received regulatory
favors (as did the privatized firms). Anecdotes abound of state firms stifling new
entrants to prevent them from becoming competitors.

Not only did governments impede entrepreneurship, formal institutions to
underpin entrepreneurial activity developed only slowly. In Vietnam in the mid-
1990s, for example, after a decade of reform, the market institutions were still
inadequate. Banks almost exclusively served state-owned firms. There were no
credit-reporting bureaus. Courts able to enforce contracts between private firms
were just being created. Among manufacturers we surveyed between 1995 and
1997, less than 10 percent said that courts or the government could enforce a
contract with a buyer or seller, and just 10 percent said that they had received credit
from banks when they started their business (McMillan and Woodruff, 1999b). In
another survey carried out in 1997, 74 percent of private firms reported having no
debts to banks, and such debts represented only 20 percent of the capital among
the 24 percent of the firms that did have them (Ronnås, 1998).
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Profits and Entry

Four transition countries, Poland, Russia, China and Vietnam, span the range
of entrepreneurship patterns. Poland was among the most successful in fostering
new private firms. Russia was among the least successful, though entry occurred
even there. China took a distinctive path with entry of competitive enterprises run
by local governments. Vietnam offers an example of robust growth of private firms
even with an almost total absence of formal institutions to facilitate business.

A telling measure of the success of a transition economy’s reforms is the time
path of entrants’ profits. Figure 1 shows the path of profits in the five years
following the start of transition in China (1979–1984) and in Poland and Russia
(1990–1995). In China, at the start of the reform era in 1979, the average profits
of nonstate firms were 28 percent of invested capital. This is very high in compar-
ison to earnings in a mature market economy: small businesses in the United States
typically earn returns between 9 percent and 15 percent of assets.2 As China’s
transition proceeded, the new firms’ profits declined steadily through the first
decade of reform, falling to 15 percent of invested capital in 1984 and leveling out
at 6 percent in 1991 (Naughton, 1995, p. 150).

In Poland, profit rates of manufacturing firms in their first year of operation
fell from an average of 25 percent of invested capital for firms formed in 1990 to
6 percent for firms formed in 1995. In Russia, also, profits earned by entrants were
high at the start of the reforms: firms established in 1990 earned an average profit
of 17 percent on invested capital in their first year of operation. By contrast with
China and Poland, however, profits did not decline over time: first-year profits for
firms established in 1995, at 16 percent, were almost as high as those for the firms
established in 1990 ( Johnson, McMillan and Woodruff, 2002b).3

The high profits earned in all three countries early in the transition are easily
explained. The starting point was a heavily distorted economy with unfilled market
niches. Firms that were able to overcome the impediments to doing business and
produce and sell goods and services were very profitable. In Poland and China, as
market-supporting institutions developed, the impediments declined and so rents

2 The U.S. data are from the National Survey of Small Business Finances (Federal Reserve Board of
Governors, 1994). The NSSBF sampled 273 manufacturing firms with between 10 and 250 employees.
The return on invested capital averages 15 percent. However, in the surveys of firms in the five eastern
European countries, profits as a percentage of assets were obtained in categories, with the lowest
category being “negative” and the highest category being “41 percent or greater.” When these categories
are used with the U.S. data, the average return on invested capital is 9 percent rather than 15 percent.
It is likely, then, that the data from Poland and Russia discussed in this section understate somewhat the
return to capital.
3 A word of caution about comparing the profit data from China on the one hand and Russia and Poland
on the other: The Polish and Russian data are from surveys of about 300 manufacturers in each country
in 1997 ( Johnson, McMillan and Woodruff, 2002b). Firms were asked about profits in their first year of
operation. Figure 1 shows the average profit rate of firms beginning operation in each year. As such, they
are subject to possible recall and selection bias. The China data were gathered contemporaneously from
firms operating at the time.
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fell. Russia’s stalled transition shows up in the absence of any decline in profit
levels.

Data on the rate of entry of new firms are consistent with the profit paths
shown in Figure 1. Entry occurred rapidly in China. Most of the new entrants there
were not private firms, but rural enterprises run by local governments, called
township and village enterprises. The share of China’s industrial output accounted
for by rural enterprises increased from 9 percent in 1978 to 30 percent in 1991
(Naughton, 1995, p. 164). Since none of the increase in output of rural firms in
China came from privatized state firms, all of it is attributable to newly formed
firms. The entry of these new enterprises was driven by the extraordinarily high
rates of profit available early in the reforms. The competition engendered by rapid
entry was the primary cause of the fall in profits.

Entry in Poland was also rapid. Industrial employment in Poland’s private
sector firms increased from 15 percent in 1991 to 37 percent in 1994, according to
Konings, Lehmann and Schaffer (1996), using data collected by the Polish Central
Statistical Office. The 21-percentage-point increase was apparently largely the result
of new entrants, since privatized firms represented only 6 percent of industrial
employment in 1994. At least one-sixth of industrial employment in Poland in 1994,
then, was in de novo firms (“de novo” meaning started from scratch rather than

Figure 1
Time Path of Profits

Notes: The horizontal axis shows the number of years into reform. For China, year 1 means 1979 and
year 6 means 1984. For Poland and Russia, year 1 means 1990 and year 6 means 1995.
Sources: China: Naughton (1996, p. 150). Poland and Russia: Johnson, McMillan and Woodruff
(2002b).
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being spun off from state-owned firms). The level of self-employment in Poland
increased from 6 percent of the labor force in 1988 to 12 percent in 1993
(according to Earle and Sakova, 1999, using labor market surveys).4 Although most
of the firm-level studies in transition countries focus on manufacturing, entry may
have been even more important in the service sector, given the underdevelopment
of the service sector in the centrally planned economies. In Poland, the service
sector grew from 40 percent of nonagricultural GDP in 1989 to 66 percent of GDP
in 1997.

Russia, by contrast, saw less rapid entry. A 1995 study found that just 6 percent
of manufacturing employment was in de novo firms (Richter and Shaffer, 1996).
Self-employment in Russia in the early years of the transition increased only from
2 percent of the labor force in 1988 to 3 percent in 1993 (Earle and Sakova, 1999).
Confirmation of the slowness of entry comes from data collected by Djankov and
Nenova (2001) on employment in manufacturing firms with fewer than 50 employ-
ees in 1997. Since small firms were uncommon in the planned economy, small size
is a rough proxy for de novo startups. They find that small firms represented
24 percent of manufacturing employment in Poland, but only 10 percent in Russia,
and that the employment share of small firms in the Russian service sector more
than doubled from 13 percent in 1989 to 30 percent in 1997.5 All data on
increasing shares in Russia need to be interpreted in the context of a shrinking
economy. For example, Russia also saw services increase from 40 percent of the
nonagricultural economy in 1989 to 62 percent in 1997. The share of services
increased in spite of the fact that output of services actually declined by 1 percent
per year during the 1990s; manufacturing declined much more rapidly.

The speed of entry in China, Poland and Russia was consistent with the time
path of profits shown in Figure 1. Robust entry in China and Poland brought
plummeting profits. In Russia, entry was slower, and profits remained high.

In Vietnam, also, the available data indicate that entry of private firms was
robust (though we are unaware of any profit data there). Vietnam is an intriguing
example, for it is an extreme case in its lack of formal market-supporting institu-
tions. Yet Vietnam’s private sector boomed. The number of registered private firms
grew by 40 percent per year between 1993 and 1997. Private sector employment
grew from 3.8 million to 10.2 million between 1988 and 1992, while employment in
state firms fell from 4.1 million to 3.0 million and in cooperatives fell from
20.7 million to 18.6 million. In the following three years, from 1992 to 1995, private

4 The labor survey data indicate that the majority of the self-employed work for their own account. These
workers may represent not robust entry, but desperation in the face of unemployment (Earle and
Sakova, 2000). Nevertheless, in 1993, over 4 percent of Poland’s workforce were self-employed people
who also hired others, a level much higher than in the other transition countries examined by Earle and
Sakova.
5 Djankov and Nenova (2001) data also show that employment in small firms grew rapidly in Poland
during the 1990s, from an average of 8 percent in 1990–1992 to 23 percent in 1996–1998. (Comparable
data for Russia are not available.) For Russia, small manufacturing firms are defined as those with fewer
than 100 employees, rather than 50, as in Poland, hence the difference between Poland and Russia is
understated. The service sector data for Russia and Poland are from the World Development Indicators
database.
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sector employment grew by more than 2.4 million, during which time state sector
employment remained constant.6 Substantially all of this private sector growth
came from new entry or expansion of household enterprises, mostly retail and
repair shops or small manufacturing enterprises. Vietnam has had no formal
program of privatization. Though there were some ad hoc spin-offs from state-
owned firms, these represent a minority of the private firms. For example, only
6 percent of firms we surveyed in 1995 said that more than half of their equipment
came from state-owned firms (McMillan and Woodruff, 1999b).

Entry was robust, then, in Poland, Vietnam and, in its own way, in China, while
it was comparatively weak in Russia. Other transition countries saw entry to varying
degrees. Ukraine and the rest of the former Soviet Union were like Russia, for
example, whereas Slovakia was more like Poland. Profits were high early in the
transition because the inefficiencies of the planned economy left unsatisfied de-
mands and unfilled market niches. Where reform was successful, it brought com-
petitive markets, eroding profits. Where it was less successful, the entrants’ profits
remained high.

Entrepreneurs’ Strategies

In the early years of economic transition, the absence of credit markets, courts
and other market institutions created substantial impediments to entry. Potential
entrants had to find money with which to purchase equipment and inputs. They
had to identify reliable suppliers and customers when most firms were new and
little information was available. The unusually high profit rates early in the transi-
tion provided a strong incentive for entrepreneurs. But what substituted for the
missing formal institutions?

How did the entrepreneurs succeed in overcoming the lack of market-
supporting institutions? Ongoing relationships among firms substituted for the
missing institutions. Firms relied on the logic of the incentives to cooperate that
arise in playing a repeated game. Where courts and laws are unreliable for settling
disputes, firms trust their customers to pay their bills and their suppliers to deliver
quality goods out of the prospect of future business. Interviews with Vietnamese
managers, for example, indicate that they think quite consciously in terms of
building relationships with specific customers and suppliers (McMillan and
Woodruff, 1999a).7

Early in the process of transition, repeated game incentives work especially

6 Registration data are from McKenzie (2000); employment data from Wolff (1999, p. 63). Joint ventures
between state firms and foreign investors are included in the state sector. Beginning in 1993, statistics
for collectives and private firms were combined. The increase of 2.4 million jobs is for private firms and
collectives combined; however, it is reasonable to presume that collectives continued to decline (their
output shrank from 2.7 percent of GDP in 1992 to 0.8 percent in 1998), meaning the employment
increase is attributable to private firms.
7 On the interaction between formal and informal contracting mechanisms, see Baker, Gibbons and
Murphy (1994).
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well. When it is hard to locate alternative trading partners, because firms are scarce
or market information is inadequate or transport costs are high, firms make efforts
to maintain their existing relationships. They recognize that they are to some
extent locked in with their trading partners, which provides an incentive to behave
cooperatively (Kranton, 1996; Ramey and Watson, 2001). The evidence we present
in this section suggests that self-enforcing contracts are all that is needed to support
a lot of entrepreneurship, especially at the start of the reforms.

Evidence from Vietnam is especially pertinent here, since formal institutions
were almost nonexistent for some years after its transition began. Consider access
to capital. Even in developed market economies, a major source of capital for small-
and medium-sized firms is trade credit from suppliers. The lack of formal financial
markets meant that credit from suppliers was even more important to private sector
firms in transition countries. In 53 percent of the relationships between the
manufactures we surveyed and their customers, some portion of the bill was paid on
credit. That suppliers were willing to offer credit in the absence of formal enforce-
ment of contracts is noteworthy. What gave the suppliers confidence that they
would be paid? The willingness to sell goods on credit depended upon repeated
interactions, according to the managers we surveyed (McMillan and Woodruff,
1999a). Trading relationships most often began with cash transactions, as the
partners “tested” each other. Firms got contractual assurance by dealing with firms
they knew through having dealt with them before.

Informally enforced trade rests on the shadow of the future. A firm lives up to
its agreements because it wants to go on doing business with this trading partner.
For the future to weigh heavily enough to induce cooperative behavior, the
discounted value of the future profit stream must outweigh whatever immediate
profits could be squeezed from the deal. Some of the conditions in the transition
economies actually worked against cooperation. The scarcity of credit meant the
opportunity cost of capital was high. With high discount rates, firms have an
incentive to take current profits rather than wait for future profits. Moreover, as we
saw, profits tended to decline over time. To the extent that this was predictable, the
gains from forward-looking behavior were lowered. That firms were nevertheless
able to operate mutually beneficial relationships is striking.

Other circumstances of the transition aided informal contracting. Cooperation
is easier to sustain when severing the relationship results in higher costs. Early in
the transition, trading partners were most often located in the same city or even the
same neighborhood. There were usually few firms nearby producing any given
product. When a supplier severed a relationship with a customer, the customer had
to incur a high cost of searching for another trading partner. As a result, trading
partners tended to be locked in with each other, inducing them to try to sustain
their existing relationships (Kranton, 1996; Ramey and Watson, 2001).

Cooperation is more easily sustained, also, if punishment for malfeasance
comes not only from the trading partner who has been cheated but also from other
firms in the community. We found that gossip was important in Vietnam’s manu-
facturing community. Firms gathered information about potential or existing
trading partners from other firms. Sometimes this information gathering was
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organized. Trade associations helped firms to work productively with each other, by
spreading information about who had breached contracts and coordinating the
sanctioning of them. This meant that reneging brought more severe consequences
than merely losing the business of the offended party and thus increased the
likelihood of cooperation (McMillan and Woodruff, 2000; Recanatini and Ryter-
man, 2000).

The self-help mechanisms evolved over time to support more complex trans-
actions. Early in the transition, firms sold mostly to customers located in the same
city or limited sales to customers about whom they had prior information from
family members, friends or other firms with whom they did business. They were
likely to inspect a customer’s factory or store before selling to it. These are ways to
reduce the risk of dealing with new trading partners, though they involve costs of
exclusion or of time spent investigating trading partners. Relationships with firms
located in distant cities are harder to manage than local sales, but limiting the circle
of trading partners means passing up some opportunities for growth. Sales to
customers located in other cities, and to customers about whom the manufacturer
had no prior information, became more common as the transition progressed.

Table 1 illustrates these changes using data from surveys in three transition
countries, Vietnam, Poland and Russia. The surveys asked firms about the charac-
teristics of their oldest and newest customer relationships. The table splits relation-
ships into those that began earlier and later in the transition. Relationships labeled
“old” are those begun in the first six years of reform, before 1993 in Vietnam and
before 1995 in Poland and Russia, while those labeled “new” were formed between
1994 and 1997 in Vietnam and between mid-1995 and 1997 in Poland and Russia.
All of the variables shown on Table 1 are measured at the start of the relationship
and, as such, are indicators of the formation of new relationships rather than the
development of the specific bilateral relationships.

These data show statistically significant increases in transactions with custom-
ers from other cities, with customers about whom nothing was known at the start of
the relationship, and in relationships that were initiated without the seller having
visited the buyer’s factory or store. In Poland, for example, 35 percent of the
customer relationships started by surveyed firms between 1989 and mid-1995
involved customers from a different city, compared with 45 percent of relationships
started in 1995 or after. About 39 percent of the newer customers in Poland were
anonymous when the trading relationship began, compared with 27 percent of the
older customers. Trading started in 38 percent of the new Polish relationships
without the seller visiting the buyer’s facility, compared with 29 percent of the older
relationships.

The patterns in the other countries are similar, both for Vietnam and Russia,
as shown in the table, and for Slovakia, Romania and Ukraine, which are not shown.
Further evidence on the increase over time in the sophistication of dealings comes
from Bulgaria, where quality incentives developed. Suppliers became increasingly
willing to guarantee quality and to replace substandard goods based on their
trading relationships (Koford and Miller, 1998).

These data suggest that the problems of governing more complex relationships
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can be overcome not only where courts work relatively well, as in Poland, but even
where courts do not function at all, as in Vietnam. Receiving no help from the state,
entrepreneurs made do for themselves, by relying on the incentives that arise in
ongoing relationships. Repeated games substituted for the courts; trade credit and
profit reinvestment substituted for financial markets. The mechanism of self-help
supported increasingly sophisticated transactions—at least in the early years of
transition.

State Support for Entrepreneurship

Self-help in creating market institutions is not a permanent solution for
entrepreneurs. It faces a number of natural limits.

First, the development of the market as the transition proceeds lowers the costs
of searching out new trading partners, which weakens a firm’s threat to cut off
dealings if a trading partner reneges on a deal. The cost of breaking a relationship
falls. Firms then become less willing to cooperate with each other, and the need for
workable laws of contract and courts able to enforce them becomes more pressing.

Second, repeated games entail personalized interfirm relationships. When
firms are small, they need only deal with customers and suppliers with whom they
have a particular connection: those located nearby, or managed by a friend or
relative, or coming via personal recommendations. Firms were able to some extent
to overcome these limitations, as noted above: even in Vietnam, they were able to
trade at a distance. Such informal mechanisms are limited, however. To grow
beyond a certain size, firms need to manage arms-length anonymous dealings: for
example, to begin trading with firms in distant cities rather than just with

Table 1
Development of Relationships with Trading Partners

Vietnam
Relationships

Poland
Relationships

Russia
Relationships

Old New Old New Old New

Located in a different city 28.8% 38.9% 35.0% 45.0% 14.5% 31.8%
(2.27) (2.40) (3.44)

Previously unknown 57.6% 65.5% 27.0% 38.9% n.a. n.a.
(1.74) (2.94)

Did not visit before first 36.6% 50.5% 28.8% 37.5% 35.3% 30.8%
transaction (3.00) (2.16) (0.70)

Number of firms 191 281 226 342 344 66

Notes: Old relationships are those initiated prior to 1993 in Vietnam and prior to 1995 in Poland and
Russia. In parentheses: t-values for differences between old and new relationships. The data on
“previously unknown” for Vietnam and Poland are not directly comparable because of differences in the
survey instrument. Entries marked “n.a.” are not available in the survey used in the given country.
Sources: Johnson, McMillan and Woodruff (2000); McMillan and Woodruff (1999b).
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geographically nearby firms. Anonymous trades need a greater extent of formal
contractual assurance.

Third, as products become more complex, there is an increased need to order
them, and to commit to buy them, in advance of production. Without the courts,
suppliers may be unwilling to switch to producing complex goods and services.

Fourth, although firms can for a while grow incrementally by investing their
retained earnings, they reach a point where, to take advantage of economies of
scale, they must make big discrete jumps in their investments. Having a long-
delayed return, such investments are unlikely to be made on the basis of ongoing
relationships. Sunk costs tempt someone to renege: a purchaser after the costs are
sunk may renegotiate the buying price, or the government after the costs are sunk
may impose a specific tax. Large-scale investments require legal protection.

Finally, as profits decline through the process of economic transition, while
investments often become larger and longer term, firms can rely less on retained
earnings to grow and increasingly need access to external finance.

A role for the government, even early in the transition, is to set a stable
platform for entrepreneurs’ self-help. Macroeconomic instability, common at the
beginning of a reform program, can undermine informal cooperation. Consider a
trading relationship in which the seller allows the buyer to pay with a 30-day delay.
In stable times, the ability to delay payment has a predictable value to the buyer and
cost to the seller. The value of continuing the relationship is also predictable. The
level of credit offered can be set in such a way that repayment is in the seller’s
interest. But now suppose that, after the goods are delivered by the seller, there is
some unforeseen shock that increases the value to the buyer of not making the
required payment and affects only the trading partners’ current payoffs, not the
stream of future gains from the relationship (such as a sharp decrease in bank
credit or a rapid decline in the buyer’s demand). If the shock makes the gains from
reneging large enough, the buyer will not pay.8

Risks were inherent in any trading relationship in all of the transition coun-
tries, but the policies of some governments magnified them. Unstable macroeco-
nomic conditions made it harder to predict the behavior of trading partners. High
and variable rates of inflation and economic growth led to fluctuations in a trading
partner’s gain from breaking the cooperative relationship. Macroeconomic stability
was conducive to the development of informal trading relationships. On this score,
countries like Slovakia, where inflation peaked in 1991 at 35 percent, and Poland,
where inflation peaked in 1990 at 75 percent, fared well. Russia and Ukraine, where
price stability was longer in coming, fared worse. Of course, the lack of entry in
Russia and Ukraine may have contributed to macroeconomic instability as well as
the other way around. We know of no data that would allow us to separate the

8 The situation we have in mind is similar to the Rotemberg and Saloner’s (1986) model of price wars
during economic booms. In their model, collusion is most likely to break down in a boom when the
demand for the product is high, because that is when an individual seller’s gain from undercutting the
group-maximizing price is highest. Hence, collusion is harder to sustain in industries with more variable
demand.
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directions of causation. But given the importance of informal trading arrangements
early in the transition, theory suggests that, by making relationships harder to
establish, macroeconomic instability created a barrier to entry.

While contracting is mainly supported by informal relationships among firms,
the courts also foster it. The courts in the transition economies are still inadequate;
it takes a long time to build a well-functioning legal system. The evidence shows,
however, that even these highly imperfect courts facilitate doing business. Manag-
ers of startup firms were asked in a 1997 survey whether they could appeal to the
courts to enforce a contract with a trading partner. In Poland, 73 percent said they
could, and in Russia, 56 percent said they could. Belief in the courts affects
behavior. Those who say the courts are effective offer more trade credit and are
more willing to take on new trading partners ( Johnson, McMillan and Woodruff,
2002a; see also Frye and Shleifer, 1997; Hendley, Murrell and Ryterman, 1999). By
making it easier for new firms to enter, workable courts improve on relational
contracting and boost overall productivity. Even weak courts can be useful.

The absence of well-functioning credit markets matters less early in transition
than later. In place of external funds, firms reinvest from their own profits. The
high profits mean that entrepreneurs have the resources they need for expansion,
without needing to borrow. Retained earnings has been the biggest single source of
investible funds for startup firms in transition economies. In addition, where
interfirm relationships are working well, firms receive trade credit from their
suppliers. Trade credit was almost nonexistent among Russian firms as of 1997, but
in Poland it was as large a source of firms’ capital as bank loans ( Johnson, McMillan
and Woodruff, 2002b). As entry occurs and profit rates are driven downward,
however, credit markets become more important. In Vietnam, there is some
evidence that credit markets were beginning to reach new private firms: 24 percent
of firms in a 1997 survey reported having bank credit, up from 8 percent in 1991
(Hemlin, Ramamurthy and Ronnås, 1998).

An alternative source of capital is equity markets. State support is needed for
an equity market to develop. In Poland, a regulatory agency that intervened to
protect minority shareholders from expropriation by insiders allowed the stock
market to develop rapidly (Glaeser, Johnson and Shleifer, 2001). New issues were
offered regularly. In the Czech Republic, by contrast, the absence of regulatory
oversight meant people were, rightly, reluctant to invest in firms because they
feared the managers would misuse their money, and so the stock market stayed
inactive. Why is regulation needed for equity markets? Informal creation of share
ownership is difficult. Fixed costs of issuing shares to a large group of investors
prevent a slow buildup of the relationship, with investors testing entrepreneurs as
trading partners in Vietnam reported doing. Because outside shareholders lack
information on the firm’s internal affairs, managers can easily expropriate the
returns owed to the shareholders ( Johnson and Shleifer, 2001). Prospective share-
holders need legal and regulatory protection before they are willing to hand their
money over to firms.

Entrepreneurs running de novo startups in Poland reported that an average of
25 percent of their equity capital was owned by private firms or people other than
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the top manager’s family. This is a somewhat higher level of outside ownership than
other countries for which such data are available: Vietnam, at 19 percent, Slovakia,
19 percent, and Romania, 14 percent ( Johnson, McMillan and Woodruff, 2000;
McMillan and Woodruff, 1999b). The lesson, once again, is that informal mecha-
nisms work only up to a point. Investors are willing to entrust their money to
managers they have some reason to believe in, perhaps because of ties of family or
ethnicity or because the manager comes recommended by a trusted third party.
Large firms with diversified shareholding cannot develop by such informal mech-
anisms, but some degree of outside ownership can.

Evidence that self-help mechanisms in financial markets have limits comes
from Earle and Sakova’s (2000) study of entrepreneurship in Poland, Russia and
four other eastern European countries. Employers, as compared to wage workers,
are more likely to have received property during posttransition restitution and to
have had higher earnings in 1988. Also, the parents of those who became employers
were more likely to have owned a business prior to communism and more likely to
have had a university degree than are the parents of wage workers. These findings
suggest that access to capital was a binding constraint on entry, one not entirely
overcome by informal credit.

China did things differently with its new firms. Entry occurred in the non-
standard form of the township and village enterprises (Che and Qian, 1998;
Whiting, 1996). These firms were publicly owned, by communities of a few thou-
sand people. They were managed by village government, and the profits were
shared between villagers and local government by explicit rules. Around 60 percent
of profits were reinvested, and the remainder was paid as bonuses to workers or
used for local public goods such as education, roads and irrigation. Managerial
discipline in the township and village enterprises came from the fact that these
enterprises had no access to government subsidies to cover any losses and faced
intensely competitive product markets.

The township and village enterprises received some benefits from having the
village government as a partner. Access to state banks and to rationed inputs was
eased. Public ownership helped remedy the lack of laws protecting against arbitrary
expropriation by the state, as well as helping with contract enforcement. Moreover,
China’s local governments, arguably, did not sabotage their township and village
enterprises by overtaxing them because they could see that if they did, the firms
would fail and their own revenue source would be lost.

The township and village enterprise organizational form was a transitional
device. After a decade and a half of growth, they began to be privatized. By the late
1990s, more than half of them were partially or fully privately owned (Li and
Rozelle, 2000). By the turn of the century, the township and village enterprises were
well on their way to becoming conventional firms.

Entrepreneurs require more from the state, in the medium and long run, than
the absence of interference. If firms are to be able to grow to yield economies of
scale, they need laws of contract so they can take on anonymous dealings and
financial regulation so they can get bank loans and outside shareholding.
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Welfare Effects of Entrepreneurship

The creation of jobs has been arguably the most important welfare benefit of
the new entrants. Given the distortions and inefficiencies in the communist
planned economy, the old firms had to shed jobs during the transition, and new
entrants were needed to take up the slack. New firms have usually been the
fastest-growing segment in transition economies. In Poland and in Russia, de novo
manufacturing firms grew faster, invested at a higher rate and generated faster
employment growth than did privatized firms (Belka et al., 1995; Richter and
Schaffer, 1996; Johnson, McMillan and Woodruff, 2000). In Vietnam, the private
sector created (in net terms) some 10 million jobs in the seven years from the start
of reforms, while the state-owned and collective firms shed workers.

This pattern is repeated in most of the transition economies for which data
exist. In Estonia, small privately owned firms—mostly startups—created almost all
of the new jobs between 1989 and 1994 (Haltiwanger and Vodopivec, 2000). In
Romania, 86 percent of de novo manufacturing firms created jobs between 1994
and 1996, while only 13 percent of privatized firms did so. In Slovakia, 79 percent
of de novo firms grew, against 52 percent of privatized firms ( Johnson, McMillan
and Woodruff, 2000). De novo firms in Bulgaria, Hungary and Romania between
1990 and 1996 grew more quickly than did privatized or state-owned firms (Bilsen
and Konings, 1998). Though de novo firms represented less than 3 percent of
employment in the samples in Bulgaria and Romania, they created more than half
of the new jobs. In a sample of firms from 25 transition countries, Carlin et al.
(2001) find that sales and employment grow faster in de novo firms than in
privatized or state firms; they also find that productivity gains are smaller, probably
reflecting that new firms start at a higher level of efficiency than the state firms and
thus have less room for productivity growth.

The key difference does not seem to be between state-owned and private firms,
but rather that de novo firms outgrew all other firms. Many studies find little
difference between the performance of state-owned firms and privatized firms. The
finding that de novo firms perform better than privatized and state-owned firms is
not quite universal, however. The Johnson, McMillan and Woodruff (2000) data
show essentially no difference in the growth rates of startups and privatized firms in
Russia and Ukraine. Lizal and Svejnar (2001) find that the rates of investment of
private firms in the Czech Republic were somewhat lower on average than those of
state-owned firms in the 1992–1998 time period and that small firms in the Czech
Republic were credit constrained while large firms were not (which may explain in
part their first finding). Taken as a whole, then, the evidence indicates that de novo
firms were more dynamic than privatized state firms, except perhaps where the
latter had favored access to capital.

Entrepreneurial firms provide other benefits. Small new firms are dynamic.
They learn and change rapidly, and thus they provide a large number of indepen-
dent experiments on how to do business. One measure of this dynamism is their job
churning. In a study of Estonia, Haltiwanger and Vodopivec (2000) separate the net
change in employment into the creation of new jobs by expanding firms and the
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destruction of existing jobs by shrinking firms. For state-owned firms, in the first
half of the 1990s, job creation was small and job destruction among these enter-
prises was large. In the private sector, there was a lot of job creation. Yet, surpris-
ingly, the private sector also had higher rates of job destruction than the state
enterprise sector. These data indicate more flux in the private sector, with some
firms expanding rapidly and others contracting. The simultaneous high rates of job
creation and job destruction were especially pronounced among the smallest firms,
those with fewer than 20 workers. This could be attributable to learning by the small
firms, which is especially important in the transition setting, where costs and
demands are subject to far wider uncertainty than in a stable economy.

New firms also provide competitive discipline for the pre-existing firms. State-
owned and privatized firms in eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union are
significantly more likely to have undergone restructuring if they faced competition
(Carlin et al., 2001; Djankov and Murrell, 2002). In China through the 1980s, while the
township and village enterprises burgeoned, the state firms’ markup of price over
marginal cost fell by 15 percent; the increased competitiveness of the output market
was associated with an increased total factor productivity for the state firms (Li, 1997).

There is some evidence, also, that a transition economy’s overall performance
is correlated with entry. Comparing economic growth rates of the different regions
of Russia, Berkowitz and DeJong (2001) find that the faster-growing regions have
more entry of new firms.

Implications for Policy

In the early 1990s, a common view among those advising the reforming
countries was that the overriding objective was to get the government out of the
economy. Once the prohibitions on market activity were abolished, the argument
went, the private sector would quickly take over. Later, in light of the grim
performance of Russia and the rest of the former Soviet Union, this simple view was
supplanted by a recognition that reforming an economy is exceedingly hard.
Success requires a complex package of microeconomic reform, macroeconomic
stability and institution building.

Our analysis speaks to both views. On the one hand, it says there is something
in the leave-it-to-the-market view. Profit-driven entrepreneurs can do a remarkable
amount, even to the extent of creating temporary replacements for the key social
institutions of property rights and contract.

On the other hand, our analysis says getting the government out achieves its
aim only in a narrow set of circumstances. The self-help substitutes for market-
supporting institutions work well only for firms that are small. Larger firms, dealing
with many suppliers and customers and trading at a distance, cannot rely solely on
personalized relationships to undergird their transactions. Formal institutions are
needed, therefore, both by privatized firms and, after a while, by startup firms if
they are to grow to an efficient scale. Moreover, government policy does matter
even at the level of the small startups, for the business environment must be
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reasonably stable and predictable if the shadow of the future is to give firms reason
to be able to trust each other. If you keep your word only because of the prospect
of future gains, you are more likely to renege when the business environment is very
noisy. Corrupt bureaucrats and politicians, by extorting bribes, discourage entre-
preneurs from investing ( Johnson, McMillan and Woodruff, 2002b). High and
volatile inflation could undermine firms’ attempts at self-help contracting. Mass
privatization, by adding to the uncertainty about which lines of business are going
to be profitable, might disrupt the nascent interfirm relationships.

The same ambivalence between the force of informal mechanisms and their
limits, by the way, is seen in many developing countries. In Africa and Latin
America, firms lacking access to the courts engage in a remarkable range of
productive activity (de Soto, 1989; Fafchamps, 2001; Woodruff, 1998). The lack of
market-supporting institutions, however, makes it hard or impossible for these
firms to grow into sophisticated corporations.

The economic transition has been far more painful in some ex-communist
countries than in others. Relative success came in those countries where new
market activities were quickly established. Ironically, and contrary to the leave-it-
to-the-market view, markets arose faster where the government did not completely
withdraw, but rather set a stable platform. New firms entered and grew more slowly
in Russia, where the government abruptly ceased controlling prices and rapidly
privatized the state firms, than in China, where the government mostly continued
doing what it had been doing before. 9

Conclusion

The importance of entrepreneurs in the transition economies is a reminder
that the task of economic transition is not just a matter of government officials
enacting certain policies or setting certain rules of operation for the new
economy. Entrepreneurs acted as reformers, too. Indeed, much of the task of
devising the new ways of doing business in transition economies has been taken
on by entrepreneurs.

“By pursuing his own interest,” Adam Smith (1776 [1976], volume 1, pp.
477–78) famously wrote of the merchant, “he frequently promotes that of society
more effectually than when he really intends to promote it.” The entrepreneurs in
the transition countries exemplify Smith’s dictum. By creating jobs, supplying
consumer goods, constraining the market power of the state firms and building
reform momentum, they have produced real welfare gains.

y We thank David Ahn, Simon Board, Simeon Djankov, Brad De Long, John Earle, Alan
Krueger, Barry Naughton, Timothy Taylor and Michael Waldman for helpful comments.
McMillan thanks the Stanford Graduate School of Business for research support.

9 On the parallel roles of bottom-up and top-down forces in developing market rules and procedures,
see McMillan (2002).

168 Journal of Economic Perspectives



References

Baker, George, Robert Gibbons and Kevin J.
Murphy. 1994. “Subjective Performance Mea-
sures in Optimal Incentive Contracts.” Quarterly
Journal of Economics. 109:4, pp. 1125–156.

Belka, Marek et al. 1995. “Enterprise Adjust-
ment in Poland: Evidence from a Survey of 200
Private, Privatized, and State-Owned Firms.”
Centre for Economic Performance Discussion
Paper No. 233, April.

Berkowitz, Daniel and David DeJong. 2001.
“Entrepreneurship and Post-Socialist Growth.”
William Davidson Institute Working Paper No.
406.

Berkowitz, Daniel and Jonathan Holland.
2001. “Does Privatization Enhance or Deter
Small Enterprise Formation?” Economics Letters.
74:1, pp. 53–60.

Bilsen, Valentijn and Jozef Konings. 1998.
“Job Creation, Job Destruction and Growth of
Newly Established, Privatized and State-Owned
Enterprises in Transition Economies: Survey
Evidence from Bulgaria, Hungary and Roma-
nia.” Journal of Comparative Economics. 26:3, pp.
429 – 45.

Brown, David and John Earle. 2001. “Privatiza-
tion, Competition, and Reform Strategies: The-
ory and Evidence from Russian Enterprise Panel
Data.” SITE Working Paper No. 159, Stockholm
School of Economics.

Carlin, Wendy et al. 2001. “Competition and
Enterprise Performance in Transition Econo-
mies: Evidence from a Cross-Country Survey.”
CEPR Discussion Paper No. 2840.

Che, Jiahua and Yingyi Qian. 1998. “Institu-
tional Environment, Community Government,
and Corporate Governance: Understanding
China’s Township Village Enterprises.” Journal
of Law, Economics, and Organization. 14:1, pp.1–
23.

de Soto, Hernando. 1989. The Other Path. New
York: Harper and Row.

Djankov, Simeon and Peter Murrell. 2002.
“Enterprise Restructuring in Transition: A
Quantitative Survey.” Journal of Economic Litera-
ture. 40:3, pp. 739–92.

Djankov, Simeon and Tatiana Nenova. 2001.
“Constraints to Entrepreneurship in Kazakh-
stan.” World Bank, March.

Djankov, Simeon et al. 2002. “The Regulation
of Entry.” Quarterly Journal of Economics. 117:1,
pp. 1–37.

Earle, John and Zuzana Sakova. 1999. “Entre-
preneurship from Scratch: Lessons on the Entry
Decision into Self-Employment from Transition
Economies.” IZA Discussion Paper No. 79.

Earle, John and Zuzana Sakova. 2000. “Busi-

ness Start-ups or Disguised Unemployment? Ev-
idence on the Character of Self-Employment
from Transition Countries.” Labour Economics.
7:5, pp. 575–601.

Fafchamps, Marcel. 2001. “Networks, Com-
munities and Markets in Sub-Saharan Africa: Im-
plications for Firm Growth and Investment.”
Journal of African Economies. 10:0, pp. 109–42.

Federal Reserve Board of Governors. 1994.
National Survey of Small Business Finance. Wash-
ington, D.C.: Board of Governor of the Federal
Reserve and U.S. Small Business Administration.

Frye, Timothy and Andrei Shleifer. 1997. “The
Invisible Hand and the Grabbing Hand.” Ameri-
can Economic Review. Papers and Proceedings,
87:2, pp. 354–58.

Glaeser, Edward, Simon Johnson and Andrei
Shleifer. 2001. “Coase versus the Coaseans.”
Quarterly Journal of Economics. 114:3, pp. 853–900.

Haltiwanger, John and Milan Vodopivec.
2000. “Gross Worker and Job Flows in a Transi-
tion Economy: An Analysis of Estonia.” Mimeo,
University of Maryland, November.

Hemlin, Maud, Bhargavi Ramamurthy and
Per Ronnås. 1998. “The Anatomy and Dynamics
of Small Scale Private Manufacturing in Viet-
nam.” Mimeo, Stockholm School of Economics.

Hendley, Kathryn, Peter Murrell and Randi
Ryterman. 1999. “Law, Relationships, and Pri-
vate Enforcement: Transactional Strategies of
Russian Enterprises.” Mimeo, University of Wis-
consin, January.

Johnson, Simon and Andrei Shleifer. 2001.
“Privatization and Corporate Governance.”
Mimeo, MIT.

Johnson, Simon, John McMillan and Christo-
pher Woodruff. 2000. “Entrepreneurs and the
Ordering of Institutional Reform: Poland, Slova-
kia, Romania, Russia and Ukraine Compared.”
Economics of Transition. 8:1, pp. 1–36.

Johnson, Simon, John McMillan and Christo-
pher Woodruff. 2002a. “Courts and Relational
Contracts.” Journal of Law, Economics, and Orga-
nization. 18:1, pp. 221–77.

Johnson, Simon, John McMillan and Christo-
pher Woodruff. 2002b. “Property Rights and Fi-
nance.” American Economic Review. Forthcoming.

Koford, Kenneth and Jeffrey B. Miller. 1998.
“Contractual Enforcement in an Economy in
Transition.” Mimeo, Department of Economics,
University of Delaware.

Konings, Jozef, Hartmut Lehmann and Mark
E. Schaffer. 1996. “Job Creation and Job De-
struction in a Transition Economy: Ownership,
Firm Size and Gross Job Flows in Polish Manu-
facturing.” Labour Economics. 3:2, pp. 299–317.

The Central Role of Entrepreneurs in Transition Economies 169

http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1162%2F003355302753399436&citationId=p_13
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2FS0927-5371%2896%2900014-0&citationId=p_29
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2FS0165-1765%2801%2900535-3&citationId=p_5
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1006%2Fjcec.1998.1542&citationId=p_6
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2FS0927-5371%2800%2900014-2&citationId=p_15
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1093%2Fjae%2F10.Suppl2.109&citationId=p_16
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2F1468-0351.00034&citationId=p_25
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.2307%2F2118358&citationId=p_1
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1093%2Fjleo%2F18.1.221&citationId=p_26
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1093%2Foxfordjournals.jleo.a023392&citationId=p_9
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?system=10.1257%2F002205102760273788&citationId=p_11
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?system=10.1257%2F000282802762024539&citationId=p_27
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1162%2F00335530152466250&citationId=p_19


Kranton, Rachel E. 1996. “Reciprocal Ex-
change: A Self-Sustaining System.” American Eco-
nomic Review. 86:4, pp. 830–51.

Le, Wei. 1997. “The Impact of Economic Re-
form on the Performance of Chinese State En-
terprises, 1980–1989.” Journal of Political Econ-
omy. 105:5, pp. 1080–106.

Li, Hongbin and Scott Rozelle. 2000. “Saving
or Stripping Rural Industry: An Analysis of Pri-
vatization and Efficiency in China.” Agricultural
Economics. 23:3, pp. 241–52.

Lizal, Lubomir and Jan Svejnar. 2001. “Invest-
ment, Credit Rationing, and the Soft Budget
Constraint: Evidence from the Czech Republic.”
Review of Economics and Statistics. 83:1, pp. 92–99.

McKenzie, John. 2000. “Creating a Market in
Management Training for Vietnam’s Private
Firms.” International Labour Organization
Working Paper.

McMillan, John. 2002. Reinventing the Bazaar: A
Natural History of Markets. New York: Norton.

McMillan, John and Christopher Woodruff.
1999a. “Dispute Prevention Without Courts in
Vietnam.” Journal of Law, Economics, and Organi-
zation. 15:3, pp. 637–58.

McMillan, John and Christopher Woodruff.
1999b. “Interfirm Relationships and Informal
Credit in Vietnam.” Quarterly Journal of Economics.
114:4, pp. 1285–320.

McMillan, John and Christopher Woodruff.
2000. “Private Order under Dysfunctional Public
Order.” Michigan Law Review. 98:8, pp. 2421–
458.

Megginson, William L. and Jeffry M. Netter.
2001. “From State to Market: A Survey of Empir-
ical Studies on Privatization.” Journal of Economic
Literature. 39:2, pp. 321–89.

Naughton, Barry. 1995. Growing Out of the Plan.
New York: Cambridge University Press.

Nellis, John. 2001. “The World Bank, Priva-
tization, and Enterprise Reform in Transition

Economies: A Retrospective Analysis.” Mimeo,
Operations Evaluation Department, World
Bank.

Ramey, Garey and Joel Watson. 2001. “Bilat-
eral Trade and Opportunism in a Matching Mar-
ket.” Contributions to Theoretical Economics. 1:1,
�http//www.bepress.com/bejte/contributions/
vol1/iss1/art3/�.

Recanatini, Francesca and Randi Ryterman.
2000. “Disorganization or Self-Organization?”
Mimeo, World Bank.

Richter, Andrea and Mark Schaffer. 1996. “The
Performance of De Novo Private Firms in Russian
Manufacturing,” in Enterprise Restructuring and Eco-
nomic Policy in Russia. Commander, Fan and Schaf-
fer, eds. Washington, D.C.: World Bank, pp. 253–
74.

Ronnås, Per. 1998. “The Transformation of
the Private Manufacturing Sector in Vietnam in
the 1990s.” Stockholm School of Economics
Working Paper No. 241.

Rotemberg, Julio and Garth Saloner. 1986. “A
Supergame-Theoretic Model of Price Wars dur-
ing Booms.” American Economic Review. 76:3, pp.
390–407.

Smith, Adam. 1976 [1776]. An Enquiry into the
Nature and Causes of the Wealth of Nations. Chi-
cago: University of Chicago Press.

Whiting, Susan H. 1996. “Contract Incentives
and Market Discipline in China’s Rural Indus-
trial Sector,” in Reforming Asian Socialism. J. Mc-
Millan and B. Naughton, eds. Ann Arbor: Uni-
versity of Michigan Press, pp. 63–110.

Wolff, Peter. 1999. Vietnam: The Incomplete
Transformation. London: Frank Cass Press.

Woodruff, Christopher. 1998. “Contract En-
forcement and Trade Liberalization in Mexico’s
Footwear Industry.” World Development. 26:6, pp.
979–91.

Zhou, Kate Xiao. 1996. How the Farmers
Changed China. Boulder: Westview Press.

170 Journal of Economic Perspectives

http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2FS0305-750X%2898%2900031-X&citationId=p_53
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1162%2F003355399556278&citationId=p_37
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1086%2F262106&citationId=p_31
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.2307%2F1290349&citationId=p_39
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1574-0862.2000.tb00276.x&citationId=p_32
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?system=10.1257%2Fjel.39.2.321&citationId=p_41
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1162%2F003465301750160063&citationId=p_33
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1093%2Fjleo%2F15.3.637&citationId=p_36


This article has been cited by:

1. Sumi Jha, Vidya Venkatesh. 2023. Entrepreneurial Satisfaction for Women Micro-entrepreneurs: A
Network Perspective. Journal of Global Entrepreneurship Research 13:1. . [Crossref]

2. Chen Lin, Randall Morck, Bernard Yeung, Xiaofeng Zhao. 2023. What do we learn from stock price
reactions to China's first announcement of anti-corruption reforms?. The Journal of Finance and Data
Science 9, 100096. [Crossref]

3. Guanfu Fang, Tiantian Gao, Huanlang He, Qian Sun. 2023. Public credit information arrangements
and entrepreneurship: Evidence from China. China Economic Review 81, 102030. [Crossref]

4. Peng Zhou, Andrea Fracasso, Kun Jiang. 2023. Entrepreneurs' work experiences and the growth of
Chinese private firms during the transition towards a market economy. China Economic Review 79,
101980. [Crossref]

5. Shuang Huang, Abraham Y. Nahm, Zengji Song. 2023. Government subsidies of new energy vehicle
industry and enterprise innovation: Moderating role of chief executive officers' technical background.
Managerial and Decision Economics 44:4, 2137-2147. [Crossref]

6. Li Cai, Xin Gao, Yan Ling, Franz W. Kellermanns. 2023. Governments’ new policy frequency and
firms’ performance in an emerging industry: the difference between family and non-family firms.
International Entrepreneurship and Management Journal 47. . [Crossref]

7. Aldo Salinas, Cristian Ortiz, Moreno Muffatto, Javier Changoluisa. 2023. Formal Institutions
and Informal Entrepreneurial Activity: Panel Data Evidence from Latin American Countries.
Entrepreneurship Research Journal 13:2, 309-344. [Crossref]

8. Yann Truong, Dirk Schneckenberg, Martina Battisti, Rachid Jabbouri. 2023. Guest editorial: Artificial
intelligence as an enabler for entrepreneurs: an integrative perspective and future research directions.
International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behavior & Research 29:4, 801-815. [Crossref]

9. Yuhua Wang, Fox Z.Y. Hu. 2023. Housing market booms in Chinese cities: boon or bane for urban
entrepreneurship?. Journal of Asian Public Policy 16:2, 199-220. [Crossref]

10. Vartuhi Tonoyan, Christopher J. Boudreaux. 2023. Gender diversity in firm ownership: Direct and
indirect effects on firm-level innovation across 29 emerging economies. Research Policy 52:4, 104716.
[Crossref]

11. Xiyan Bai, Chan Lyu. 2023. Environmental Information Disclosure and Corporate Green Innovation:
The Moderating Effect of Formal and Informal Institutions. Sustainability 15:7, 6169. [Crossref]

12. Silvia Muzi, Filip Jolevski, Kohei Ueda, Domenico Viganola. 2023. Productivity and firm exit during
the COVID-19 crisis: cross-country evidence. Small Business Economics 60:4, 1719-1760. [Crossref]

13. Jun Du, Bach Nguyen. 2023. The ‘play’ of institutions and firm investment: Evidence from a transition
economy. International Journal of Finance & Economics 26. . [Crossref]

14. Anh Nguyen Quoc, Dai Nguyen Van, Nu Nguyet Anh Nguyen. 2023. Entrepreneurship, family
and migration: a systematic literature review on Vietnamese migrant entrepreneurship. Journal of
Enterprising Communities: People and Places in the Global Economy 17:1, 125-157. [Crossref]

15. Nisreen Ameen, Nnamdi O. Madichie, Amitabh Anand. 2023. Between Handholding and Hand-held
Devices: Marketing Through Smartphone Innovation and Women’s Entrepreneurship in Post Conflict
Economies in Times of Crisis. Information Systems Frontiers 25:1, 401-423. [Crossref]

16. Rui Wang, Li-ming Guo, Chao Cao, Yan-sheng Chen. 2023. The key success factors of the AI
industry entrepreneurial process in China Great Bay Area: A systematic approach study. Technological
Forecasting and Social Change 186, 122170. [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.1007/s40497-023-00351-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfds.2023.100096
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chieco.2023.102030
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chieco.2023.101980
https://doi.org/10.1002/mde.3807
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11365-023-00864-3
https://doi.org/10.1515/erj-2020-0013
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEBR-04-2023-033
https://doi.org/10.1080/17516234.2021.1976984
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2022.104716
https://doi.org/10.3390/su15076169
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-022-00675-w
https://doi.org/10.1002/ijfe.2796
https://doi.org/10.1108/JEC-03-2020-0042
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10796-021-10198-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2022.122170


17. Adriana AnaMaria Davidescu, Eduard Mihai Manta. Shedding Light on the Main Implications
Between Informal Entrepreneurship, Heritage Entrepreneurship, and Entrepreneurial Ecosystem
Based on Bibliometric and Content Analyses 73-118. [Crossref]

18. Siddharth M. Bhambhwani, Hui Dong, Allen Huang. 2023. Expropriation Risk and Investment: A
Natural Experiment. SSRN Electronic Journal 113. . [Crossref]

19. Xiuxiu Jiang, Xia Wang, Jia Ren, Zhimin Xie. 2023. Digital economy, agglomeration, and
entrepreneurship in Chinese cities. Managerial and Decision Economics 44:1, 359-370. [Crossref]

20. Jayaprada Putrevu, Charilaos Mertzanis. 2023. Venture Capital Financing and Startup Investment in
India: The Role of Caste and Tribal Institutions. SSRN Electronic Journal 46. . [Crossref]

21. Yusuf Iskandar, Joeliaty Joeliaty, Umi Kaltum, Hilmiana Hilmiana. 2022. Systematic review of
the barriers to social enterprise performance using an institutional framework. Cogent Business &
Management 9:1. . [Crossref]

22. Lucia Tajoli. 2022. Too much of a good thing? Russia-EU international trade relations at times of
war. Journal of Industrial and Business Economics 49:4, 807-834. [Crossref]

23. Amanda Haarman, Marcus M. Larsen, Rebecca Namatovu. 2022. Understanding the Firm in
the Informal Economy: A Research Agenda. The European Journal of Development Research 34:6,
3005-3025. [Crossref]

24. Michael Fritsch, Michael Wyrwich. 2022. Initial conditions and regional performance in the aftermath
of disruptive shocks: the case of East Germany after socialism. Industrial and Corporate Change 31:6,
1428-1459. [Crossref]

25. Michael Fritsch, Maria Greve, Michael Wyrwich. 2022. One transition story does not fit them all:
initial regional conditions and new business formation after communism. Post-Communist Economies
34:8, 1001-1028. [Crossref]

26. Jan Brzozowski, Ružica Šimić Banović, Mirela Alpeza. 2022. Overcoming constraints to immigrant
entrepreneurship in Croatia: the role of formal and informal institutions. Post-Communist Economies
34:8, 1109-1136. [Crossref]

27. Yongrong Xin, Azer Dilanchiev, Madad Ali, Muhammad Irfan, Yangxiao Hong. 2022. Assessing
Citizens’ Attitudes and Intentions to Adopt E-Government Services: A Roadmap toward Sustainable
Development. Sustainability 14:22, 15183. [Crossref]

28. Recai Coşkun, Liridon Kryeziu, Besnik A. Krasniqi. 2022. Institutions and competition:
does internationalisation provide advantages for the family firms in a transition economy?. Journal of
Entrepreneurship and Public Policy 11:2/3, 253-272. [Crossref]

29. Christian Harrison. Challenges Faced by Entrepreneurs in Nigeria: A Study of the Retail Pharmacy
Sector 189-213. [Crossref]

30. Muhammad Asif Khan. 2022. Barriers constraining the growth of and potential solutions for emerging
entrepreneurial SMEs. Asia Pacific Journal of Innovation and Entrepreneurship 16:1, 38-50. [Crossref]

31. Asif M. Islam, Silvia Muzi. 2022. Does mobile money enable women-owned businesses to invest?
Firm-level evidence from Sub-Saharan Africa. Small Business Economics 59:3, 1245-1271. [Crossref]

32. Gang-Zhi Fan, Han Li, Jiangyi Li, Jian Zhang. 2022. Housing property rights, collateral, and
entrepreneurship: Evidence from China. Journal of Banking & Finance 143, 106588. [Crossref]

33. Šárka Čemerková, Pavla Pokorná, Vojtěch Malátek. 2022. Influence of COVID-19 on the company's
reinvestment in employee education and training. Journal of Eastern European and Central Asian
Research (JEECAR) 9:4, 691-702. [Crossref]

34. Zoltán Grünhut, Ákos Bodor, Dávid Erát. 2022. Value patterns of entrepreneurs in Europe: does the
legacy of the transition still matter?. International Journal of Sociology 52:5, 352-369. [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-19-5149-7_5
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4419751
https://doi.org/10.1002/mde.3686
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4562422
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2022.2124592
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40812-022-00232-2
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41287-022-00508-2
https://doi.org/10.1093/icc/dtac033
https://doi.org/10.1080/14631377.2021.1943912
https://doi.org/10.1080/14631377.2021.1928825
https://doi.org/10.3390/su142215183
https://doi.org/10.1108/JEPP-01-2022-0010
https://doi.org/10.1108/978-1-80117-852-520221010
https://doi.org/10.1108/APJIE-01-2022-0002
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-021-00562-w
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbankfin.2022.106588
https://doi.org/10.15549/jeecar.v9i4.802
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207659.2022.2109891


35. Katalin Füzér. 2022. Varieties of Entrepreneurship on Europe’s Periphery: Illiberal Hungary in
Historical Context. International Journal of Sociology 52:5, 325-333. [Crossref]

36. Alina Sorgner, Michael Wyrwich. 2022. Calling Baumol: What telephones can tell us about the
allocation of entrepreneurial talent in the face of radical institutional changes. Journal of Business
Venturing 37:5, 106246. [Crossref]

37. Trung Quang Dinh, Andrea Calabrò, Giovanna Campopiano, Rodrigo Basco. 2022. The Impact of
Politically Connected CEOs and Boards of Directors on Firm Performance: A Study of Vietnamese
Family and Nonfamily Firms. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice 46:5, 1284-1316. [Crossref]

38. Chan Yang, Xiaogang He, Xiaoyan Wang, Jinjun Nie. 2022. The Influence of Family Social Status
on Farmer Entrepreneurship: Empirical Analysis Based on Thousand Villages Survey in China.
Sustainability 14:14, 8450. [Crossref]

39. Eva Christine Erhardt. 2022. Prevalence and Persistence of High-Growth Entrepreneurship: Which
Institutions Matter Most?. Journal of Industry, Competition and Trade 22:2, 297-332. [Crossref]

40. María Jesús Nieto, Alicia Rodríguez, Virginia Hernández. 2022. International sourcing and the
productivity of SMEs in transition countries: Formal and informal ‘region effects’ and the communist
footprint. Journal of Business Research 145, 347-359. [Crossref]

41. Michael Fritsch, Maria Greve, Michael Wyrwich. 2022. The Long-Run Effects of Communism and
Transition to a Market System on Self-Employment: The Case of Germany. Entrepreneurship Theory
and Practice 43, 104225872210944. [Crossref]

42. Andrea Fracasso, Kun Jiang. 2022. The performance of private companies in China before and during
the global financial crisis: firms’ characteristics and entrepreneurs’ attributes. Economic Change and
Restructuring 55:2, 803-836. [Crossref]

43. Xiaotian Hu, Xiaopeng Yin. 2022. Do stronger intellectual property rights protections raise
productivity within the context of trade liberalization? Evidence from China. Economic Modelling 110,
105791. [Crossref]

44. Sabri Boubaker, Ly Kim Cuong, Nam Hoai Tran. 2022. Trade credit in transition economies: does
state ownership matter?. Post-Communist Economies 34:3, 293-327. [Crossref]

45. Yi Xiang, Ming Jia, Zhe Zhang. 2022. Hiding in the Crowd: Government Dependence on Firms,
Management Costs of Political Legitimacy, and Modest Imitation. Journal of Business Ethics 176:4,
629-646. [Crossref]

46. Elena-Mădălina Vătămănescu, Andreea Mitan, Paul Claudiu Cotîrleț, Andreia Gabriela Andrei. 2022.
Exploring the Mediating Role of Knowledge Sharing between Informal Business Networks and
Organizational Performance: An Insight into SMEs Internationalization in CEE. Sustainability 14:7,
3915. [Crossref]

47. Maja Ivanović-Đukić, Bojan Krstić, Tamara RaĐenović. 2022. Entrepreneurship and economic growth
in emerging markets: An empirical analysis. Acta Oeconomica 72:1, 65-84. [Crossref]

48. Tarek Ben Ali. 2022. How Does Institutional Quality Affect Business Start-Up in High and Middle-
Income Countries? An International Comparative Study. Journal of the Knowledge Economy 32. .
[Crossref]

49. Adekunle Ogunsade, Demola Obembe, Kassa Woldesenbet, Aderemi Ojebode. 2022. Institutional
Change and Entrepreneurial Governance in Sub-Saharan Africa: Implications for Inclusive Growth
and Development. Journal of Enterprising Culture 30:01, 71-89. [Crossref]

50. Komivi AFAWUBO, Yawo Agbényégan NOGLO. 2022. ICT and entrepreneurship: A comparative
analysis of developing, emerging and developed countries. Technological Forecasting and Social Change
175, 121312. [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.1080/00207659.2022.2115672
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2022.106246
https://doi.org/10.1177/1042258720985477
https://doi.org/10.3390/su14148450
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10842-022-00385-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2022.02.069
https://doi.org/10.1177/10422587221094498
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10644-021-09329-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econmod.2022.105791
https://doi.org/10.1080/14631377.2021.1886790
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-020-04709-9
https://doi.org/10.3390/su14073915
https://doi.org/10.1556/032.2022.00004
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13132-022-00895-1
https://doi.org/10.1142/S0218495822500030
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2021.121312


51. Alexander Kupfer, Julia Oberndorfer, Felix Kunz. 2022. Why do corporate cash holdings differ within
reunified Germany?. Journal of Business Economics 92:2, 197-232. [Crossref]

52. Lucio Fuentelsaz, Elisabet Garrido, Minerva González. 2022. Speed of institutional change and
subsidiary performance: The moderating impact of home and host country learning. Global Strategy
Journal 12:1, 163-195. [Crossref]

53. Lama Radwan, Yousef Daoud. 2022. Entrepreneurship–growth nexus: does the size of the informal
economy matter?. Journal of Sustainable Finance & Investment 12:1, 169-194. [Crossref]

54. Elisa Aracil, Gonzalo Gómez-Bengoechea, Olga Moreno-de-Tejada. 2022. Institutional quality and the
financial inclusion-poverty alleviation link: Empirical evidence across countries. Borsa Istanbul Review
22:1, 179-188. [Crossref]

55. Cheryl Xiaoning Long, Lixin Colin Xu, Jin Yang. 2022. The government, private firms, and dual-
track private sector development: China's experience in two crucial decades. Journal of Government
and Economics 6, 100037. [Crossref]

56. Sabrina Spallini, Antonia Rosa Gurrieri, Karola Sheu. 2022. Firm’s strategy to innovate in a European
transition economy. Risk Governance and Control: Financial Markets and Institutions 12:1, 33-45.
[Crossref]

57. A. I. Ogunsade, Demola Obembe, Kassa Woldesenbet Beta. Uncovering the Role of Institutional
Context for Nascent Entrepreneurial Ventures 45-66. [Crossref]

58. Yuanyuan Song, Xu Wei, Yi Zhou, Ben Jacobsen. 2022. Politically Connected Enterprises: Business
Strategy or Agency Problem?. SSRN Electronic Journal 14. . [Crossref]

59. Nan Zhang, Qiaozhuan Liang, Huiying Li, Xiao Wang. 2022. The organizational relationship–based
political connection and debt financing: Evidence from Chinese private firms. Bulletin of Economic
Research 74:1, 69-105. [Crossref]

60. Artjoms Ivlevs, Milena Nikolova, Olga Popova. 2021. Former Communist party membership and
present-day entrepreneurship. Small Business Economics 57:4, 1783-1800. [Crossref]

61. Nazim Habibov, Alena Auchynnikava, Rong Luo. 2021. Does the height to entrepreneurship nexus
have two stages? New evidence from 27 nations. Journal of Global Entrepreneurship Research 11:1,
141-152. [Crossref]

62. Ying Hao, Yuxiu Huang, Xuegang Cui, Qiang Liu, Yuwen Zhang. 2021. CEO experience and corporate
financing decisions: Evidence from a natural experiment in China. China Economic Review 70, 101703.
[Crossref]

63. Jan Henrik Gruenhagen. 2021. Returnee entrepreneurship: how home-country institutions,
estrangement and support influence entrepreneurial intentions. Journal of Entrepreneurship in Emerging
Economies 13:5, 945-966. [Crossref]

64. Dongxu Wu, Zhongmin Wu. 2021. Firm performance, government regulation, and managerial effort:
Evidence from China. Strategic Change 30:6, 527-537. [Crossref]

65. Andrew Atherton, Zheng Li, Zhongmin Wu, Weili Teng. 2021. Private jobs and collective
employment in China. Strategic Change 30:6, 539-549. [Crossref]

66. Bach Nguyen. 2021. Local institutions, external finance and investment decisions of small businesses
in Vietnam. Economic Systems 45:3, 100880. [Crossref]

67. Ma Weidong, Wu Cheng Chung, Tang Deshan. 2021. Environmental Regulation, Entrepreneurship
and Economic Growth: An Empirical Study Based on Threshold Effect Test in China. Prague
Economic Papers 30:3, 358-377. [Crossref]

68. Zhe Cao, Xianwei Shi. 2021. A systematic literature review of entrepreneurial ecosystems in advanced
and emerging economies. Small Business Economics 57:1, 75-110. [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11573-021-01055-8
https://doi.org/10.1002/gsj.1416
https://doi.org/10.1080/20430795.2021.1940812
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bir.2021.03.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jge.2022.100037
https://doi.org/10.22495/rgcv12i1p3
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-75894-3_3
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4021378
https://doi.org/10.1111/boer.12283
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-020-00364-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40497-021-00271-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chieco.2021.101703
https://doi.org/10.1108/JEEE-05-2020-0143
https://doi.org/10.1002/jsc.2468
https://doi.org/10.1002/jsc.2472
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecosys.2021.100880
https://doi.org/10.18267/j.pep.768
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-020-00326-y


69. Regan Stevenson, Alexander S. Kier, Shannon G. Taylor. 2021. Do policy makers take grants for
granted? The efficacy of public sponsorship for innovative entrepreneurship. Strategic Entrepreneurship
Journal 15:2, 231-253. [Crossref]

70. M.N ANGELOVA, D.D PASTARMADZHIEVA. 2021. OPPORTUNITIES FOR SOCIAL
ENTREPRENEURSHIP IN TRANSITION ECONOMIES: THE CASE OF BULGARIA.
Humanitarian Balkan Research 5:12. . [Crossref]

71. Silvia Muzi, Filip Jolevski, Kohei Ueda, Domenico Viganola. Productivity and Firm Exit during the
COVID-19 Crisis: Cross-Country Evidence 1, . [Crossref]

72. Yugank Goyal, Klaus Heine. 2021. Why do informal markets remain informal: the role of tacit
knowledge in an Indian footwear cluster. Journal of Evolutionary Economics 31:2, 639-659. [Crossref]

73. José-Daniel Reyes, Mark Roberts, Lixin Colin Xu. 2021. The heterogeneous growth effects of the
business environment: Firm-level evidence for a global sample of cities. China Economic Quarterly
International 1:1, 15-28. [Crossref]

74. Shusen Qi, Duc Duy Nguyen. 2021. Government connections and credit access around the world:
Evidence from discouraged borrowers. Journal of International Business Studies 52:2, 321-333. [Crossref]

75. Michael Schlattau. Introduction 1-6. [Crossref]
76. Michael Schlattau. The Distinctive Layout of Russia 31-49. [Crossref]
77. Kameliia Petrova. Entrepreneurship and Institutional Change in Emerging Markets 145-176.

[Crossref]
78. Linda Glawe, Helmut Wagner. The Rise of China 143-241. [Crossref]
79. Radzivon Marozau, Natalja Apanasovich, Maribel Guerrero. Evolution of Technology Transfer in

Belarus: Two Parallel Dimensions in a Post-Soviet Country 269-290. [Crossref]
80. Michael Schlattau. The Institutional Framework for Entrepreneurship in Transition 51-134.

[Crossref]
81. Pao-Li Chang, Yuting Chen. 2021. Informal institutions and comparative advantage of South-based

MNEs: Theory and evidence. Journal of Development Economics 148, 102566. [Crossref]
82. To Trung Thanh, Le Thanh Ha, Hoang Phuong Dung, Doan Ngoc Thang, Tran Anh Ngoc. 2020.

Determinants of marketing innovation among SMEs in Vietnam: a resource-based and stakeholder
perspective. Innovative Marketing 16:4, 74-90. [Crossref]

83. Haohan Ren, Xiaofeng Zhao. 2020. Anticorruption, political connections, and corporate cash policy:
Evidence from politician downfalls in China. Emerging Markets Review 45, 100745. [Crossref]

84. Bach Nguyen. 2020. The relative importance of regional institutions and external finance for
small business investment: evidence from Vietnam. Journal of Institutional Economics 16:6, 911-929.
[Crossref]

85. Sangeeta Mittal, Monika. 2020. Accounts Receivable: Payable Impact on Each Other with Special
Reference to Financial Performance—A Study of Small Cap Companies. SEDME (Small Enterprises
Development, Management & Extension Journal): A worldwide window on MSME Studies 47:4, 362-373.
[Crossref]

86. Sameeksha Desai, Johan E. Eklund, Emma Lappi. 2020. Entry Regulation and Persistence of Profits
in Incumbent Firms. Review of Industrial Organization 57:3, 537-558. [Crossref]

87. FOLORUNSHO M. AJIDE. 2020. INFRASTRUCTURE AND ENTREPRENEURSHIP:
EVIDENCE FROM AFRICA. Journal of Developmental Entrepreneurship 25:03, 2050015. [Crossref]

88. DARMA MAHADEA, SAMUKELISIWE KHUMALO. 2020. ENTRY INTO AND EXIT
FROM INFORMAL MICROENTERPRISE ENTREPRENEURSHIP IN A SOUTH AFRICAN
MUNICIPALITY: A TALE OF RESILIENCE. Journal of Developmental Entrepreneurship 25:03,
2050020. [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.1002/sej.1376
https://doi.org/10.34671/SCH.HBR.2021.0502.0010
https://doi.org/10.1596/1813-9450-9671
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00191-021-00726-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ceqi.2020.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41267-020-00341-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-54909-1_1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-54909-1_3
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-60978-8_7
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-87128-4_4
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-70022-5_12
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-54909-1_4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdeveco.2020.102566
https://doi.org/10.21511/im.16(4).2020.07
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ememar.2020.100745
https://doi.org/10.1017/S174413742000017X
https://doi.org/10.1177/09708464211055532
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11151-020-09787-7
https://doi.org/10.1142/S1084946720500156
https://doi.org/10.1142/S108494672050020X


89. Qihai Huang, Xueyuan Liu, Jun Li. 2020. Contextualization of Chinese entrepreneurship research:
an overview and some future research directions. Entrepreneurship & Regional Development 32:5-6,
353-369. [Crossref]

90. Amineh Zivari, Mohsen Mohammadi Khyareh, Reza Mazhari. 2020. Economic Factors Influencing
Entrepreneurial Activities: Literature Review. Roshd -e- Fanavari 16:62, 32-43. [Crossref]

91. Malte Müller. 2020. Leadership in agricultural machinery circles: experimental evidence from
Tajikistan. Australian Journal of Agricultural and Resource Economics 64:2, 533-554. [Crossref]

92. Justyna Zygmunt. 2020. The effect of changes in the economic structure on entrepreneurial activity
in a transition economy: the case of Poland. Equilibrium 15:1, 49-62. [Crossref]

93. Anthony Abiodun Eniola, Duro Amos Dada. 2020. Entrepreneurial self-efficacy, institutional
environment, and entrepreneurial orientation for SME: A review. International Journal of Research
Studies in Management 8:2. . [Crossref]

94. Yan Yuan, Zhao Rong, Lihe Xu. 2020. Does Sex Imbalance Affect Family Businesses? Evidence from
Rural China. Journal of Family and Economic Issues 41:1, 4-18. [Crossref]

95. Jianhui Jian, Xiaojie Fan, Shiyong Zhao, Dong Zhou. 2020. Business creation, innovation, and
economic growth: Evidence from China’s economic transition, 1978–2017. Economic Modelling 4. .
[Crossref]

96. Yunsen Chen, Limei Che, Dengjin Zheng, Hong You. 2020. Corruption culture and accounting
quality. Journal of Accounting and Public Policy 39:2, 106698. [Crossref]

97. Chuanchuan Zhang. 2020. Clans, entrepreneurship, and development of the private sector in China.
Journal of Comparative Economics 48:1, 100-123. [Crossref]

98. Chengrui Xiao. 2020. Intergovernmental revenue relations, tax enforcement and tax shifting: evidence
from China. International Tax and Public Finance 27:1, 128-152. [Crossref]

99. Nirosha Hewa Wellalage, Krishna Reddy. 2020. Determinants of profit reinvestment undertaken by
SMEs in the small island countries. Global Finance Journal 43, 100394. [Crossref]

100. Bernd P. Platzek. Unternehmerische Gemeinschaften und nachhaltige Entwicklung 253-281.
[Crossref]

101. Sanjay Goel, Ranjan Karri. 2020. Entrepreneurial aspirations and poverty reduction: the role of
institutional context. Entrepreneurship & Regional Development 32:1-2, 91-111. [Crossref]

102. Antoinette Schoar. 2020. Comment. NBER Macroeconomics Annual 34, 389-394. [Crossref]
103. Hong T.M. Bui, Huong T.M. Nguyen, Vinh Sum Chau. 2020. Strategic agility orientation? The

impact of CEO duality on corporate entrepreneurship in privatized Vietnamese firms. Journal of
General Management 45:2, 107-116. [Crossref]

104. Kingsley C. Njoku, Thomas M. Cooney. 2020. How Does the Man-Know-Man Network Culture
Influence Transnational Entrepreneurship?. Journal of Entrepreneurship and Innovation in Emerging
Economies 6:1, 163-181. [Crossref]

105. Christine Laudenbach, Ulrike Malmendier, Alexandra Niessen-Ruenzi. 2020. The Long-lasting
Effects of Living under Communism on Attitudes towards Financial Markets. SSRN Electronic Journal
130. . [Crossref]

106. Weiqi Dai, Mingqing Liao. 2019. Entrepreneurial attention to deregulations and reinvestments by
private firms: Evidence from China. Asia Pacific Journal of Management 36:4, 1221-1250. [Crossref]

107. Junsong Wang, Yehua Dennis Wei, Bingquan Lin. 2019. How does tolerance affect urban innovative
capacities in China?. Growth and Change 50:4, 1242-1259. [Crossref]

108. Bat Batjargal, Justin W. Webb, Anne Tsui, Jean-Luc Arregle, Michael A. Hitt, Toyah Miller. 2019.
The moderating influence of national culture on female and male entrepreneurs’ social network size
and new venture growth. Cross Cultural & Strategic Management 26:4, 490-521. [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.1080/08985626.2019.1640437
https://doi.org/10.52547/jstpi.20815.16.62.32
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8489.12376
https://doi.org/10.24136/eq.2020.003
https://doi.org/10.5861/ijrsm.2020.4017
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10834-019-09644-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econmod.2020.03.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaccpubpol.2019.106698
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jce.2019.08.008
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10797-019-09546-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gfj.2017.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-658-25706-4_13
https://doi.org/10.1080/08985626.2019.1640484
https://doi.org/10.1086/707191
https://doi.org/10.1177/0306307019886170
https://doi.org/10.1177/2393957519891041
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3526926
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-018-9574-z
https://doi.org/10.1111/grow.12323
https://doi.org/10.1108/CCSM-04-2018-0057


109. Fernando D'Andrea, João Daniel Ruettimann. 2019. Varieties of Entrepreneurial Function under
Totalitarian (dis)Orders. MISES: Interdisciplinary Journal of Philosophy, Law and Economics 7:3. .
[Crossref]

110. Bach Nguyen. 2019. Entrepreneurial Reinvestment: Local Governance, Ownership, and Financing
Matter—Evidence from Vietnam. Journal of Small Business Management 57:sup2, 323-349. [Crossref]

111. Umair Ahmed. 2019. Influencing Youth Involvement in Entrepreneurship: Implications for Policy
Makers in the Kingdom of Bahrain. Annals of Contemporary Developments in Management & HR 1:3,
39-52. [Crossref]

112. Mariola Ciszewska-Mlinarič, Piotr Trąpczyński. When Does Adaptation to Foreign Markets Matter?
An Institutional Approach to the Internationalization of Post-Transition Economy Firms 459-479.
[Crossref]

113. Bruno Brandão Fischer, Gustavo Hermínio Salati Marcondes de Moraes, Paola Rücker Schaeffer. 2019.
Universities' institutional settings and academic entrepreneurship: Notes from a developing country.
Technological Forecasting and Social Change 147, 243-252. [Crossref]

114. V Nikolova-Alexieva, M Angelova. 2019. Digital Entrepreneurship: Doing Business for Smart and
Sustainable Bio-Based Economy. IOP Conference Series: Materials Science and Engineering 618, 012081.
[Crossref]

115. Anna P. Malinowska. 2019. Corruption versus societal trust—New evidence from Poland's limited
liability companies. Journal of Corporate Accounting & Finance 30:4, 85-98. [Crossref]

116. Gonçalo Rodrigues Brás, Elias Soukiazis. 2019. The Determinants of Entrepreneurship at the Country
Level: A Panel Data Approach. Entrepreneurship Research Journal 9:4. . [Crossref]

117. Christopher A. Hartwell, Anna P. Malinowska. 2019. Informal institutions and firm valuation.
Emerging Markets Review 40, 100603. [Crossref]

118. Zhong-qin Su, Zuoping Xiao, Lin Yu. 2019. Do political connections enhance or impede corporate
innovation?. International Review of Economics & Finance 63, 94-110. [Crossref]

119. Lakshmi Iyer, Xin Meng, Nancy Qian, Xiaoxue Zhao. 2019. Economic transition and private-sector
labor: Evidence from urban China. Journal of Comparative Economics 47:3, 579-600. [Crossref]

120. Gunjan Kumar, Saundarjya Borbora. 2019. Institutional environment differences and their application
for entrepreneurship development in India. Journal of Entrepreneurship in Emerging Economies 11:2,
177-199. [Crossref]

121. Yuan Tian, Yupei Wang, Xuemei Xie, Jie Jiao, Hao Jiao. 2019. The impact of business-government
relations on firms' innovation: Evidence from Chinese manufacturing industry. Technological
Forecasting and Social Change 143, 1-8. [Crossref]

122. Ying Hao, Shaofei Wang, Robin K. Chou, Kuan‐Cheng Ko. 2019. Boom‐Baby CEOs, Career
Experience, and Risk Taking: A Natural Experiment Using Chinese CEOs’ Growth Paths.
International Review of Finance 19:2, 347-383. [Crossref]

123. André Cherubini Alves, Bruno Fischer, Paola Rücker Schaeffer, Sérgio Queiroz. 2019. Determinants
of student entrepreneurship. Innovation & Management Review 16:2, 96-117. [Crossref]

124. Chun Liu, Yi Zhang. 2019. Religiosity and Political Connections of Private Firms in China. Emerging
Markets Finance and Trade 9, 1-21. [Crossref]

125. Delin Yang, Jiapeng Li, Rui Wu. 2019. Impact of the Core Founder’s Functional Experience Diversity
on New Venture Performance and Moderating Effects of Environmental Dynamism. Emerging Markets
Finance and Trade 55:4, 809-826. [Crossref]

126. Naqeeb Ur Rehman, Arjona Çela, Fatbardha Morina, Kriselda Sulçaj Gura. 2019. Barriers to growth
of SMEs in Western Balkan countries. Journal of Management Development 38:1, 2-24. [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.30800/mises.2019.v7.1239
https://doi.org/10.1111/jsbm.12475
https://doi.org/10.33166/ACDMHR.2019.03.005
https://doi.org/10.1108/S1745-886220190000014024
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2019.07.009
https://doi.org/10.1088/1757-899X/618/1/012081
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcaf.22405
https://doi.org/10.1515/erj-2016-0060
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ememar.2019.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iref.2018.08.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jce.2019.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1108/JEEE-11-2017-0081
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2019.02.007
https://doi.org/10.1111/irfi.12183
https://doi.org/10.1108/INMR-02-2018-0002
https://doi.org/10.1080/1540496X.2019.1598366
https://doi.org/10.1080/1540496X.2018.1474345
https://doi.org/10.1108/JMD-09-2018-0273


127. Canfei He, Jiangyong Lu, Haifeng Qian. 2019. Entrepreneurship in China. Small Business Economics
52:3, 563-572. [Crossref]

128. Chengsi Zhang, Yuchen Sun, Di Tang. 2019. Whose confidence matters in Chinese monetary policy?.
International Review of Economics & Finance 60, 188-202. [Crossref]

129. Mariola Ciszewska-Mlinarič, Piotr Trąpczyński. 2019. Foreign Market Adaptation and Performance:
The Role of Institutional Distance and Organizational Capabilities. Sustainability 11:6, 1793.
[Crossref]

130. Jiawen Chen, Feng Zhang, Linlin Liu, Lei Zhu. 2019. Does environmental responsibility matter in
cross-sector partnership formation? A legitimacy perspective. Journal of Environmental Management
231, 612-621. [Crossref]

131. David Cuberes, Sadia Priyanka, Marc Teignier. 2019. The determinants of entrepreneurship gender
gaps: A cross‐country analysis. Review of Development Economics 23:1, 72-101. [Crossref]

132. Jan Henrik Gruenhagen. 2019. Returnee entrepreneurs and the institutional environment: case study
insights from China. International Journal of Emerging Markets 14:1, 207-230. [Crossref]

133. Fadil Sahiti. Introduction 1-22. [Crossref]
134. Fadil Sahiti. Firm Growth Factors: A State of the Art Review and Research Issues 47-113. [Crossref]
135. Michael Fritsch, Michael Wyrwich. The Case of East Germany 47-68. [Crossref]
136. Isaac Oduro Amoako. Introduction: Trust, Institutions, and Managing Entrepreneurial Relationships

in Africa 1-20. [Crossref]
137. Faiza Manzoor, Longbao Wei, Mohammad Nurunnabi, Qazi Abdul Subhan, Syed Irshad Ali Shah,

Samaher Fallatah. 2019. The Impact of Transformational Leadership on Job Performance and CSR
as Mediator in SMEs. Sustainability 11:2, 436. [Crossref]

138. Mário Franco, Heiko Haase. Sustainable Development of Small and Medium-Sized Enterprises in
Disadvantaged Regions: Impact of Knowledge and Innovation 39-59. [Crossref]

139. Wenli Cheng, Yongzheng Wu. 2019. Bank finance for private firms in China: Does political capital
still pay off?. The World Economy 42:1, 242-267. [Crossref]

140. Weiqi Dai, Yang Liu, Mingqing Liao, Qiao Lin. 2018. How does entrepreneurs’ socialist imprinting
shape their opportunity selection in transition economies? Evidence from China’s privately owned
enterprises. International Entrepreneurship and Management Journal 14:4, 823-856. [Crossref]

141. Saleem H Ali, Jose A Puppim de Oliveira. 2018. Pollution and economic development: an empirical
research review. Environmental Research Letters 13:12, 123003. [Crossref]

142. FABIAN SCHOLTES, DANIEL NEFF, FLORIAN LAMPE. 2018. THE ROLE AND
SOURCES OF AGENCY AND SELF-EMPLOYMENT OVER THE LIFE COURSE: MICRO-
ENTREPRENEURS IN KAMPALA, UGANDA. Journal of Developmental Entrepreneurship 23:04,
1850020. [Crossref]

143. Khoa Tran, Phuong Nguyen, Linh Nguyen. 2018. The Role of Financial Slack, Employee Creative
Self-Efficacy and Learning Orientation in Innovation and Organizational Performance. Administrative
Sciences 8:4, 82. [Crossref]

144. Krzysztof Wach, Agnieszka Głodowska, Marek Maciejewski. 2018. Entrepreneurial Orientation,
Knowledge Utilization and Internationalization of Firms. Sustainability 10:12, 4711. [Crossref]

145. Kassa Woldesenbet. 2018. Managing institutional complexity in a transitional economy. International
Journal of Emerging Markets 13:5, 1417-1434. [Crossref]

146. László Szerb, William N. Trumbull. 2018. Entrepreneurship development in Russia: is Russia a normal
country? An empirical analysis. Journal of Small Business and Enterprise Development 25:6, 902-929.
[Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-017-9972-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iref.2018.11.003
https://doi.org/10.3390/su11061793
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2018.10.099
https://doi.org/10.1111/rode.12537
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJoEM-11-2017-0504
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-14821-8_1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-14821-8_3
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-97782-9_5
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-98395-0_1
https://doi.org/10.3390/su11020436
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-74881-8_4
https://doi.org/10.1111/twec.12678
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11365-017-0485-0
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/aaeea7
https://doi.org/10.1142/S1084946718500206
https://doi.org/10.3390/admsci8040082
https://doi.org/10.3390/su10124711
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJoEM-10-2017-0429
https://doi.org/10.1108/JSBED-01-2018-0033


147. Asif Islam, Silvia Muzi, Jorge Luis Rodriguez Meza. 2018. Does mobile money use increase firms’
investment? Evidence from Enterprise Surveys in Kenya, Uganda, and Tanzania. Small Business
Economics 51:3, 687-708. [Crossref]

148. Wenjia Zhang, Nathan Mauck. 2018. Government-affiliation, bilateral political relations and cross-
border mergers: Evidence from China. Pacific-Basin Finance Journal 51, 220-250. [Crossref]

149. Alexander Newman, Kevin F. Mole, Deniz Ucbasaran, Nachiappan Subramanian, Andy Lockett. 2018.
Can Your Network Make You Happy? Entrepreneurs’ Business Network Utilization and Subjective
Well‐being. British Journal of Management 29:4, 613-633. [Crossref]

150. FOLASHADE AKINYEMI, KALU OJAH. 2018. TRANSITION PROBABILITIES BETWEEN
ENTREPRENEURSHIP PHASES IN AFRICA’S EMERGING ECONOMIES: THE CASE OF
NIGERIA AND SOUTH AFRICA. Journal of Developmental Entrepreneurship 23:03, 1850016.
[Crossref]

151. Rui Mu, Yan Li, Yan Fu. 2018. Can Government Communication Facilitate Policy Understanding
Toward Energy Conservation? Evidence from an Old Industrial Base in China. Sustainability 10:9,
3222. [Crossref]

152. Yunong Li, Mao Zhou, Yan Du, Wei Zhao. 2018. Legal System and Trade Credit: Evidence from
Emerging Economies. Emerging Markets Finance and Trade 54:10, 2207-2224. [Crossref]

153. Yunsen Chen, Yuan Xie, Hong You, Yanan Zhang. 2018. Does crackdown on corruption reduce stock
price crash risk? Evidence from China. Journal of Corporate Finance 51, 125-141. [Crossref]

154. Thanti Mthanti, Kalu Ojah. 2018. Institutions, human capital and entrepreneurial orientation:
implications for growth policy. Journal of Entrepreneurship and Public Policy 7:2, 135-160. [Crossref]

155. Eva Zikou, Nikos Varsakelis, Aikaterini K. Sarri. 2018. Does public sector crowd out entrepreneurship?
Evidence from the EU regions. International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behavior & Research 24:4,
866-881. [Crossref]

156. Marina Z Solesvik. 2018. Book review: Entrepreneurship in transition economies: Diversity, trends,
and perspectives Arnis Sauka and Alexander Chepurenko (eds). International Small Business Journal:
Researching Entrepreneurship 36:3, 356-357. [Crossref]

157. Huiting Lin, Yurun He, Maolin Wang. 2018. How does the Speed of Pro-market Reform Influence
Corporate Innovation: Evidence from China. China Journal of Accounting Studies 6:2, 120-134.
[Crossref]

158. Justyna Zygmunt. 2018. Entrepreneurial activity drivers in the transition economies. Evidence from
the Visegrad countries. Equilibrium. Quarterly Journal of Economics and Economic Policy 13:1, 89-103.
[Crossref]

159. Thomas Bilaliib Udimal, Zhuang Jincai, Emmanuel Caesar Ayamba, Samuel Mensah Owusu. 2018.
Entities contribution to total employment in China after 1978 reforms: urban and rural perspective.
Environmental Science and Pollution Research 25:7, 6685-6694. [Crossref]

160. Wubiao Zhou. 2018. Property Rights, Deregulation, and Entrepreneurial Development in a Transition
Economy. Management and Organization Review 14:1, 73-103. [Crossref]

161. 노노노, 노노노, 노노노. 2018. A Study on Determinants of Chinese Regional Entrepreneurial Activity. Journal
of Sinology and China Studies 74:null, 325-345. [Crossref]

162. Na Shen, Kevin Au, Lan Yi. 2018. Diversification Strategy, Ownership Structure, and Financial Crisis:
Performance of Chinese Private Firms. Asia-Pacific Journal of Financial Studies 47:1, 54-80. [Crossref]

163. María Jesús Rodríguez-Gulías, Vítor Manuel de Sousa Gabriel, David Rodeiro-Pazos. 2018. Effects of
governance on entrepreneurship: European Union vs non-European Union. Competitiveness Review:
An International Business Journal 28:1, 43-57. [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-017-9951-x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pacfin.2018.07.003
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.12270
https://doi.org/10.1142/S1084946718500164
https://doi.org/10.3390/su10093222
https://doi.org/10.1080/1540496X.2018.1460271
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcorpfin.2018.05.005
https://doi.org/10.1108/JEPP-D-18-00002
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEBR-03-2017-0100
https://doi.org/10.1177/0266242617744990
https://doi.org/10.1080/21697213.2018.1521921
https://doi.org/10.24136/eq.2018.005
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11356-017-1029-4
https://doi.org/10.1017/mor.2016.59
https://doi.org/10.18077/chss.2018.74..014
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajfs.12203
https://doi.org/10.1108/CR-06-2016-0035


164. Božidar Leković, Slobodan Marić. Dominant Motives of Entrepreneurial Behaviour in Transitional
Countries 77-97. [Crossref]

165. Saša Petković, Maja Ivanović Đukić. Entrepreneurship in Serbia 107-129. [Crossref]
166. John McMillan. Market Institutions 8251-8254. [Crossref]
167. William J. Baumol, Melissa A. Schilling. Entrepreneurship 3762-3768. [Crossref]
168. Stelvia Matos, Jeremy Hall, Vernon Bachor, Bruno S. Silvestre. Low vs. High Income Entrepreneurial

Households 242-260. [Crossref]
169. Phan Anh Tu. Bribery and Its Implications on Entrepreneurship in the Informal Economy 200-218.

[Crossref]
170. James Kai-sing Kung, Chicheng Ma. 2018. Friends with Benefits: How Political Connections Help to

Sustain Private Enterprise Growth in China. Economica 85:337, 41-74. [Crossref]
171. CHARLES ACKAH, RICHARD OSEI BOFAH, DEREK ASUMAN. 2017. WHO ARE AFRICA’S

ENTREPRENEURS? COMPARATIVE EVIDENCE FROM GHANA AND UGANDA. Journal
of Developmental Entrepreneurship 22:04, 1750024. [Crossref]

172. Fadil Sahiti, Helen Lawton Smith. 2017. An application of growth diagnostics on the growth of firms:
with evidence from Kosovo firms. Journal of Innovation and Entrepreneurship 6:1. . [Crossref]

173. Wenfei Li, Cen Wu, Liping Xu, Qingquan Tang. 2017. Bank connections and the speed of leverage
adjustment: evidence from China's listed firms. Accounting & Finance 57:5, 1349-1381. [Crossref]

174. Jun Ma, Xuan He, Lina Zhu, Xinchun Li, Ye Liu. 2017. How does the speed of institutional change
affect the allocation of entrepreneurship in family firms. Nankai Business Review International 8:4,
447-474. [Crossref]

175. Jonathan Kimmitt, Pablo Muñoz. 2017. Entrepreneurship and financial inclusion through the lens
of instrumental freedoms. International Small Business Journal: Researching Entrepreneurship 35:7,
803-828. [Crossref]

176. Predrag Ljubotina, Jaka Vadnjal. 2017. Succeeding a family business in a transition economy: is this
the best that can happen to me?. Kybernetes 46:8, 1366-1385. [Crossref]

177. Xin Liang, Lin Xiu, Sibin Wu, Shujuan Zhang. 2017. In search of sustainable legitimacy of private
firms in China. Chinese Management Studies 11:3, 555-578. [Crossref]

178. Piotr Trąpczyński, Marian Gorynia. 2017. A double-edged sword? The moderating effects of control
on firm capabilities and institutional distance in explaining foreign affiliate performance. International
Business Review 26:4, 697-709. [Crossref]

179. Tianjiao Xia, Xiaohui Liu. 2017. Foreign competition, domestic competition and innovation in
Chinese private high-tech new ventures. Journal of International Business Studies 48:6, 716-739.
[Crossref]

180. Jianhua Ge, Laura J. Stanley, Kimberly Eddleston, Franz W. Kellermanns. 2017. Institutional
deterioration and entrepreneurial investment: The role of political connections. Journal of Business
Venturing 32:4, 405-419. [Crossref]

181. Saranda Lajqi, Besnik A. Krasniqi. 2017. Entrepreneurial growth aspirations in challenging
environment: The role of institutional quality, human and social capital. Strategic Change 26:4,
385-401. [Crossref]

182. Yi Che, Yi Lu, Zhigang Tao. 2017. Institutional quality and new firm survival. Economics of Transition
25:3, 495-525. [Crossref]

183. Nazim Habibov, Elvin Afandi, Alex Cheung. 2017. What is the effect of university education
on chances to be self-employed in transitional countries?: Instrumental variable analysis of cross-
sectional sample of 29 nations. International Entrepreneurship and Management Journal 13:2, 487-500.
[Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-75907-4_6
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-77634-7_7
https://doi.org/10.1057/978-1-349-95189-5_2398
https://doi.org/10.1057/978-1-349-95189-5_2576
https://doi.org/10.4018/978-1-5225-2673-5.ch012
https://doi.org/10.4018/978-1-5225-3117-3.ch009
https://doi.org/10.1111/ecca.12212
https://doi.org/10.1142/S1084946717500248
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13731-017-0078-8
https://doi.org/10.1111/acfi.12332
https://doi.org/10.1108/NBRI-01-2017-0001
https://doi.org/10.1177/0266242617700699
https://doi.org/10.1108/K-06-2016-0148
https://doi.org/10.1108/CMS-02-2017-0026
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2016.12.009
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41267-017-0083-y
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2017.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1002/jsc.2139
https://doi.org/10.1111/ecot.12119
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11365-016-0409-4


184. 노노노, 노노노. 2017. China’s Dynamic Employment Effect of Entrepreneurial Activity: SOE Reform and
Entrepreneurial Activity Promotion. Journal of Sinology and China Studies 71:null, 193-214. [Crossref]

185. Zhelyu Vladimirov, Tzvetan Davidkov, Desislava Yordanova. 2017. The influence of the perceptions of
institutional environment on entrepreneurial plans: exploring the moderating effects of firm age and
firm size in Bulgarian enterprises. Problems and Perspectives in Management 15:1, 175-182. [Crossref]

186. Ruiyuan Chen, Lin Cui, Sali Li, Robert Rolfe. 2017. Acquisition or greenfield entry into Africa?
Responding to institutional dynamics in an emerging continent. Global Strategy Journal 7:2, 212-230.
[Crossref]

187. Thanti Mthanti, Kalu Ojah. 2017. Entrepreneurial orientation (EO): Measurement and policy
implications of entrepreneurship at the macroeconomic level. Research Policy 46:4, 724-739. [Crossref]

188. James W. Saunoris, Aishath Sajny. 2017. Entrepreneurship and economic freedom: cross-country
evidence from formal and informal sectors. Entrepreneurship & Regional Development 29:3-4, 292-316.
[Crossref]

189. Zengji Song, Abraham Y. Nahm, Zongyi Zhang. 2017. Partial State Ownership, Political Connection,
and Financing: Evidence from Chinese Publicly Listed Private Sector Enterprises. Emerging Markets
Finance and Trade 53:3, 611-628. [Crossref]

190. Wubiao Zhou. 2017. Institutional environment, public-private hybrid forms, and entrepreneurial
reinvestment in a transition economy. Journal of Business Venturing 32:2, 197-214. [Crossref]

191. Robert Cull, Lixin Colin Xu, Xi Yang, Li-An Zhou, Tian Zhu. 2017. Market facilitation by local
government and firm efficiency: Evidence from China. Journal of Corporate Finance 42, 460-480.
[Crossref]

192. Robert Jeremy Fish, Denise Linda Parris, Michael Troilo. 2017. Compound Voids and Unproductive
Entrepreneurship: The Rise of the “English Fever” in China. Journal of Economic Issues 51:1, 163-180.
[Crossref]

193. Ruta Aidis. Staying in the Family: The Impact of Institutions and Mental Models on Entrepreneurship
Development in Post-Soviet Transition Countries 15-32. [Crossref]

194. László Szerb, Éva Komlósi, Balázs Páger. A Multidimensional, Comparative Analysis of the Regional
Entrepreneurship Performance in the Central and Eastern European EU Member Countries 35-56.
[Crossref]

195. Saleem Hassan Ali. 2017. Pollution and Development: An Integrated Framework for Analyzing
Empirical Evidence. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

196. Muhsin KAR, Şerife ÖZŞAHİN. 2016. Yükselen Piyasa Ekonomilerinde Finansal Gelişmenin
Girişimcilik Üzerindeki Rolü. Eskişehir Osmangazi Üniversitesi İktisadi ve İdari Bilimler Dergisi 11:3,
131-131. [Crossref]

197. Kien Nguyen Trung, Hanh Pham Thi Song. 2016. Shaping Supply Chain Governance. Journal of
Economics and Development 87-107. [Crossref]

198. Ioannis N. Katsikis, Lida P. Kyrgidou. Social Policy and Social Entrepreneurship: Between the Public
and the Private 91-106. [Crossref]

199. Besnik A. Krasniqi, Sameeksha Desai. 2016. Institutional drivers of high-growth firms: country-level
evidence from 26 transition economies. Small Business Economics 47:4, 1075-1094. [Crossref]

200. Toby Stuart, Yanbo Wang. 2016. Who cooks the books in China, and does it pay? Evidence from
private, high-technology firms. Strategic Management Journal 37:13, 2658-2676. [Crossref]

201. Peter Murrell, Radu A. Păun. 2016. Caveat Venditor : The Conditional Effect of Relationship-
Specific Investment on Contractual Behavior. Journal of Law, Economics, and Organization 6, eww011.
[Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.18077/chss.2017.71..009
https://doi.org/10.21511/ppm.15(1-1).2017.04
https://doi.org/10.1002/gsj.1153
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2017.01.012
https://doi.org/10.1080/08985626.2016.1267806
https://doi.org/10.1080/1540496X.2015.1097920
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2016.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcorpfin.2015.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1080/00213624.2017.1287506
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-57342-7_2
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-57342-7_3
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3069626
https://doi.org/10.17153/oguiibf.272723
https://doi.org/10.33301/2016.18.03.05
https://doi.org/10.1108/S2051-229520160000002005
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-016-9736-7
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2466
https://doi.org/10.1093/jleo/eww011


202. Dongmin Kong, Maobin Wang. 2016. Government Stakes as an Insurance Policy: Evidence from
Seasoned Equity Offerings of Chinese Firms. Emerging Markets Finance and Trade 52:10, 2292-2308.
[Crossref]

203. Mohan Zhou, Faqin Lin, Tan Li. 2016. Remote markets as shelters for local distortions: Evidence
from China. China Economic Review 40, 241-253. [Crossref]

204. Piotr Trąpczyński, Elitsa R. Banalieva. 2016. Institutional difference, organizational experience, and
foreign affiliate performance: Evidence from Polish firms. Journal of World Business 51:5, 826-842.
[Crossref]

205. Yanbo Wang. 2016. Bringing the Stages Back in: Social Network Ties and Start-up firms’ Access to
Venture Capital in China. Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal 10:3, 300-317. [Crossref]

206. Harshana Kasseeah. 2016. Investigating the impact of entrepreneurship on economic development: a
regional analysis. Journal of Small Business and Enterprise Development 23:3, 896-916. [Crossref]

207. Zengji Song, Abraham Nahm, Jun Yang. 2016. Institutional environment, political connections of
partial state ownership, and performance. International Journal of Social Economics 43:8, 856-870.
[Crossref]

208. Steven W. Bradley, Peter Klein. 2016. Institutions, Economic Freedom, and Entrepreneurship:
The Contribution of Management Scholarship. Academy of Management Perspectives 30:3, 211-221.
[Crossref]

209. Vi Dung Ngo, Frank Janssen, Marine Falize. 2016. An incentive-based model of international
entrepreneurship in emerging and transition economies. Journal of International Entrepreneurship 14:1,
52-74. [Crossref]

210. Zhiyuan Chen, Yong Li, Jie Zhang. 2016. The bank–firm relationship: Helping or grabbing?.
International Review of Economics & Finance 42, 385-403. [Crossref]

211. László Szerb, William N. Trumbull. 2016. The Development of Entrepreneurship in the European
Transition Countries: Is Transition Complete?. Strategic Change 25:2, 109-129. [Crossref]

212. Sadok El Ghoul, Omrane Guedhami, Chuck Kwok, Liang Shao. 2016. National Culture and Profit
Reinvestment: Evidence from Small and Medium‐Sized Enterprises. Financial Management 45:1,
37-65. [Crossref]

213. Quan Anh Nguyen, Gillian Sullivan Mort. Economic Reform and Entrepreneurship in Vietnam: A
Policy Perspective 109-127. [Crossref]

214. Jovo Ateljević, Suzana Stefanović, Maja Ivanović-Đukić, Vesna Janković-Milić. Researching the
Entrepreneurial Sector in Serbia 129-146. [Crossref]

215. Sebastian Aparicio, David Urbano, David Audretsch. 2016. Institutional factors, opportunity
entrepreneurship and economic growth: Panel data evidence. Technological Forecasting and Social
Change 102, 45-61. [Crossref]

216. Chen Lin, Randall Morck, Bernard Yin Yeung, Xiaofeng Zhao. 2016. Anti-Corruption Reforms and
Shareholder Valuations: Event Study Evidence from China. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

217. Tu, P.A., Diem, N.H.. 2016. Entrepreneurial characteristics and private firm performance in the
Mekong river Delta. Can Tho University Journal of Science 03, 38. [Crossref]

218. Thai Thanh Ha, Nguyen Ngoc Chau, Nguyen Trung Hieu. 2016. The Impact of Governance on
Entrepreneurship Development in ASEAN+1 Countries: Evidence from World Bank Datasets. Modern
Economy 07:05, 515-525. [Crossref]

219. Mina Lee, Xiaoli Yin, Seunghyun Lee, David H Weng, Michael Peng. 2015. The impact of
home country institutions on new venture export: examining new ventures in transition economies.
International Entrepreneurship and Management Journal 11:4, 823-848. [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.1080/1540496X.2015.1095558
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chieco.2016.08.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2016.07.013
https://doi.org/10.1002/sej.1229
https://doi.org/10.1108/JSBED-09-2015-0130
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJSE-10-2014-0210
https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2013.0137
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10843-016-0165-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iref.2015.10.010
https://doi.org/10.1002/jsc.2051
https://doi.org/10.1111/fima.12107
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-28856-7_7
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-28856-7_8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2015.04.006
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2729087
https://doi.org/10.22144/ctu.jen.2016.022
https://doi.org/10.4236/me.2016.75056
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11365-014-0316-5


220. Ivan M Manev, Tatiana S Manolova, Jason A Harkins, Bojidar S Gyoshev. 2015. Are pure or
hybrid strategies right for new ventures in transition economies?. International Small Business Journal:
Researching Entrepreneurship 33:8, 951-973. [Crossref]

221. Peter F Orazem, Robert Jolly, Li Yu. 2015. Once an entrepreneur, always an entrepreneur? The impacts
of skills developed before, during and after college on firm start-ups. IZA Journal of Labor Economics
4:1. . [Crossref]

222. Elena Nikolova, Dora Simroth. 2015. Religious diversity and entrepreneurship in transition: lessons
for policymakers. IZA Journal of European Labor Studies 4:1. . [Crossref]

223. Andrey Yukhanaev, Grahame Fallon, Yevhen Baranchenko, Alexandra Anisimova. 2015. An
Investigation into the Formal Institutional Constraints that Restrict Entrepreneurship and SME
Growth in Russia. Journal of East-West Business 21:4, 313-341. [Crossref]

224. David Lingelbach. 2015. Developing venture capital when institutions change. Venture Capital 17:4,
327-363. [Crossref]

225. Rajeev K. Goel, James W. Saunoris, Xingyuan Zhang. 2015. Innovation and underground
entrepreneurship. The Journal of Technology Transfer 40:5, 800-820. [Crossref]

226. Saadat Saeed, Shumaila Y. Yousafzai, Mirella Yani-De-Soriano, Moreno Muffatto. 2015. The Role
of Perceived University Support in the Formation of Students' Entrepreneurial Intention. Journal of
Small Business Management 53:4, 1127-1145. [Crossref]

227. Elitsa R. Banalieva, Kimberly A. Eddleston, Thomas M. Zellweger. 2015. When do family firms
have an advantage in transitioning economies? Toward a dynamic institution-based view. Strategic
Management Journal 36:9, 1358-1377. [Crossref]

228. William Scheela, Edmundo Isidro, Thawatchai Jittrapanun, Nguyen Thi Thu Trang. 2015. Formal
and informal venture capital investing in emerging economies in Southeast Asia. Asia Pacific Journal
of Management 32:3, 597-617. [Crossref]

229. Víctor M. González-Sánchez. 2015. Factors Promoting Entrepreneurship in European Countries:
Unemployment, Taxes, and Education. Journal of Promotion Management 21:4, 492-503. [Crossref]

230. Michael Fritsch, Alexander S. Kritikos, Alina Sorgner. 2015. Why did self-employment increase so
strongly in Germany?. Entrepreneurship & Regional Development 27:5-6, 307-333. [Crossref]

231. Tian Wei, Jeremy Clegg, Lei Ma. 2015. The conscious and unconscious facilitating role of the Chinese
government in shaping the internationalization of Chinese MNCs. International Business Review 24:2,
331-343. [Crossref]

232. Gjalt de Jong, Phan Anh Tu, Hans van Ees. 2015. The Impact of Personal Relationships on Bribery
Incidence in Transition Economies. European Management Review 12:1, 7-21. [Crossref]

233. Quan Anh Nguyen, Gillian Sullivan Mort, Clare D'Souza. 2015. Vietnam in transition: SMEs and the
necessitating environment for entrepreneurship development. Entrepreneurship & Regional Development
27:3-4, 154-180. [Crossref]

234. Martin Carree, Emilio Congregado, Antonio Golpe, André van Stel. 2015. Self-employment and
job generation in metropolitan areas, 1969–2009. Entrepreneurship & Regional Development 27:3-4,
181-201. [Crossref]

235. . The Logic of Targeted SME Support 1-37. [Crossref]
236. Galina Shirokova, Gina Vega, Dmitri Knatko. 2015. Crossing the threshold from founder management

to professional management in Russian firms. International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behavior &
Research 21:1, 76-106. [Crossref]

237. Erkko Autio, Kun Fu. 2015. Economic and political institutions and entry into formal and informal
entrepreneurship. Asia Pacific Journal of Management 32:1, 67-94. [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.1177/0266242614550322
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40172-015-0023-7
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40174-014-0028-4
https://doi.org/10.1080/10669868.2015.1092190
https://doi.org/10.1080/13691066.2015.1055060
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10961-015-9420-0
https://doi.org/10.1111/jsbm.12090
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2288
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-015-9420-5
https://doi.org/10.1080/10496491.2015.1051405
https://doi.org/10.1080/08985626.2015.1048310
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2014.08.008
https://doi.org/10.1111/emre.12032
https://doi.org/10.1080/08985626.2015.1015457
https://doi.org/10.1080/08985626.2015.1025860
https://doi.org/10.1596/978-1-4648-0376-5_ch1
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEBR-05-2014-0092
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-014-9381-0


238. Mario A. González-Corzo. 2015. Entrepreneurship in Transition Economies: Selected Characteristics
and Relevant Lessons for Cuba. Journal of Enterprising Culture 23:01, 91-115. [Crossref]

239. K. Peren Arin, Victor Zengyu Huang, Maria Minniti, Anup Menon Nandialath, Otto F. M. Reich.
2015. Revisiting the Determinants of Entrepreneurship. Journal of Management 41:2, 607-631.
[Crossref]

240. Yuliya Shutyak, Didier Van Caillie. 2015. The Role of Government in Path-Dependent Development
of SME Sector in Ukraine. Journal of East-West Business 21:1, 67-90. [Crossref]

241. Min Zhang, Jun Su, Yuefan Sun, Wen Zhang, Na Shen. 2015. Political Connections and Corporate
Diversification: An Exploration of Chinese Firms. Emerging Markets Finance and Trade 51:1, 234-246.
[Crossref]

242. Sukanya Ayatakshi. Entrepreneurship 331-359. [Crossref]
243. Luca Cacciolatti, Soo Hee Lee. Entrepreneurial Cognition and Learning 46-56. [Crossref]
244. Florin Peci. 2015. What determines the allowance of bank loans for investment – an overview of Kosovo

SMEs. International Journal Of Innovation And Economic Development 1:1, 27-35. [Crossref]
245. Michael Fritsch, Alexander Kritikos, Alina Sorgner. 2015. Why Did Self-Employment Increase so

Strongly in Germany?. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]
246. Andy Titus Okwu. 2015. Business environment and the financial performance of small and medium

enterprises: A study of Lagos state, Nigeria. Corporate Ownership and Control 12:4, 493-505.
[Crossref]

247. Ioannis Kinias, Nikolaos Konstantopoulos. 2015. Private and Public Financial Mechanisms in the
Greek Renewable Industry. Journal of Economics, Business and Management 3:6, 599-604. [Crossref]

248. Desislava Yordanova, Zhelyu Vladimirov, Ralitsa Simeonova-Ganeva. Management Practices in
Bulgarian Family and Non-family SMEs: Exploring “Real” Differences 113-138. [Crossref]

249. Zoltan J. Acs, László Szerb, Erkko Autio. Institutions, Incentives, and Entrepreneurship 27-38.
[Crossref]

250. W. Edward McMullan, Thomas P. Kenworthy. Towards a Macro Theory of Entrepreneurial Creativity
155-163. [Crossref]

251. Song Lin, Steven Si. 2014. Factors affecting peasant entrepreneurs’ intention in the Chinese context.
International Entrepreneurship and Management Journal 10:4, 803-825. [Crossref]

252. Travis Ng, Linhui Yu. 2014. Which types of institutions hinder productivity among private
manufacturing firms in China?. China Economic Review 31, 17-31. [Crossref]

253. Pradeep Mitra, Alexander Muravyev, Mark E Schaffer. 2014. Labor reallocation and firm growth:
benchmarking transition countries against mature market economies. IZA Journal of Labor &
Development 3:1. . [Crossref]

254. Kshitija Joshi, Krishna Satyanarayana. 2014. What Ecosystem Factors Impact the Growth of High-
Tech Start-ups in India?. Asian Journal of Innovation and Policy 3:2, 216-244. [Crossref]

255. Doaa M. Salman. 2014. Mediating role of research and development on entrepreneurial activities and
growth. World Journal of Entrepreneurship, Management and Sustainable Development 10:4, 300-313.
[Crossref]

256. Michael Wyrwich. 2014. Ready, set, go! Why are some regions entrepreneurial jump starters?. The
Annals of Regional Science 53:2, 487-513. [Crossref]

257. Zhujun Ding, Sunny Li Sun, Kevin Au. 2014. Angel investors’ selection criteria: A comparative
institutional perspective. Asia Pacific Journal of Management 31:3, 705-731. [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.1142/S0218495815500041
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206314558488
https://doi.org/10.1080/10669868.2015.1004392
https://doi.org/10.1080/1540496X.2015.1012400
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-137-37138-6_18
https://doi.org/10.1057/9781137532589_4
https://doi.org/10.18775/ijied.1849-7551-7020.2015.11.2003
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2562996
https://doi.org/10.22495/cocv12i4c4p7
https://doi.org/10.7763/JOEBM.2015.V3.252
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-14209-8_6
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-14932-5_3
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-04726-3_11
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11365-014-0325-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chieco.2014.07.010
https://doi.org/10.1186/2193-9020-3-13
https://doi.org/10.7545/ajip.2014.3.2.216
https://doi.org/10.1108/WJEMSD-11-2013-0056
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00168-014-0629-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-014-9374-z


258. Georgios K. Batsakis. 2014. Impediments on the way to entrepreneurship. Some new evidence from
the EU's post-socialist world. Journal of Small Business and Enterprise Development 21:3, 385-402.
[Crossref]

259. Michael Fritsch, Elisabeth Bublitz, Alina Sorgner, Michael Wyrwich. 2014. How much of a socialist
legacy? The re-emergence of entrepreneurship in the East German transformation to a market
economy. Small Business Economics 43:2, 427-446. [Crossref]

260. Deqiu Chen, Sifei Li, Jason Zezhong Xiao, Hong Zou. 2014. The effect of government quality on
corporate cash holdings. Journal of Corporate Finance 27, 384-400. [Crossref]

261. Xuanwei Cao, Yipeng Liu, Chunhui Cao. 2014. Institutional entrepreneurs on opportunity formation
and exploitation in strategic new industry. International Journal of Emerging Markets 9:3, 439-458.
[Crossref]

262. Mai Thi Thanh Thai, Ekaterina Turkina. 2014. Macro-level determinants of formal entrepreneurship
versus informal entrepreneurship. Journal of Business Venturing 29:4, 490-510. [Crossref]

263. Wubiao Zhou. 2014. Regional institutional development, political connections, and entrepreneurial
performance in China’s transition economy. Small Business Economics 43:1, 161-181. [Crossref]

264. James Babb. 2014. The politics of small business organization, partisanship and institutionalization:
similarities in the contrasting cases of Japan and the US. Business and Politics 16:1, 1-30. [Crossref]

265. Sylvain Bureau, Ivo Zander. 2014. Entrepreneurship as an art of subversion. Scandinavian Journal of
Management 30:1, 124-133. [Crossref]

266. Petrit Gashi, Iraj Hashi, Geoff Pugh. 2014. Export behaviour of SMEs in transition countries. Small
Business Economics 42:2, 407-435. [Crossref]

267. Laura N. Haar, Nicolae Marinescu. 2014. Entry Modes and Firm Performance in a Transition
Economy: Evidence from Inward FDI to Romania. Journal of East-West Business 20:1, 44-67. [Crossref]

268. Towa Tachibana. 2014. How one becomes an ‘entrepreneur’ in a transition economy: the case of
manufacturers in Laos. Development Studies Research 1:1, 186-201. [Crossref]

269. Klaus Sylvester Friesenbichler, Michael BBheim, Daphne Laster. 2014. Market Competition in
Transition Economies: A Literature Review. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

270. Tiffany R. Bussey, Juliet U. Elu, Gregory N. Price. Do Inequality-Based Entry Barriers Deter the
Formation of Female-Owned Firms in Nigeria? 129-138. [Crossref]

271. Sadok El Ghoul, Omrane Guedhami, Chuck C.Y. Kwok, Liang Shao. 2014. Why Do Countries
Develop Differently? The Effect of National Culture on Profit Reinvestment by Small Firms in
Emerging Markets. SSRN Electronic Journal 33. . [Crossref]

272. Yingkai Tang, Shuanghong Ye, Jing Zhou. 2013. Political Connections, Legal Environment, and
Corporate Valuation in Chinese Public Family Firms. The Chinese Economy 46:6, 32-49. [Crossref]

273. Carlo Milana, Jinmin Wang. 2013. Fostering Entrepreneurship in China: A Survey of the Economic
Literature. Strategic Change 22:7-8, 387-415. [Crossref]

274. Harshana Kasseeah. 2013. Innovation and performance in small- and medium-sized enterprises:
evidence from Mauritius. Innovation and Development 3:2, 259-275. [Crossref]

275. Rachel Doern, David Goss. 2013. From barriers to barring: Why emotion matters for entrepreneurial
development. International Small Business Journal: Researching Entrepreneurship 31:5, 496-519.
[Crossref]

276. Saul Estrin, Julia Korosteleva, Tomasz Mickiewicz. 2013. Which institutions encourage entrepreneurial
growth aspirations?. Journal of Business Venturing 28:4, 564-580. [Crossref]

277. Petrik Runst. 2013. Post-Socialist Culture and Entrepreneurship. American Journal of Economics and
Sociology 72:3, 593-626. [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.1108/JSBED-04-2014-0062
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-014-9544-x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcorpfin.2014.05.008
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJoEM-09-2012-0109
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2013.07.005
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-013-9527-3
https://doi.org/10.1515/bap-2012-0036
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scaman.2013.12.002
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-013-9487-7
https://doi.org/10.1080/10669868.2013.862515
https://doi.org/10.1080/21665095.2014.933081
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2490427
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-05188-8_6
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2401487
https://doi.org/10.2753/CES1097-1475460602
https://doi.org/10.1002/jsc.1947
https://doi.org/10.1080/2157930X.2013.825069
https://doi.org/10.1177/0266242611425555
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2012.05.001
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajes.12022


278. Stephen Weymouth, J. Lawrence Broz. 2013. Government Partisanship and Property Rights: Cross-
Country Firm-Level Evidence. Economics & Politics 25:2, 229-256. [Crossref]

279. Julia Ivy. 2013. State-controlled economies vs. rent-seeking states: Why small and medium enterprises
might support state officials. Entrepreneurship & Regional Development 25:3-4, 195-221. [Crossref]

280. Jun Yu, Joyce X. Zhou, Yagang Wang, Youmin Xi. 2013. Rural Entrepreneurship in an Emerging
Economy: Reading Institutional Perspectives from Entrepreneur Stories. Journal of Small Business
Management 51:2, 183-195. [Crossref]

281. Wubiao Zhou. 2013. Political connections and entrepreneurial investment: Evidence from China's
transition economy. Journal of Business Venturing 28:2, 299-315. [Crossref]

282. Josef Falkinger, Volker Grossmann. 2013. Oligarchic land ownership, entrepreneurship, and economic
development. Journal of Development Economics 101, 206-215. [Crossref]

283. Esteban M. Lafuente, Yancy Vaillant. 2013. Age driven influence of role‐models on entrepreneurship
in a transition economy. Journal of Small Business and Enterprise Development 20:1, 181-203. [Crossref]

284. Yi Lu, Ivan P.L. Png, Zhigang Tao. 2013. Do institutions not matter in China? Evidence from
manufacturing enterprises. Journal of Comparative Economics 41:1, 74-90. [Crossref]

285. Meghana Ayyagari, Asli Demirguc-Kunt, Vojislav Maksimovic. Financing in Developing Countries
683-757. [Crossref]

286. Yipeng Liu, Xuanwei Cao, Yijun Xing. A Tale of Two Cities in Regional Entrepreneurial
Policymaking: A Comparative Study of Suzhou and Wuxi from a Path-Dependence Perspective 55-77.
[Crossref]

287. Enrico C. Perotti. 2013. The Political Economy of Finance. SSRN Electronic Journal 1. . [Crossref]
288. Elena Nikolova, Dora Simroth. 2013. Does Cultural Diversity Help or Hinder Entrepreneurs? Evidence

from Eastern Europe and Central Asia. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]
289. Catherine Bampoky, Luisa R. Blanco, Aolong Liu, James E. Prieger. 2013. Economic Growth and the

Optimal Level of Entrepreneurship. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]
290. Lakshmi Iyer, Xin Meng, Nancy Qian, Xiaoxue Zhao. 2013. Economic Transition and Private-Sector

Labor Demand: Evidence from Urban China. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]
291. Hongbin Li, Zheyu Yang, Xianguo Yao, Haifeng Zhang, Junsen Zhang. 2012. Entrepreneurship,

private economy and growth: Evidence from China. China Economic Review 23:4, 948-961. [Crossref]
292. Stefan Bauernschuster, Oliver Falck, Robert Gold, Stephan Heblich. 2012. The shadows of the socialist

past: Lack of self-reliance hinders entrepreneurship. European Journal of Political Economy 28:4,
485-497. [Crossref]

293. Jinyu Yang, Jun Lian, Xing Liu. 2012. Political connections, bank loans and firm value. Nankai Business
Review International 3:4, 376-397. [Crossref]

294. William Scheela, Thawatchai Jittrapanun. 2012. Do institutions matter for business angel investing
in emerging Asian markets?. Venture Capital 14:4, 289-308. [Crossref]

295. Elizabeth M. King, Claudio E. Montenegro, Peter F. Orazem. 2012. Economic Freedom, Human
Rights, and the Returns to Human Capital: An Evaluation of the Schultz Hypothesis. Economic
Development and Cultural Change 61:1, 39-72. [Crossref]

296. Michael Wyrwich. 2012. Regional Entrepreneurial Heritage in a Socialist and a Postsocialist Economy.
Economic Geography 88:4, 423-445. [Crossref]

297. Annette M. Kim. 2012. Seeds of Reform: Lessons from Vietnam about Informality and Institutional
Change. International Economic Journal 26:3, 391-406. [Crossref]

298. Prema-chandra Athukorala, Tran Quang Tien. 2012. Foreign direct investment in industrial transition:
the experience of Vietnam. Journal of the Asia Pacific Economy 17:3, 446-463. [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.1111/ecpo.12011
https://doi.org/10.1080/08985626.2012.710265
https://doi.org/10.1111/jsbm.12012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2012.05.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdeveco.2012.11.003
https://doi.org/10.1108/14626001311298475
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jce.2011.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-44-453594-8.00010-0
https://doi.org/10.1057/9780230392830_4
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2222630
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2272615
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2295612
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2365524
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chieco.2012.04.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejpoleco.2012.05.008
https://doi.org/10.1108/20408741211283737
https://doi.org/10.1080/13691066.2012.672020
https://doi.org/10.1086/666948
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1944-8287.2012.01166.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/10168737.2012.707870
https://doi.org/10.1080/13547860.2012.694699


299. Michael Grimm,, Rolph van der Hoeven,, Jann Lay,, François Roubaud,. 2012. Neubewertung
des informellen Sektors und Unternehmertums in Sub-Sahara-Afrika. Vierteljahrshefte zur
Wirtschaftsforschung 81:3, 69-83. [Crossref]

300. Le Van Huy, Frantz Rowe, Duane Truex, Minh Q. Huynh. 2012. An Empirical Study of Determinants
of E-Commerce Adoption in SMEs in Vietnam. Journal of Global Information Management 20:3,
23-54. [Crossref]

301. Steven W. Bradley, Jeffery S. McMullen, Kendall Artz, Edward M. Simiyu. 2012. Capital Is
Not Enough: Innovation in Developing Economies. Journal of Management Studies 49:4, 684-717.
[Crossref]

302. RANGAMOHAN V. EUNNI, TATIANA S. MANOLOVA. 2012. ARE THE BRIC ECONOMIES
ENTREPRENEUR-FRIENDLY? AN INSTITUTIONAL PERSPECTIVE. Journal of Enterprising
Culture 20:02, 171-202. [Crossref]

303. Olga Shurchkov. 2012. New elites and their influence on entrepreneurial activity in Russia. Journal of
Comparative Economics 40:2, 240-255. [Crossref]

304. Michael Troilo, Jun Zhang. 2012. Guanxi and entrepreneurship in urban China. Journal of the Asia
Pacific Economy 17:2, 315-331. [Crossref]

305. Wubiao Zhou. 2012. Regulatory models and entrepreneurial growth: evidence from China's transition
economy. Strategic Change 21:3-4, 119-142. [Crossref]

306. Gjalt de Jong, Phan Anh Tu, Hans van Ees. 2012. Which Entrepreneurs Bribe and what do they Get
from It? Exploratory Evidence from Vietnam. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice 36:2, 323-345.
[Crossref]

307. Bala Ramasamy, Matthew Yeung, Sylvie Laforet. 2012. China's outward foreign direct investment:
Location choice and firm ownership. Journal of World Business 47:1, 17-25. [Crossref]

308. Will Bartlett. Small Firms as a Development Factor in South East Europe 232-250. [Crossref]
309. Deqiu Chen, Sifei Li, Jason Zezhong Xiao, Hong Zou. 2012. The Effects of Government Quality on

Corporate Cash Holdings. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]
310. Georgios K. Batsakis. 2012. Impediments on the Way to Entrepreneurship - Some New Evidence from

the EU’s Post-Socialist World. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]
311. Haitian Lu, Hongbo Pan, Chenying Zhang. 2012. Property Rights Protection Through Litigations:

Ownership Bias and the Role of Political Connections. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]
312. Dang Le Nguyen Vu, Nancy K. Napier, Hoang Quan Vuong. 2012. It Takes Two to Tango:

Entrepreneurship and Creativity in Troubled Times – Vietnam 2012. SSRN Electronic Journal .
[Crossref]

313. Fabián Slonimczyk. Chapter 2 The Effect of Taxation on Informal Employment: Evidence from the
Russian Flat Tax Reform 55-99. [Crossref]

314. Jürgen Wandel. 2011. Business groups and competition in post-Soviet transition economies: The case
of Russian “agroholdings”. The Review of Austrian Economics 24:4, 403-450. [Crossref]

315. Janusz K. Tanas, David B. Audretsch. 2011. Entrepreneurship in transitional economy. International
Entrepreneurship and Management Journal 7:4, 431-442. [Crossref]

316. Wubiao Zhou. 2011. Regional deregulation and entrepreneurial growth in China's transition economy.
Entrepreneurship & Regional Development 23:9-10, 853-876. [Crossref]

317. Jie Wu. 2011. Asymmetric roles of business ties and political ties in product innovation. Journal of
Business Research 64:11, 1151-1156. [Crossref]

318. Anil Rupasingha, Stephan J. Goetz. 2011. Self-employment and local economic performance: Evidence
from US counties*. Papers in Regional Science 21, no-no. [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.3790/vjh.81.3.69
https://doi.org/10.4018/jgim.2012070102
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2012.01043.x
https://doi.org/10.1142/S0218495812500082
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jce.2011.12.003
https://doi.org/10.1080/13547860.2012.668280
https://doi.org/10.1002/jsc.1899
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2010.00400.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2010.10.016
https://doi.org/10.1057/9780230314146_10
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1969711
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2071175
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2084903
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2138009
https://doi.org/10.1108/S0147-9121(2012)0000034005
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11138-011-0152-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11365-011-0189-9
https://doi.org/10.1080/08985626.2011.577816
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2011.06.014
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1435-5957.2011.00396.x


319. Sugato Chakravarty, Meifang Xiang. 2011. Determinants of Profit Reinvestment by Small Businesses
in Emerging Economies. Financial Management 40:3, 553-590. [Crossref]

320. Iraj Hashi, Besnik A. Krasniqi. 2011. Entrepreneurship and SME growth: evidence from advanced
and laggard transition economies. International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behavior & Research 17:5,
456-487. [Crossref]

321. Xiao Zuoping. 2011. Ownership‐control rights divergence, government intervention and choice of
capital structure. Nankai Business Review International 2:3, 303-324. [Crossref]

322. L. C. Xu. 2011. The Effects of Business Environments on Development: Surveying New Firm-level
Evidence. The World Bank Research Observer 26:2, 310-340. [Crossref]

323. Neil McCulloch, Edmund Malesky. 2011. Does Better Local Governance Improve District Growth
Performance in Indonesia?. IDS Working Papers 2011:369, 1-48. [Crossref]

324. Martina Musteen, Deepak K. Datta. 2011. Learning about foreign markets: A study of Czech SMEs.
Journal of International Entrepreneurship 9:2, 91-109. [Crossref]

325. Michael Troilo. 2011. Legal institutions and high-growth aspiration entrepreneurship. Economic
Systems 35:2, 158-175. [Crossref]

326. Daniel Berkowitz, David N. DeJong. 2011. Growth in post-Soviet Russia: A tale of two transitions.
Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization 79:1-2, 133-143. [Crossref]

327. Charles Eesley, Delin Yang. Changing entrepreneurial strategies to developing capitalist institutions:
A look at Chinese technology entrepreneurs 1016-1035. [Crossref]

328. John Rand. 2011. Annette Miae Kim. Learning to Be Capitalists: Entrepreneurs in Vietnam’s
Transition Economy . New York: Oxford University Press, 2008. Pp. x+212. $35.00 (cloth). Economic
Development and Cultural Change 59:3, 684-686. [Crossref]

329. Michael Kevane. 2011. Stein T. Holden, Keijiro Otsuka, and Frank M. Place, eds. The Emergence
of Land Markets in Africa: Impacts on Poverty, Equity and Efficiency . Washington, DC: Resources
for the Future, 2009. Pp. xiv+320. $90.00 (cloth). Economic Development and Cultural Change 59:3,
686-689. [Crossref]

330. Yi Lu. 2011. Political connections and trade expansion. Economics of Transition 19:2, 231-254.
[Crossref]

331. Grigor Sukiassyan, Jeffrey B. Nugent. 2011. Lobbying or Information Provision. Eastern European
Economics 49:2, 30-63. [Crossref]

332. Boris Urban. 2011. Entrepreneurial networking differences: An ethnic in-group and out-group
analysis. SA Journal of Industrial Psychology 37:1. . [Crossref]

333. Sameeksha Desai. 2011. A Tale of Entrepreneurship in Two Iraqi Cities. Journal of Small Business &
Entrepreneurship 24:2, 283-292. [Crossref]

334. Andrew Dyck, Tomi Ovaska. 2011. Business Environment and New Firm Creation: An International
Comparison. Journal of Small Business & Entrepreneurship 24:3, 301-317. [Crossref]

335. Asli Demirgüc-Kunt, Leora F. Klapper, Georgios A. Panos. 2011. Entrepreneurship in post-conflict
transition1. Economics of Transition 19:1, 27-78. [Crossref]

336. Leora F. Klapper, Inessa Love. 2011. The Impact of Business Environment Reforms on New Firm
Registration. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

337. Yi Che, Yi Lu, Zhigang Tao. 2011. Institutional Quality and Firm Survival. SSRN Electronic Journal
. [Crossref]

338. Amir Forouharfar, Milad Gooran. 2011. Understanding Entrepreneurs Roles, According to Iranian
Entrepreneurs (Case Study: Shiraz Industrial Town). SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1755-053X.2011.01153.x
https://doi.org/10.1108/13552551111158817
https://doi.org/10.1108/20408741111155316
https://doi.org/10.1093/wbro/lkq012
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2040-0209.2011.00369_2.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10843-010-0067-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecosys.2010.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2010.06.017
https://doi.org/10.1109/ITMC.2011.5995998
https://doi.org/10.1086/658352
https://doi.org/10.1086/658353
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0351.2010.00402.x
https://doi.org/10.2753/EEE0012-8775490202
https://doi.org/10.4102/sajip.v37i1.826
https://doi.org/10.1080/08276331.2011.10593539
https://doi.org/10.1080/08276331.2011.10593540
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0351.2010.00398.x
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1786802
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1824958
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2339672


339. William R. Meek, Desirée F. Pacheco, Jeffrey G. York. 2010. The impact of social norms on
entrepreneurial action: Evidence from the environmental entrepreneurship context. Journal of Business
Venturing 25:5, 493-509. [Crossref]

340. Chen Lin, Ping Lin, Frank Song. 2010. Property rights protection and corporate R&D: Evidence
from China. Journal of Development Economics 93:1, 49-62. [Crossref]

341. Vartuhí Tonoyan, Robert Strohmeyer, Mohsin Habib, Manfred Perlitz. 2010. Corruption and
Entrepreneurship: How Formal and Informal Institutions Shape Small Firm Behavior in Transition
and Mature Market Economies. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice 34:5, 803-832. [Crossref]

342. PÄIVI KARHUNEN, SVETLANA LEDYAEVA. 2010. DETERMINANTS OF
ENTREPRENEURIAL INTEREST AND RISK TOLERANCE AMONG RUSSIAN
UNIVERSITY STUDENTS: EMPIRICAL STUDY. Journal of Enterprising Culture 18:03, 229-263.
[Crossref]

343. Titan Alon. 2010. Institutional Analysis and the Determinants of Chinese FDI. Multinational Business
Review 18:3, 1-24. [Crossref]

344. Felipe Rafael Cáceres-Carrasco, Joaquín Guzmán-Cuevas. 2010. Functional and productive
dependence: new characteristics for the analysis of enterprises from a macroeconomic view.
International Entrepreneurship and Management Journal 6:2, 117-130. [Crossref]

345. Sana El Harbi, Alistair R. Anderson. 2010. Institutions and the shaping of different forms of
entrepreneurship. The Journal of Socio-Economics 39:3, 436-444. [Crossref]

346. Jiangyong Lu, Zhigang Tao. 2010. Determinants of entrepreneurial activities in China. Journal of
Business Venturing 25:3, 261-273. [Crossref]

347. Michael Troilo. 2010. The Role of Trust in New SME Creation. The International Journal of
Entrepreneurship and Innovation 11:2, 129-139. [Crossref]

348. Tianli Feng, Guofeng Wang. 2010. How private enterprises establish organizational legitimacy in
China's transitional economy. Journal of Management Development 29:4, 377-393. [Crossref]

349. Jun Su, Jia He. 2010. Does Giving Lead to Getting? Evidence from Chinese Private Enterprises. Journal
of Business Ethics 93:1, 73-90. [Crossref]

350. Paul Gordon Dickinson. 2010. Foreign SMEs and land acquisition the reality of regulation (the case
of Estonia). Journal of International Trade Law and Policy 9:1, 83-96. [Crossref]

351. Pei Sun, Mike Wright, Kamel Mellahi. 2010. Is Entrepreneur–Politician Alliance Sustainable During
Transition? The Case of Management Buyouts in China. Management and Organization Review 6:1,
101-121. [Crossref]

352. IVAN M. MANEV, TATIANA S. MANOLOVA. 2010. ENTREPRENEURSHIP IN
TRANSITIONAL ECONOMIES: REVIEW AND INTEGRATION OF TWO DECADES OF
RESEARCH. Journal of Developmental Entrepreneurship 15:01, 69-99. [Crossref]

353. Dirk De Clercq, Wade M. Danis, Mourad Dakhli. 2010. The moderating effect of institutional context
on the relationship between associational activity and new business activity in emerging economies.
International Business Review 19:1, 85-101. [Crossref]

354. Zoltan J. Acs, Nicola Virgill. Entrepreneurship in Developing Countries 485-515. [Crossref]
355. Martin Robson. Explaining Cross-National Variations in Entrepreneurship: The Role of Social

Protection and Political Culture 245-267. [Crossref]
356. Yi Lu, Ivan P. L. Png, Zhigang Tao. 2010. Do Institutions Not Matter in China? Evidence from

Manufacturing Enterprises. SSRN Electronic Journal 113. . [Crossref]
357. Peter Murrell, Radu A. Paun. 2010. Caveat Venditor: The Conditional Effect of Relationship-Specific

Investment on Contractual Behavior. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2009.09.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdeveco.2009.04.006
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2010.00394.x
https://doi.org/10.1142/S0218495810000574
https://doi.org/10.1108/1525383X201000013
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11365-010-0141-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socec.2010.02.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2008.10.005
https://doi.org/10.5367/000000010791291794
https://doi.org/10.1108/02621711011039178
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-009-0183-0
https://doi.org/10.1108/14770021011029627
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1740-8784.2009.00157.x
https://doi.org/10.1142/S1084946710001427
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2009.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4419-1191-9_18
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-540-87910-7_12
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1129647
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1157033


358. Pei Sun, Mike Wright, Kamel Mellahi. 2010. Is Entrepreneur-Politician Alliance Sustainable During
Transition? The Case of Management Buyouts in China. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

359. Zuzana Brixiova, Balazs Egert. 2010. Modeling Institutions, Start-Ups and Productivity During
Transition. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

360. Lixin Colin Xu. 2010. The Effects of Business Environments on Development: Surveying New Firm-
Level Evidence. SSRN Electronic Journal 113. . [Crossref]

361. Thorsten Beck. 2010. Legal Institutions and Economic Development. SSRN Electronic Journal 31. .
[Crossref]

362. Anna Bąkiewicz. Strukturalne aspekty rozwoju gospodarczego. Doświadczenia azjatyckie . [Crossref]
363. Yi Lu, Zhigang Tao. 2009. Contract enforcement and family control of business: Evidence from China.

Journal of Comparative Economics 37:4, 597-609. [Crossref]
364. Mojca Duh, Polona Tominc, Miroslav Rebernik. 2009. The Importance of Family Enterprises in

Transition Economies. Eastern European Economics 47:6, 22-42. [Crossref]
365. Peter F. Orazem, Milan Vodopivec. 2009. Do Market Pressures Induce Economic Efficiency? The Case

of Slovenian Manufacturing, 1994–2001. Southern Economic Journal 76:2, 553-576. [Crossref]
366. Rick Molz, Ian Tabbaa, Natalia Totskaya. 2009. Institutional Realities and Constraints on Change:

The Case of SME in Russia. Journal of East-West Business 15:2, 141-156. [Crossref]
367. Jared D. Harris, Harry J. Sapienza, Norman E. Bowie. 2009. Ethics and entrepreneurship. Journal of

Business Venturing 24:5, 407-418. [Crossref]
368. Stéphane Malo, Jesper Norus†. 2009. Growth dynamics of dedicated biotechnology firms in transition

economies. Evidence from the Baltic countries and Poland. Entrepreneurship & Regional Development
21:5-6, 481-502. [Crossref]

369. Thomas Gries, Wim Naudé. 2009. Entrepreneurship and regional economic growth: towards a general
theory of start-ups. Innovation: The European Journal of Social Science Research 22:3, 309-328.
[Crossref]

370. DENISE FLETCHER, EMIL HELIENEK, ZVETA ZAFIROVA. 2009. THE ROLE OF FAMILY
START UPS IN THE EMERGENCE OF A SMALL BUSINESS SECTOR IN BULGARIA.
Journal of Enterprising Culture 17:03, 351-375. [Crossref]

371. Ngoc T.B. Le, Thang V. Nguyen. 2009. The Impact of Networking on Bank Financing: The Case of
Small and Medium–Sized Enterprises in Vietnam. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice 33:4, 867-887.
[Crossref]

372. Mojca Duh, Polona Tominc, Miroslav Rebernik. 2009. Growth ambitions and succession solutions in
family businesses. Journal of Small Business and Enterprise Development 16:2, 256-269. [Crossref]

373. Robert Cull, Lixin Colin Xu, Tian Zhu. 2009. Formal finance and trade credit during China's
transition. Journal of Financial Intermediation 18:2, 173-192. [Crossref]

374. Susan Feng Lu, Yang Yao. 2009. The Effectiveness of Law, Financial Development, and Economic
Growth in an Economy of Financial Repression: Evidence from China. World Development 37:4,
763-777. [Crossref]

375. Byung-Yeon Kim, Youngho Kang. 2009. The informal economy and the growth of small enterprises
in Russia 1. Economics of Transition 17:2, 351-376. [Crossref]

376. Joaquín Guzmán-Cuevas, Rafael Cáceres-Carrasco, Domingo Ribeiro Soriano. 2009. Functional
dependence and productive dependence of SMEs. Small Business Economics 32:3, 317-330. [Crossref]

377. Matthias Benz. 2009. Entrepreneurship as a non-profit-seeking activity. International Entrepreneurship
and Management Journal 5:1, 23-44. [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1549656
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1567638
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1641228
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1669100
https://doi.org/10.31338/uw.9788323510314
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jce.2009.06.002
https://doi.org/10.2753/EEE0012-8775470602
https://doi.org/10.4284/sej.2009.76.2.553
https://doi.org/10.1080/10669860903133468
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2009.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1080/08985620802332749
https://doi.org/10.1080/13511610903354877
https://doi.org/10.1142/S0218495809000369
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2009.00330.x
https://doi.org/10.1108/14626000910956047
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfi.2008.08.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2008.07.018
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0351.2009.00348.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-008-9115-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11365-006-0031-y


378. Darek Klonowski. 2009. Western Auto Parts: the evolution of an entrepreneurial business in Poland.
International Journal of Entrepreneurship and Innovation Management 9:3, 299. [Crossref]

379. Stephen J. Weymouth, J. Lawrence Broz. 2009. Partisanship versus Institutions as Determinants of
Property Rights: Firm-Level Evidence. SSRN Electronic Journal 91. . [Crossref]

380. Julan Du, Yi Lu, Zhigang Tao. 2009. Property Rights Protection and Allocation of Investment:
Evidence from China's Private Firms. SSRN Electronic Journal 87. . [Crossref]

381. M. Shahe Emran, Joseph E. Stiglitz. 2009. Financial Liberalization, Financial Restraint, and
Entrepreneurial Development. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

382. Dongya Li, Yi Lu, Travis Ng. 2009. Foreign Ownership and Firm Productivity: Causality and
Channels. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

383. Maria Minniti, Moren Lévesque. 2008. Recent developments in the economics of entrepreneurship.
Journal of Business Venturing 23:6, 603-612. [Crossref]

384. Ruta Aidis, Saul Estrin, Tomasz Mickiewicz. 2008. Institutions and entrepreneurship development in
Russia: A comparative perspective. Journal of Business Venturing 23:6, 656-672. [Crossref]

385. Hongbin Li, Lingsheng Meng, Qian Wang, Li-An Zhou. 2008. Political connections, financing
and firm performance: Evidence from Chinese private firms. Journal of Development Economics 87:2,
283-299. [Crossref]

386. Mojca Duh, Jernej Belak. 2008. Special knowledge needs of family enterprises in transition economies:
experiences from Slovenia. Knowledge Management Research & Practice 6:3, 187-198. [Crossref]

387. Cristian Chelariu, Thomas G. Brashear, Talai Osmonbekov, Adriana Zait. 2008. Entrepreneurial
propensity in a transition economy: exploring micro‐level and meso‐level cultural antecedents. Journal
of Business & Industrial Marketing 23:6, 405-415. [Crossref]

388. SERKAN YALCIN, HUSNU KAPU. 2008. ENTREPRENEURIAL DIMENSIONS IN
TRANSITIONAL ECONOMIES: A REVIEW OF RELEVANT LITERATURE AND THE
CASE OF KYRGYZSTAN. Journal of Developmental Entrepreneurship 13:02, 185-204. [Crossref]

389. Peter Gourevitch. 2008. The Role of Politics in Economic Development. Annual Review of Political
Science 11:1, 137-159. [Crossref]

390. Wim Naudé, Thomas Gries, Eric Wood, Aloe Meintjies. 2008. Regional determinants of
entrepreneurial start-ups in a developing country. Entrepreneurship & Regional Development 20:2,
111-124. [Crossref]

391. Thi Bich Tran, R. Quentin Grafton, Tom Kompas. 2008. Firm Efficiency in a Transitional Economy:
Evidence from Vietnam. Asian Economic Journal 22:1, 47-66. [Crossref]

392. G. Page West, Charles E. Bamford, Jesse W. Marsden. 2008. Contrasting Entrepreneurial Economic
Development in Emerging Latin American Economies: Applications and Extensions of Resource-
Based Theory. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice 32:1, 15-36. [Crossref]

393. Yasheng Huang. 2008. What is Wrong with Shanghai?. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]
394. Yi Lu. 2008. Political Connections and Trade Expansion: Evidence from Chinese Private Firms. SSRN

Electronic Journal . [Crossref]
395. Daniel Berkowitz, David N. DeJong. 2008. Growth in Post-Soviet Russia: A Tale of Two Transitions.

SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]
396. Mai Thi Thanh Thai. 2008. The Internationalization of Vietnamese Small and Medium-Sized

Enterprises. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]
397. Renáta Kosová, Meghana Ayyagari. 2008. Does FDI facilitate Domestic Entry? Evidence from the

Czech Republic. SSRN Electronic Journal 78. . [Crossref]
398. William J. Baumol, Melissa A. Schilling. Entrepreneurship 1-7. [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.1504/IJEIM.2009.025145
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1080259
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1222842
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1332399
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1495683
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2008.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2008.01.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdeveco.2007.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1057/kmrp.2008.7
https://doi.org/10.1108/08858620810894454
https://doi.org/10.1142/S1084946708000922
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.polisci.11.053006.185507
https://doi.org/10.1080/08985620701631498
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8381.2008.00268.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2007.00214.x
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1118033
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1216648
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1311465
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1918502
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.891781
https://doi.org/10.1057/978-1-349-95121-5_2576-1


399. John McMillan. Market Institutions 1-4. [Crossref]
400. Ruta Aidis, Yuko Adachi. 2007. Russia: Firm entry and survival barriers. Economic Systems 31:4,

391-411. [Crossref]
401. Stijn Claessens, Enrico Perotti. 2007. Finance and inequality: Channels and evidence. Journal of

Comparative Economics 35:4, 748-773. [Crossref]
402. Luc Laeven, Christopher Woodruff. 2007. The Quality of the Legal System, Firm Ownership, and

Firm Size. Review of Economics and Statistics 89:4, 601-614. [Crossref]
403. Christos Kalantaridis. 2007. Institutional Change in Post-Socialist Regimes: Public Policy and Beyond.

Journal of Economic Issues 41:2, 435-442. [Crossref]
404. Dongho Kim. 2007. A Clear Case of Bounded Awareness: Kaesong Industrial Complex. Korean Journal

of Defense Analysis 19:2, 47-62. [Crossref]
405. Axèle Giroud. 2007. MNEs vertical linkages: The experience of Vietnam after Malaysia. International

Business Review 16:2, 159-176. [Crossref]
406. Kristin J. Forbes. 2007. One cost of the Chilean capital controls: Increased financial constraints for

smaller traded firms. Journal of International Economics 71:2, 294-323. [Crossref]
407. BESNIK A. KRASNIQI. 2007. BARRIERS TO ENTREPRENEURSHIP AND SME GROWTH

IN TRANSITION: THE CASE OF KOSOVA. Journal of Developmental Entrepreneurship 12:01,
71-94. [Crossref]

408. Orsay Kucukemiroglu, Talha Harcar, John E. Spillan. 2007. Market Segmentation by Exploring
Buyer Lifestyle Dimensions and Ethnocentrism Among Vietnamese Consumers: An Empirical Study.
Journal of Asia-Pacific Business 7:4, 55-76. [Crossref]

409. Saul Estrin, Marina Bakanova, Igor Pelipas, Sergei Pukovich. The Effects of Privatization on Company
Performance in Belarus 214-225. [Crossref]

410. Saul Estrin, Ruta Aidis, Tomasz Marek Mickiewicz. 2007. Institutions and Entrepreneurship
Development in Russia: A Comparative Perspective. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

411. Robin Douhan, Magnus Henrekson. 2007. The Political Economy of Entrepreneurship: An
Introduction. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

412. Stijn Claessens, Enrico C. Perotti. 2007. Finance and Inequality: Channels and Evidence. SSRN
Electronic Journal 95. . [Crossref]

413. Vladimír Benáček. 2006. The Rise of the 'Grand Entrepreneurs' in the Czech Republic and Their
Contest for Capitalism. Czech Sociological Review 42:6, 1151-1170. [Crossref]

414. Valentina Hartarska, Claudio Gonzalez-Vega. 2006. What Affects New and Established Firms’
Expansion? Evidence from Small Firms in Russia. Small Business Economics 27:2-3, 195-206. [Crossref]

415. Chong-En Bai, Jiangyong Lu, Zhigang Tao. 2006. Property rights protection and access to bank loans.
The Economics of Transition 14:4, 611-628. [Crossref]

416. Elena Vinogradova. 2006. Working around the state: contract enforcement in the Russian context.
Socio-Economic Review 4:3, 447-482. [Crossref]

417. Hongbin Li, Lingsheng Meng, Junsen Zhang. 2006. Why Do Entrepreneurs Enter Politics? Evidence
from China. Economic Inquiry 44:3, 559-578. [Crossref]

418. Thorsten Beck, Luc Laeven. 2006. Institution building and growth in transition economies. Journal
of Economic Growth 11:2, 157-186. [Crossref]

419. Daniel Berkowitz, John E. Jackson. 2006. Entrepreneurship and the evolution of income distributions
in Poland and Russia. Journal of Comparative Economics 34:2, 338-356. [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.1057/978-1-349-95121-5_2398-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecosys.2007.08.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jce.2007.07.002
https://doi.org/10.1162/rest.89.4.601
https://doi.org/10.1080/00213624.2007.11507031
https://doi.org/10.1080/10163270709464134
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2006.11.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jinteco.2006.03.005
https://doi.org/10.1142/S1084946707000563
https://doi.org/10.1300/J098v07n04_04
https://doi.org/10.1057/9780230590328_11
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1017252
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.996809
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.998468
https://doi.org/10.13060/00380288.2006.42.6.03
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-006-0012-0
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0351.2006.00269.x
https://doi.org/10.1093/ser/mwl007
https://doi.org/10.1093/ei/cbj031
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10887-006-9000-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jce.2006.02.003


420. HENRIK EGBERT. 2006. Cross-border Small-scale Trading in South-Eastern Europe: Do
Embeddedness and Social Capital Explain Enough?. International Journal of Urban and Regional
Research 30:2, 346-361. [Crossref]

421. Ruta Aidis, Saul Estrin. 2006. Institutions, Networks and Entrepreneurship Development in Russia:
An Exploration. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

422. Marina Bakanova, Saul Estrin, Igor Pelipas, Sergej Pukovich. 2006. Enterprise Restructuring in
Belarus. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

423. Qiao Liu, Alan Siu. 2006. Institutions, Financial Development, and Corporate Investment: Evidence
from an Implied Return on Capital in China. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

424. Troy R. Harting, Susan S. Harmeling, S. Venkataraman. 2006. Innovative Stakeholder Relations:
When “Ethics Pays” (and When it Doesn’t). Business Ethics Quarterly 16:1, 43-68. [Crossref]

425. Michael Ellman. 2005. Transition: Intended and Unintended Processes. Comparative Economic Studies
47:4, 595-614. [Crossref]

426. Klaus E Meyer, Mike W Peng. 2005. Probing theoretically into Central and Eastern Europe:
transactions, resources, and institutions. Journal of International Business Studies 36:6, 600-621.
[Crossref]

427. J. David Brown, John S. Earle, Dana Lup. 2005. What Makes Small Firms Grow? Finance, Human
Capital, Technical Assistance, and the Business Environment in Romania. Economic Development and
Cultural Change 54:1, 33-70. [Crossref]

428. Karen Schweers Cook. 2005. Networks, Norms, and Trust: The Social Psychology of Social Capital노
2004 Cooley Mead Award Address. Social Psychology Quarterly 68:1, 4-14. [Crossref]

429. Daniel Berkowitz, David N. DeJong. 2005. Entrepreneurship and Post-socialist Growth*. Oxford
Bulletin of Economics and Statistics 67:1, 25-46. [Crossref]

430. John McMillan. 2004. Quantifying creative destruction: Entrepreneurship and productivity in New
Zealand. New Zealand Economic Papers 38:2, 153-173. [Crossref]

431. Jonathan Donner. 2004. Microentrepreneurs and Mobiles: An Exploration of the Uses of Mobile
Phones by Small Business Owners in Rwanda. Information Technologies and International Development
2:1, 1-21. [Crossref]

432. Christopher Woodruff. 2004. Symposium on Transition in Vietnam. The Economics of Transition 12:2,
193-199. [Crossref]

433. Chris Steyaert, Jerome Katz. 2004. Reclaiming the space of entrepreneurship in society: geographical,
discursive and social dimensions. Entrepreneurship & Regional Development 16:3, 179-196. [Crossref]

434. Luc A. Laeven, Christopher M. Woodruff. 2004. The Quality of the Legal System and Firm Size.
SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

435. David Dollar, Shuilin Wang, Lixin Colin Xu, Anqing Shi. 2004. Improving City Competitiveness
through the Investment Climate: Ranking 23 Chinese Cities. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

436. Robert Cull, Lixin Colin Xu. 2004. Institutions, Ownership, and Finance: The Determinants of Profit
Reinvestment Among Chinese Firms. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

437. John McMillan. 2004. A Flexible Economy? Entrepreneurship and Productivity in New Zealand.
SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

438. Kendall Roth, Tatiana Kostova. 2003. Organizational coping with institutional upheaval in transition
economies. Journal of World Business 38:4, 314-330. [Crossref]

439. Timothy Besley, Robin Burgess. 2003. Halving Global Poverty. Journal of Economic Perspectives 17:3,
3-22. [Abstract] [View PDF article] [PDF with links]

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2427.2006.00668.x
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.910224
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.918081
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.965631
https://doi.org/10.5840/beq20061612
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.ces.8100128
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8400167
https://doi.org/10.1086/431264
https://doi.org/10.1177/019027250506800102
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0084.2005.00108.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/00779950409544401
https://doi.org/10.1162/1544752043971198
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0967-0750.2004.00176.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/0898562042000197135
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.509582
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.530744
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.550504
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.571481
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2003.08.018
https://doi.org/10.1257/089533003769204335
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdf/10.1257/089533003769204335
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/089533003769204335


440. Irina Slinko, Ekaterina V. Zhuravskaya, Evgeny Yakovlev. 2003. Laws for Sale: An Empirical Study of
the Effects of Regulatory Capture. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

441. Franklin Allen, Jun Qian, Meijun Qian. 2003. Law, Finance, and Economic Growth in China. SSRN
Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

442. Kevin C. Cheng. 2003. Growth and Recovery in Mongolia During Transition. IMF Working Papers
03:217, 1. [Crossref]

443. Martin A. Carree, A. Roy Thurik. The Impact of Entrepreneurship on Economic Growth 437-471.
[Crossref]

444. Kristin J. Forbes. 2002. One Cost of the Chilean Capital Controls: Increased Financial Constraints for
Smaller Traded Firms. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

445. International Monetary Fund. 2002. Mongolia: Selected Issues and Statistical Appendix. IMF Staff
Country Reports 02:253, 1. [Crossref]

446. Mike W. Peng, Yi Jiang. Entrepreneurial Strategies During Institutional Transitions 311-325.
[Crossref]

447. John McMillan. Quantifying Creative Destruction: Entrepreneurship and Productivity in New
Zealand 189-210. [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.402840
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.419481
https://doi.org/10.5089/9781451875133.001
https://doi.org/10.1007/0-387-24519-7_17
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.365081
https://doi.org/10.5089/9781451826838.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0277-2833(05)15012-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0737-1071(05)09011-6

	The Central Role of Entrepreneurs in Transition Economies
	The Environment for Entrepreneurship
	Profits and Entry
	Entrepreneurs’ Strategies
	State Support for Entrepreneurship
	Welfare Effects of Entrepreneurship
	Implications for Policy
	Conclusion
	References


