® Academy of Management Review
2000, Vol. 25, No. 3, 630-649.

ENTREPRENEURSHIP AND PRIVATIZATION IN
CENTRAL EUROPE: THE TENUOUS BALANCE
BETWEEN DESTRUCTION AND CREATION

ANDREW SPICER
University of California at Riverside

GERALD A. MCDERMOTT
BRUCE KOGUT
University of Pennsylvania

What is the best set of privatization policies to release entrepreneurial endeavors in
transition economies? Policies of mass privatization in Central Europe were predi-
cated on the belief that private ownership through securitization of property rights
would provide powerful incentives for efficient restructuring. In retrospect, the more
radical privatization programs not only failed to achieve the expected restructuring
but also hindered the development of entrepreneurial activities. In this article we
develop four propositions, arguing that entrepreneurship is better fostered through
gradualist policies permitting negotiated solutions to restructuring, as opposed to

market-driven reforms.

The collapse of communism in the socialist
bloc posed a fundamental entrepreneurial prob-
lem: how should the assets and liabilities of the
state-owned enterprises be restructured in the
context of rapid reform to market capitalism?
The initial policy consensus was that a policy of
rapid mass privatization was needed to revital-
ize the state sector. In Russia over 15,000 large
and medium companies were privatized in a
period of only 2 years. In the Czech Republic
over 1,800 companies were privatized in less
than 4 years. Between 1991 and 1996, fourteen
countries adopted mass privatization programs,
leading to a combined total of over 30,000 medi-
um- and large-size companies privatized
through this manner (Lieberman, 1997). Mass
privatization policies have led to one of‘the most
revolutionary transfers of public property to pri-
vate hands in modern times.

Despite the initial enthusiasm for mass pri-
vatization policies, a new discussion over the
efficacy of such a radical program of institu-
tional reform has emerged. The new debate has
arisen because mass privatization has not led to
the economic outcomes that advocates initially
predicted (Nellis, 1998, 1999). A number of au-
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thors have called for a re-examination of the
theoretical underpinnings of policies of rapid
mass privatization (Ellerman, 1998; Pistor &
Spicer, 1997; Stiglitz, 1999).

In this article we contribute to the growing
debate over the efficacy of mass privatization
programs by examining the institutional foun-
dations of privatization theories. We first review
theories by which scholars advocated the impor-
tance of speed in implementing mass privatiza-
tion. The justification of a policy of rapid mass
privatization policy is based on a vision of en-
trepreneurship that suggests that the benefits to
a market economy can be created quickly once
the power of the state to control economic activ-
ity is removed. Advocates of rapid mass privat-
ization theorized that the “depoliticized” market
would quickly fill the void left by the rapid de-
struction of the state planning system (Boycko,
Shleifer, & Vishny, 1995; Shleifer & Vishny, 1994).
They argued that once private ownership rights
were delineated and the state cut off from eco-
nomic activity, market incentives would be suf-
ficient to improve corporate governance and re-
structure companies.

In contrast to this initial theoretical argument
in support of speed and scope in privatization
policy, we build upon an institutional perspec-
tive on entrepreneurship to generate theoretical
propositions to explain why gradualism in prop-
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erty reform in postcommunist economies might
lead to better entrepreneurial outcomes than a
policy of rapid mass privatization. Informing our
analysis is a core insight of institutional theo-
ries across multiple disciplines: social and eco-
nomic patterns and outcomes are not produced
solely by the aggregation of individual behavior
but also by the collective rules, norms, and be-
liefs that structure action (Clemens & Cook,
1999). From this perspective, the outcomes of pri-
vate economic activity are closely tied to the
social organization of the broader environment
in which this activity takes place (Acs & Au-
dretsch, 1993). This viewpoint suggests that the
success of market systems in coordinating eco-
nomic activity toward productive activity de-
pends on more than the presence of individual
actors exploiting opportunities in a “depoliti-
cized” environment. Instead, entrepreneurial be-
havior is viewed as inextricably embedded in the
broader sociopolitical environment in which com-
petition takes place (Evans, 1995; Granovetter,
1985; North, 1990).

Advocates of rapid mass privatization empha-
sized the need to destroy old institutions rapidly
in order to create new markets quickly. In con-
trast, we stress the challenges involved in de-
veloping new institutions to coordinate and con-
trol market activity. We argue that rapid mass
privatization destroys the old system of central
planning but does not create the institutional
foundations by which to achieve substantive re-
structuring in the postprivatization environ-
ment. In contrast, a successful program of grad-
ual reform process allows for the formation of
new institutions to evolve gradually from the
inherited network ties and social relations that
defined the initial economic landscape of post-
communist societies. We argue that, although
slow and perhaps untenable in some political
environments, policies of negotiated property
rights reform better foster the conditions for ex-
perimentation and risk taking in entrepreneur-
ial restructuring than do policies of rapid mass
privatization.

REVISITING THE QUESTION OF THE SPEED
OF PRIVATIZATION IN POSTCOMMUNIST
COUNTRIES

An initial debate over reform in postcommu-
nist countries revolved around the importance of
speed in implementing economic reform poli-

cies. Advocates of “shock therapy” called for the
introduction of a series of reforms designed to
destroy the central planning apparatus of the
Soviet system rapidly so that a new decentral-
ized economy coordinated through market
prices and competition could develop quickly
(Aslund, 1992, 1995; Sachs, 1993). Those holding
the alternative, gradualist view of economic

. transformation in postcommunist countries ad-

mitted the necessity of market reforms but ar-
gued for the slower destruction of the commu-
nist system to allow for experimentation and
learning in the evolutionary formation of a new
economic system (Grabher & Stark, 1997; McDer-
mott, 1998; Murrell, 1992; Stark, 1996).

The benefits of speed over gradualism won
the initial policy debates over reform in East
Central Europe. In a 1995 speech, Michel Cam-
dessus, then the director of the International
Monetary Fund (IMF), summarized the accepted
wisdom of reform in postcommunist economies:

First, and most important, the most appropriate
course of action is to adopt a bold strategy. Many
countries, including countries of the former So-
viet Union, have by now proven the feasibility of
implementing policies of rapid—and I stress rap-
id—liberalization, stabilization, and structural
reform; and such policies have, indeed been
shown to provide the key to successful transition
and economic recovery—more so than a country's
starting conditions, natural resources, or external
assistance (Camdessus, 1995).

The importance of speed in structural reform,
independent of a country’s starting conditions,
dominated initial debate over the merits of mass
privatization policy.

Mass privatization is designed to facilitate a
rapid privatization program by minimizing the
role of the state and maximizing the role of the
market in the privatization process. Mass privat-
ization policy, often identified as the "privatiza-
tion of privatization,” entails distributing privat-
ization vouchers to the population at large for
free, or for a nominal charge, as proxies for
shares in state-owned companies. The vouchers
transform into actual ownership stakes in com-
panies through state-controlled auctions,
whereby individuals—or their agents through
investment funds—invest their vouchers into
specific firms. The eventual ownership shares in
companies depend on a market-clearing “price”
based on the number of individuals who invest
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their voucher in a particular company.! At the
end of the mass privatization process, firms are
joint-stock companies whose new shareholders
hold legal rights to engage in active corporate
governance and to receive a portion of the firm's
profits through dividends.

Advocates of mass privatization emphasize
that an important benefit to the market-based
nature of mass privatization procedures is that it
allows market reformers to introduce radical
privatization rapidly, before potential opposi-
tion to such a program can be organized (Boycko
et al., 1995). The voucher auction system avoids
the potentially lengthy and costly valuation pro-
cedures that accompany traditional investment
banking models of privatization through cash
auctions. Moreover, the supervision of voucher
auctions often can be implemented within new
and temporary state bureaucracies that owe al-
legiance to market reformers advocating mass
privatization and that can be legally insulated
from other interest groups.

The theoretical justification for mass privat-
ization, however, rests not only on the speed
with which the Soviet state can be destroyed
through this privatization procedure but also on
the argument that private entrepreneurship it-
self will quickly develop to fill the void left by
the rapid destruction of the previous system.
Through the transformation of property rights
into the form of tradable securities, mass privat-
ization policy is deliberately designed to allow
for secondary market trading in property rights
to facilitate consolidation of shares in the post-
privatization environment. In describing the
ability of the market itself to redefine the prop-
erty relations between the multiple claimants to
state-owned enterprises, Shleifer and Vishny
write that “[mass] privatization is a way to de-
fine the property rights between these various
claimants so that efficient bargains could sub-
sequently be struck” (1994: 139). Their argument
is that the market opportunities for "efficient
bargains” that mass privatization creates will
lead to the eventual consolidation of shares by
strategic investors willing to engage in enter-

! An analogy can be made to the system some business
schools use for allocating space in elective courses and
interviews. Students are given a certain number of “points,”
which they can bid in differing degrees for certain desired
spots. Final allocation is based on market-clearing out-
comes, which are based on the total number of points bid.

prise restructuring. Arbitrage, thus, is not only a
means by which markets are perfected but
should also lead to the consolidation of shares
in the hands of owners who value them the most.

Despite the initial policy consensus of the im-
portance of rapid mass privatization in postcom-
munist economies, the evaluation of privatiza-
tion policy based on its speed of implementation
recently has been challenged. Nellis (1998)
points out that those countries that have imple-
mented rapid programs of mass privatization
show no signs of better economic performance
than countries that have undertaken a more
gradual reform path. Other authors have chal-
lenged the argument of the importance of speed
in privatization through a comparison of the
Russian and Chinese cases (Burawoy, 1996;
Stiglitz, 1999). Although Russia implemented a
mass privatization program that privatized
thousands of companies in a period of a few
years, its economy has suffered depression-
level rates of development. In contrast, China's
rapid pace of economic growth has taken place
in the absence of a formal privatization pro-
gram.

Sachs and Woo (1997) argue that it is differ-
ences in initial economic and political condi-
tions, not policy choices, that explain the differ-
ences in Russian and Chinese economic
development. They suggest that the agricultural
roots of the Chinese economy, combined with
the decentralized nature of political control, al-
lowed for different options of reform in China
that were not available in Russia. Their argu-
ment highlights the inherent “small-n” problem
of using comparative cases in trying to link pol-
icy choices to macroeconomic outcomes. Given
the small numbers of countries that have
adopted the different models of economic re-
form, it is difficult to control for variance in ini-
tial conditions in tracking the long-term effects
of policy choices.

One method to overcome the inherent limita-
tions of comparative analysis is to examine ad-
ditional cases that support or contradict pat-
terns of relationships found in other contexts
(Ragin, 1987). We suggest that the reform expe-
riences of the Central European countries of the
Czech Republic, Hungary, and Poland provide
an important set of cases by which to further
understanding of the relationship between pol-
icy choices and long-term entrepreneurial out-
comes in postcommunist economies.
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Mass privatization in the Czech Republic of-
ten is considered a model of the successful im-
plementation of a rapid privatization program
(see Boycko et al., 1995: 82-83, and World Bank,
1997: 6). In contrast, Hungary and Poland under-
took a more gradual course of reform, which we
identify as “negotiated property rights reform.”
In Hungary the gradual transformation of prop-
erty relations during the early 1990s involved
the restructuring of collective assets and liabil-
ities inherent in the networks of relations devel-
oped during the socialist era (Stark, 1996). In
Poland bank-led restructuring and enterprise
leasing programs have brought about a recom-
bination of the existing assets of the socialist
system into new forms of property relations
(Gray & Holle, 1996; Levitas, 1994).

Our distinction between the cancepts of pri-
vatization and property rights reform to describe
reform efforts in Central Europe is based on a
similar distinction used by Walder (1994) in his
analysis of property rights transformation in
China. Walder defines privatization as the cre-
ation of clear and legally enforceable property
rights of firms versus the state and property
rights reform as the clarification and reassign-
ment of ownership rights among multiple eco-

nomic actors, whether they are government
agencies, public or private corporations, house-
holds, or individuals (1994: 53). He suggests that
property rights reform in China has taken place
through informal mechanisms of negotiation
and compromise that often leave significant
ownership control in the hands of governmental
jurisdictions and agencies, instead of through a
formal privatization program characterized by
the direct transfer of property from the state to
private owners. Our use of the term negotiated
property rights reform to describe transforma-
tion processes in Hungary and Poland empha-
sizes the similar use of informal negotiation and
bargaining on a case-by-case basis in determin-
ing how new property rights are to be reas-
signed in these countries.

An examination of macroeconomic perfor-
mance of the Czech Republic, Hungary, and Po-
land shows relatively similar performance of
GDP growth and industrial output in the first
half of the 1990s. However, Hungary and Poland,
despite their slower efforts at property reform,
have been performing better on a number of
variables since the mid 1990s.

As illustrated in Figure 1, industrial restruc-
turing in the Czech Republic barely has risen

FIGURE 1
Industrial Production in the Czech Republic, Hungary. and Poland
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over time, as of yet not reaching the previous
levels of 1990. The Czech Republic's failure to
restructure is particularly striking compared to
the steady growth of industrial output in both
Poland and Hungary since 1995 (Organization
for Economic Cooperation and Development
[OECD], 1999). These large differences in the
pace of industrial restructuring recently have
become reflected in GDP growth. In 1998 GDP in
the Czech Republic contracted by 3 percent, in
contrast to a 5 percent expansion in Poland and
Hungary (Business Central Europe, 1999).

These macroeconomic data suggest the fol-
lowing proposition, the theoretical roots of
which we examine in more detail throughout the
rest of the article.

Proposition 1: Policies of negotiated
property rights reform in postcommu-
nist economies lead to more industrial
restructuring than do policies of rapid
mass privatization.

This proposition is commensurate with the mac-
roeconomic data comparing the Czech Republic,
Poland, and Hungary, as well as the data com-
paring China and Russia. However, it is difficult
to identify a direct linkage between privatiza-
tion policy and long-term economic growth both
solely on an analysis of macroeconomic vari-
ables (United Nations Conference on Trade and
Development [UNCTAD], 1995: Chapter 7).

In the following sections we develop microin-
stitutional explanations that support the propo-
sition that mass privatization leads to less in-
dustrial restructuring than more gradualist
procedures. The theoretical propositions are de-
rived from an institutional perspective on post-
privatization entrepreneurship that challenges
the initial acceptance of the need for speed in
implementing large-scale privatization pro-
grams. We use microinstitutional details of the
processes and outcomes of property reform in
the Czech Republic, Hungary, and Poland to il-
lustrate the underlying dynamics of the propo-
sitions in practice. The theoretical analysis, as
well as the case illustrations, provides comple-
mentary support for the argument that the mac-
roeconomic results in the comparison of Hun-
gary, Poland, and the Czech Republic at least
partially arise from the different types of privat-
ization policies undertaken.

AN INSTITUTIONAL PERSPECTIVE ON
PRIVATIZATION AND ENTREPRENEURSHIP

The vision of entrepreneurship that supports
the importance of speed in mass privatization
theory is based, however incompletely, upon a
view of markets as consisting of individual
agents pursuing self-interest coordinated solely
through price and competition. The institutional
context of reform in particular countries or local-
ities is delegated a secondary role in the choice
of policy options. The universal nature of decen-
tralized market exchange to achieve optimal
economic outcomes is perceived to be more im-
portant “than a country’s starting conditions,
natural resources, or external assistance” (Cam-
dessus, 1995).

Kirzner's (1973) definition of entrepreneurship
as the exploitation of the information that prices
convey fits the underlying logic of the market
perspective present in rapid mass privatization
theory. Kirzner posits that entrepreneurs “dis-
cover where buyers have been paying too much
and where sellers have been receiving too little
and bridge the gap by offering to buy for a little
more and to sell for a little less” (1973: 41). This
perspective has a current echo in the resource-
based view of the firm. Firms converge to com-
mon (and better) capabilities to the extent that
information regarding the value of assets is
public and strategic factors (e.g.. management)
can be purchased in the market (Barney, 1986).
Mass privatization reforms endorse this obser-
vation as an operative principle of market cap-
italism. It is through information regarding
value, the incentivized effort of managers, and
prices that economic development is initiated.

This vision of the market as a global force of
convergence to optimal institutions and the en-
trepreneur as the trader who perfects these mar-
kets through arbitrage and exchange ignores
broader theoretical literature on the importance
of institutions in explaining entrepreneurial out-
comes and processes. In contrast, like others
who emphasize the importance of country ef-
fects on privatization outcomes (Lopez-Calva,
1998), we begin our analysis with the premise
that privatization efforts in former socialist
economies need to be examined within the par-
ticular economic and institutional contexts
faced in these economies. This requires moving
beyond the study of privatization outcomes
solely at the level of the individual firm, in order
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to include an examination of how privatization
policy influences and is influenced by the social
organijzation of economic coordination and con-
trol in the broader institutional environment. In
the following sections we move beyond the level
of the firm to examine the effect of privatization
in postcommunist economies on (1) the forma-
tion of capital markets, (2) the reorganization of
network ties, and (3) processes of long-term in-
stitutional change.

Privatization and Capital Markets

One important contribution to an institutional
perspective on entrepreneurship is the work of
Douglas North and his colleagues (North, 1981,
1990; North & Thomas, 1973; see also Eggertsson,
1990). This institutional economic account relies
on the concept of “market imperfections” to ex-
plain why the incentives for individual profit-
seeking behavior in the price-making market
often diverge from the most productive use of
economic assets. One type of market imperfec-
tion arises when property rights to a good or
property do not completely incorporate the full
costs or rewards to the individual owner. In
these activities profit-seeking behavior of pri-
vate actors might have “externalities” for other
actors that are not fully encompassed in the
underlying price of the sale of goods.

A second type of market imperfection arises
from the high costs of transactions through the
price-making market. In this case, even if prop-
erty rights are properly aligned, the underlying
costs of engaging in exchange might lead to the
misalignment between individual profit and
economic efficiency. The possibility for oppor-
tunism in precontractual negotiation or postcon-
tractual fulfillment of contracts allows for profit-
seeking agents to exploit conditions of‘economic
exchange at the expense of other stakeholders
involved in exchange.

North and Thomas (1973) and North (1981) ar-
gue that Western economic development was
based on the ability of institutional "rules of the
game” to constrain and structure the activities
of the entrepreneurs who competed under those
rules. The misalignment between the private in-
centives of economic agents and the collective
goal of economic development brought forth the
need for institutional rules to constrain the be-
havior of private entrepreneurs. Instead of sug-
gesting that institutions converge on an ideal-

ized set of market-efficient practices, however,
North (1990) argues that institutional rules de-
velop upon path-dependent projectories that
reflect differences in local environments. One
important source of path dependency in institu-
tional change is that private actors might bene-
fit more from exploiting present opportunities
for short-term profit under an existing institu-
tional system than from engaging in long-term
efforts at building new institutions that might be
more productive for the economy as a whole. In
the absence of an effective set of institutions,
North suggests that private self-maximizing be-
havior will often “favor activities that promote
redistributive rather than productive activity,
that create monopolies rather than competitive
conditions, and that restrict opportunities rather
than expand them"” (1990: 9).

North’s (1990) equation of institutions to the
rules of the game leads to a different interpre-
tation of the impact of mass privatization on the
formation of new markets than does the initial
theory supporting a policy of rapid privatization.
Mass privatization of state-owned companies
rapidly creates new private organizations. Yet,
the speed and scale with which mass privatiza-
tion is undertaken allow for little time, effort, or
resources to be devoted to constructing new col-

lective market institutions. Thousands of newly

privatized entities are placed into the market-
place before new institutional rules and proce-
dures are created to coordinate and control
these new private actors.

The introduction of private competition before
complementary market institutions through
mass privatization policy is particularly appar-
ent in the formation of new capital markets.
Mass privatization creates not only thousands of
new privatized companies but also a large num-
ber of investment funds, stockbrokers, and bank-
ers, who enter the market to exploit the oppor-
tunities for financial intermediation in the
postprivatization environment. The question of
whether these new actors develop a new secu-
rities market to facilitate exchange is an impor-
tant question in the evaluation of mass privat-
ization policy. A major justification for the speed
of mass privatization is that secondary market
exchange of property rights will lead to the
eventual consolidation of ownership in the
hands of those who value the shares the most.

The lack of complementary institutions to
oversee and regulate security markets, however,
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is striking in the postprivatization period. Mass
privatization creates the opportunities for mar-
ket exchange, but within a context with no es-
tablished judiciary or enforcement system to
monitor and enforce the fulfillment of market
contracts. It creates the conditions for invest-
ment in private ownership, but within a context
with no established bankruptcy procedure de-
signed to mediate between multiple stakehold-
ers in the case of failure. It creates the possibil-
ity for corporate governance by private actors,
but within a context with no established ac-
counting or auditing mechanisms to provide
credible information to new owners.

Moreover, the deliberate bypassing of the
state in mass privatization policy leads to the
situation in which private competition is devel-
oped before new political mechanisms of delib-
eration and conflict mediation can be devel-
oped. Not only are the formal institutional rules
relatively undefined but there is no established
political mechanisms by which to create, moni-
tor, or enforce new rules, if such a need were to
arise. For instance, even if bankruptcy proce-
dures become desired among some market par-
ticipants, it is unclear who would lead this pro-
cess in a fair and open manner.

The presence of widespread market imperfec-
tions in capital markets has led some econo-
mists to warn of the difficulties of unregulated
private activity in this sector of the economy in
any context (Stiglitz, 1994). The particularly
weak institutional constraints over private ac-
tivity in the aftermath of a rapid mass privatiza-
tion in postcommunist countries only enhance
the problems of exchange in large-scale capital
markets. The opportunities for short-term profits
from financial market manipulation in postpri-
vatization environments have the potential to
crowd out more risky investments in long-term
enterprise restructuring and innovation.

The possibility for the manipulation of imper-
fect markets can be developed through an anal-
ogy with the difficulty of using market prices to
resolve bankruptcy issues. U.S. bankruptcy law
under Chapter XI is designed to allow those
tirms with the potential to restructure to attempt
to do so. The question open for judgment is
whether the firm’s failure is based on short-term
fluctuations in markets and credits and, there-
fore, could be restructured to repay current ob-
ligations, or whether the bankrupt firm should
be liquidated immediately and its assets dis-

tributed under Chapter VII of the bankruptcy
law. Bankruptcy procedures are negotiated in
court, not placed in the open market, because
the very uncertainty of the firm's future income
stream makes it difficult for market prices alone
to determine the manner in which the firm will
be restructured.

Yet, mass privatization deals with a similar
question of restructuring by privatizing compa-
nies. A profit-maximizing investor or investment
fund manager might decide to bypass restruc-
turing a firm, which remains a long-term and
highly uncertain endeavor, for the more imme-
diate gains realized through liquidating the
most profitable assets of a firm to friendly part-
ners. The lack of regulation and transparent
market prices makes it difficult to detect or pros-
ecute the stripping of firm assets for personal
gain. In this way the institutional environment
immediately following rapid mass privatization
policy leads to the development of a set of mar-
ket incentives that may encourage some private
actors to pursue “redistributive rather than pro-
ductive activity” (North, 1990: 9).

We suggest that the introduction of mass pri-
vatization into an environment with no histori-
cal institutional infrastructure for market ex-
change leads to a situation in which formal
markets do not facilitate the secondary ex-
change of property rights in the postprivatiza-
tion period. This argument is expressed in the
following proposition.

Proposition 2: Given the absence of a
bre-existing institutional infrastruc-
ture to support market exchange in
postcommunist economies, rapid mass
privatization in these environments
does not lead to the formation of trans-
parent capital markets that facilitate
the consolidation of property rights
into the hands of strategic owners.

Advocates of mass privatization argue that
the postprivatization exchange of property
rights will lead to the consolidation of owner-
ship into the hands of strategic owners who will
have the incentive to restructure firms. In con-
trast, we suggest in this proposition that the
process of postprivatization exchange and re-
structuring will be longer and more difficult
than initially imagined. Given the lack of insti-
tutional support for exchange through market
contracting, the eventual reallocation of prop-
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erty rights from initial to final owners most
likely will take place through off-market deals
characterized by private negotiation and inside
information, rather than through transparent ex-
change with fair and open competition.

Nlustrating Proposition 2: Capital Market
Development in the Czech Republic

Mass privatization in the Czech Republic con-
sisted of two waves occurring between 1992 and
1995. Citizens could buy vouchers for prices rep-
resenting about 25 percent of their monthly in-
come. The bidding for shares was conducted
through an electronic trading system—the RM-
System—with terminals located throughout the
country. Through several iterations, prices were
adjusted with ad hoc intervention to clear the
market. Overall, 8.5 million citizens, 80 percent
of the entire population, became equity share-
holders in the over 1,800 medium-to-large com-
panies auctioned through the Czech mass pri-
vatization program. Investment privatization
funds (IPFs) emerged as large owners in the
Czech program, as over 550 funds collected close
to 70 percent of all privatization points through-
out the two waves of mass privatization (Coffee,
1996). '

The capitalization of the listed Czech stock
market reached $14 billion in 1995, which far
exceeded the market capitalization in any other
post-Soviet economy (Pohl, Jedrzejczak & Ander-
son, 1995). Moreover, hundreds of new invest-
ment funds and financial companies had devel-
oped to participate in the newly created
financial markets. In short, the conditions for
postprivatization arbitrage and exchange had
been developed exactly according to the theo-
retical statements in the mass privatization lit-
erature about the importance of secondary mar-
ket development.

Yet, in evaluations of the success of mass pri-
vatization policy, researchers have emphasized
that this policy has not led to the formation of a
dynamic securities market. Reviews of post-
privatization outcomes in the Czech Republic
indicate that the secondary exchange of prop-
erty rights into the hands of strategic investors
has moved slower than initially expected (Cof-
fee, 1998; World Bank, 1999). A recent OECD eco-
nomic survey states that the ownership struc-
tures developed through the Czech mass
privatization program actually “impeded effi-

cient corporate governance and restructuring”
(1998a: 49). A number of factors have contributed
to the slow development of capital markets in
the Czech Republic.

First, the crosscutting mechanisms of owner-
ship developed through mass privatization cre-
ated a labyrinth of interenterprise ownership,
with large shares continuing to be held through
the state. IPFs were often owned by other invest-
ment funds and banks. In turn, the largest banks
in the country were owned mostly by other
banks and IPFs. Moreover, the Czech govern-
ment held shares in the banks, therefore leading
to indirect control of the state over IPFs and
enterprises. Instead of solving the problems of
unclear boundaries of ownership developed
during the socialist era, mass privatization in
the Czech Republic only created a new series of
interenterprise ownership patterns that made
corporate governance and secondary trading
difficult to implement.

A second factor in the lack of secondary trad-
ing of shares is growing evidence that the man-
agers of investment privatization funds have
taken advantage of the lack of market regula-
tion to extract personal gains at the expense of
shareholders (Coffee, 1998; World Bank, 1998).
Many fund managers have found it more profit-
able to "tunnel” the most valuable assets of
firms to friendly parties than to invest in the
difficult task of firm restructuring (Ellerman,
1998; Kogut & Spicer, 1998). Between 1994 and
1996 the shares of closed-ended privatization in-
vestment funds traded at an average discount
over net asset evaluation of 75 to 85 percent,
reflecting little or no investor confidence in
these new financial entities (Czech Securities
Exchange Commission, reported in World Bank,
1999).

The reasons for investors’ lack of confidence
in investment funds are illustrated through the
example of Harvard Consulting Company,
which controlled many of the largest funds from
the privatization process. In 1996 the Harvard
Consulting Company announced that it was
merging its multiple funds into a single holding
company, therefore adding another layer of non-
transparency into the already closely held com-
pany. The price of some Harvard funds declined
22 percent in one week, allowing the owners of
the Harvard Fund to buy back many of their
shares at a greatly reduced price. The new hold-
ing company, Daventree Ltd., is based in
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Cyprus, effectively outside the control of the
Czech authorities (Coffee, 1998). Other invest-
ment companies followed Harvard Consulting
Company's example, transforming into non-
transparent holding companies with little or no
shareholder control.

A third difficulty in the consolidation of own-
ership following mass privatization has been
that most trading has taken place outside for-
mal stock markets, making it difficult, therefore,
to judge the market value of a firm through its
listed prices (Kogut & Spicer, 1998). A new Secu-
rities and Exchange Commission (SEC) has
been developed to place stricter regulation over
the market, but, as yet, the new SEC is not an
independent body and has no rule-making au-
thority (OECD, 1998a). Market capitalization has
steadily decreased following mass privatization
through the delisting of stocks from formal ex-
changes because of illiquidity and lack of pub-
lic information (Prague Stock Exchange, 1997).
Total market capitalization of the Prague stock
exchange by the middle of 1998 was less than
the total capitalization of the Budapest stock
market, despite the distinct capital market strat-
egy of the Czech’'s mass privatization program
(FAME Information Services, 1998).

Instead of markets arising naturally from the
opportunities for arbitrage and exchange devel-
oped through mass privatization, markets in the
Czech Republic remain closely linked to the de-
velopment of new institutional rules of the
game. Although some entrepreneurs work to
build these new institutions, others take advan-
tage of present market imperfections to pursue
shorter-term opportunities at the expense of
other stakeholders in the system.

Privatization and Networks

North's (1990) theory of the role of institutions
in defining the incentives of individual actors to
pursue productive activity provides one expla-
nation of the influence of institutions on eco-
nomic activity. It begs, however, the important
questions of how these institutions are created
and how these rules are expressed and made to
bear on the behavior of individual actors. Re-
search into industrial networks and districts
shows that collective rules of collaboration often
arise through the informal norms and beliefs
developed from repeated interactions among
closely connected firms. A growing body of lit-

erature demonstrates that the processes of
value creation and innovation are closely em-
bedded in economic and social networks
(Granovetter, 1985; Locke, 1995; Powell, 1990;
Saxenian, 1994; Uzzi, 1996).

The second way, thus, that institutions influ-
ence entrepreneurship is through the relation-
ships reflected in economic networks. From this
perspective, entrepreneurship requires more
than the identification of opportunities for ex-
change and arbitrage. Instead, entrepreneurial
activity involves the risky and uncertain task of
recombining existing assets to form new inno-
vations in production and organization (Schum-
peter, 1934).

The work on networks and the social embed-
dedness of firms grows out of a basic observa-
tion that firms and individuals operating in tur-
bulent environments often do not resort to
bureaucratic or contractual methods to promote
cooperation (Granovetter, 1985; Uzzi, 1996, 1997).
For instance, research on Silicon Valley, the
German Mittelstand in machine tools, and Jap-
anese subcontracting networks has shown that
deep social relationships and norms of reciproc-
ity help obviate problems of opportunism while
promoting flexibility and information sharing
between firms (Aoki, 1988; Friedman, 1988; Her-
rigel, 1996; Saxenian, 1994). As much as this re-
search has helped focus analysis away from the
firm and more toward the network and region of
particular sets of interconnected firms, it also
has shown how regions develop institutions to
make these norms more durable and dynamic
over time.

In turn, the work on industrial districts in ad-
vanced industrialized economies has shown
how public-private institutions arise to help ac-
tors manage collective resources, such as voca-
tional training, R&D in local universities, rules
of competition based on quality improvements,
and cooperative banks and venture capital
funds (Locke, 1995; Nelson, 1993; Piore & Sabel,
1984; Sabel, 1994). The sharing of resources and
information has become vital to promote inno-
vation and new experiments in products and
processes.

Yet, the spreading of risk and resources across
firms clearly violates the notion of mutually ex-
clusive property rights and opens the possibility
of opportunism. In developing governance struc-
tures to overcome these problems, local eco-
nomic actors attempt to build mechanisms to
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obtain information on one another’s use of com-
mon resources and knowledge, to monitor one
another’s behavior, and to continue learning
from one another's mistakes and advances
(Hayri & McDermott, 1998; Sabel, 1994). From this
perspective, entrepreneurial activity not only
emerges from the ability of actors to share risk
and information but also grows up alongside of
institutions that help to perform these functions.

This view resonates with recent research on
communist economies that highlights the prev-
alence of informal networks of local firm and
political actors. Because of the chaotic environ-
ment of failed planning and shortage, de facto if
not de jure, decision-making rights over assets
often devolved from the state center to stake-
holders in industrial concerns under commu-
nism. At the same time, dense horizontal socio-
economic ties emerged to help managers and
work teams, suppliers and customers, firms, and
local party members coordinate continual adap-
tations to the shortage environment. Informal
bargaining rules were grafted onto the formal
structures, often allowing concerns to act as um-
brellas for networks (Kornai, 1980; McDermott,
1998; Stark, 1989).

Because of differing national histories, the
patterns of network organization and identifi-
cation of network members varied. In Hungary
relatively more liberal policies, particularly the
legalization in 1982 of various forms of enter-
prises, allowed dense networks of small and
medium enterprises (SMEs) to develop, as well
as semiformal subcontractors of large state
firms to become a burgeoning second economy
(Gabor, 1990; Stark, 1989; Szelenyi, 1989). In Po-
land the liberalization of the Crafts Code in the
early 1980s fostered a private sector of SMEs,
although mainly in agriculture. In Czechoslova-
kia, where movement toward market socialism
was quashed after 1968, planning experiments
allowed firms of certain industrial branches and
regional/district party councils to become di-
rectly involved in production and financial man-
agement. The result was that networks that
emerged within industrial associations (VH]s)
varied in their authority structures and density
of internal subcontracting links (McDermott,
1997, 1998).

From a network perspective, the fall of com-
munism left agents and firms embedded in dis-
tinct sociopolitical networks: clusters of firms/
agents with strong technical and financial ties

linked to particular public institutions that pro-
vided both resources and authority to these
members. In the previous system, network mem-
bers often held common or overlapping assets,
such as common testing labs, production facili-
ties, and subcontracting relations. In the trans-
formation to a new economic system, network
actors must contend with overlapping claims to
joint assets, dispute internally competing strat-
egies, and develop new principles of production.
New methods of conflict resolution, financing,
and risk sharing need to be grafted onto a pre-
vious history of contracting developed during
the communist system.

Advocates of rapid privatization argue that
the informal property relations that have de-
fined the post-Soviet economic landscape
should be rapidly reconfigured into formal
claims to ownership based on Western concep-
tions of property rights. The approach creates
property rights that are vested in the ownership
of individual firms, leading to a classic collec-
tive action problem once a collective good com-
mon to all network members is transformed into
a private good owned by a single member. If a
single owner is assigned to a collective asset,
this individual owner has the incentive to ex-
clude other firms that had been benefiting from

" the joint asset at little cost. If no specific owner

is given the asset, then no single network mem-
ber has the incentive to invest in and maintain
the value of the resource. Moreover, the high
uncertainty of returns to joint restructuring ef-
forts makes it difficult for independent actors to
write new forms of market contracts to ensure
cooperation in maintaining joint assets and re-
sources. ~

The institutional conditions in postcommunist
economies only confound the inherent collective
action problems created through rapid privat-
ization. The absence of a legal infrastructure to
enforce contracts and property rights makes
market solutions to joint asset and coordination
problems particularly costly. The lack of formal
institutional mechanisms to support impersonal
market exchange in postsocialist economies
makes the role of informal agreements and re-
lations even more important, leading many
firms to pursue network strategies of growth in
these environments (Peng & Heath, 1996).

Given the fundamental problems of restruc-
turing networks through market mechanisms in
postcommunist economies, the process of privat-
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izing collective assets to individual owners may
lead to the erosion of the potential value of the
joint assets inherited from the communist sys-
tem. We express this argument in the following
proposition.

Proposition 3: Mass privatization
erodes potentially productive network
ties by transforming collective assets
into private goods.

Illustrating Proposition 3: The Machine Tool
Industry in the Czech Republic

An example of the importance, and chal-
lenges, of maintaining network ties in an uncer-
tain environment is illustrated through an effect
on mass privatization of the machine tool indus-
try in the Czech Republic.? During communism,
the Czech machine tool industry was one of the
premier suppliers of machine tools to the CMEA
and was largely organized within the industrial
association, TST. TST was home to over twenty
member firms, including approximately 30,000
employees, and had a very broad production
profile.

In 1990 one would have imagined that these
firms would become dynamic entrepreneurial
firms. Virtually all member firms had over 60
years of experience in the industry. TST's organ-
izational and network structure was relatively
decentralized. Member firms each had numer-
ous plants, retained considerable decision-
making powers and independent financial ac-
counts, and developed direct links to regional
bank branches and district councils, which were
sources of countervailing bargaining power vis-
a-vis the TST directorate and the state minis-
tries. A TST firm typically produced over 80 per-
cent of its inputs in-house, with parts like
hydraulics, pneumatics, and ball bearings, as
well as certain metal casting, coming from other
members, and with electronics (domestic and
foreign) purchased jointly from other industrial
associations via the TST directorate. Indeed,
when Czechoslovakia dissolved the industrial

2In this section we draw heavily on McDermott (1998,
Chapter 5). See Newman and Nollen (1998) for other case
studies that illustrate the challenges privatized firms in the
Czech Republic face in trying to re-create within the firm
strategic tasks and functions that previously had been per-
formed by external organizations.

association system, TST members (including
many plants) chose to become legally indepen-
dent state firms.

With the advent of mass privatization in 1990
and 1981, TST members took two major steps to
utilize the new ownership regime to balance
individual and common interests. First, the
firms chose to enter privatization individually
(mostly via vouchers with some managerial
buyouts [MBOs]) and allowed many of their
plants to do the same. Second, members sought
to use equity links to help manage areas
in which they lacked individual resources
and know-how, such as foreign trade, critical
supplies, vocational training, and large devel-
opment loans. Members converted the former
directorate to an association support head-
quarters, SST, in which each was an owner. SST,
in tum, used its historical ties to actors in the
trade and financial sectors to take a 30 to 40
percent equity stake in one of the major trade
houses, Strojimport, and build an alliance with
members of the foreign trade financial group,
FINOP, and the Czech Republic's main trade
bank, CSOB. With FINOP and CSOB, SST partic-
ipated in the creation of a new private bank,
Banka Bohemia, and an equity investment com-
pany, ISB, whose engineering fund would buy
strategic stakes in SST member firms and im-
portant suppliers/customers.® The result of this
elaborate equity and financial alliance can be
seen in Figure 2. While member firms owned
SST, SST ran the board of Strojimport and the
engineering fund. .

The use of equity links to supplant the previ-
ous network had three objectives. Strong control
over Strojimport would give members direct ac-
cess and control over trade financing and global
trade links. The links to CSOB and Banka Bohe-
mia gave SST potential access to much-needed
restructuring financing. The combination of its
industry informational advantages and the stra-
tegic equity stakes via ISB in member firms and’
critical supplier/customers could help SST influ-
ence the development of the industry and pro-
tect firms from shortsighted new owners. In the
period 1991 to 1996, these objectives failed, and

8 Given the shareholding regulations and dispersion of
ownership in the Czech Republic, the 3 to 20 percent equity
stakes acquired by ISB enabled SST, on behalf of ISB, to gain
a seat on the management or supervisory board of the re-
spective firms.
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the industry fragmented into insolvency for two
main reasons.

First, the uncertainties of new production ex-
periments undermined the cooperation among
member firms. As each firm began to experi-
ment with new products or alterations of exist-
ing ones, it turned to another for the develop-
ment or subcontracting of certain components
and the cost sharing of exporting and importing.
Since these experiments were highly uncertain
and often conflicted with one another, no firm
could give the guarantees to the others to forego
their own plans and invest in those of the solic-
itor. For instance, with the collapse of trade in
the CMEA and the domestic recession, SST firms
sought new market niches based on short pro-
duction runs. These runs were often too short
and uncertain to convince other members to
drop their own plans and become subcontrac-
tors for a given project.

Moreover, the short runs forced members to
solicit the joint import of minimum volumes of
certain CNC electronics. Yet, the specifications
often meant that solicited members were to alter
their own designs, which they refused to do. The
vocational training system met a similar fate,
which severely hurt the ability of member firms
to retain existing craftsmen and train new ones.*
At the same time, distrust and isolation grew
among members as they began to encroach
upon one another's product niches in a desper-
ate attempt to seek export earnings.

Second, the supporting equity alliances failed
to provide needed financing to overcome the
hold-up problems among members. As one of
the “big five” Czech banks, CSOB was the criti-
cal financial link in the alliance. Yet, the com-
bination of the collapse of CMEA trade, new
creditor rules, and government enforcement of
hard budget constraints left CSOB and Strojim-
port with a large stock of nonperforming credits
and weak capital bases. CSOB, in turn, refused
to initiate the restructuring of Strojimport and
provide credit lines to Banka Bohemia and SST
firms. With the other big Czech banks equally
constrained to lead bankruptcies or finance re-
structuring, SST firms languished. Indeed, in

* Vlacil, Hradecka, Mazelkova, and McDermott (1996) have
shown that the combination of the government policy to
make training centers self-financing and the liquidity con-
straints of machine tool firms led to the virtual collapse of
vocational training in the industry.

1994 four of the five largest de novo banks, in-
cluding Banka Bohemia, were seized by regula-
tors and closed.

The fragmentation of socioeconomic relation-
ships among SST members and the lack of pub-
lic institutions to support various aspects of
SMEs became fertile grounds for certain mem-
bers to take highly risky, semilegal steps to ac-
quire needed financial resources and survive.
Unable to acquire needed financing from the big
five Czech banks or the dominant investment
tunds, one SST member, ZPS, allied itself with a
group of local entrepreneurs, most of whom
were former ZPS and big bank employees. To-
gether, they constructed an elaborate network of
new small banks and investment funds to chan-
nel financing from a poorly monitored state in-
surance company to ZPS. They used the funds to
manipulate share prices and take over several
of the fledgling SST member firms. This scheme
came crashing down in 1996, when two of their
small banks went insolvent and regulators
seized the insurance company.

The history of this network points to the prob-
lem of seeking to view property rights as vested
in the ownership of individual firms. Instead of
leading to the eventual restructuring of the in-
terdependent firms in the machine tool industry,
the eventual outcome of mass privatization re-
sulted in the collapse of the broader social net-
work that had supported the Czech machine tool
industry in the past. In turn, individual firms
were unable to restructure in order to compete in
the new market environment. The irony of re-
forms is that adoption of mass privatization re-
forms did not obviate the importance of negoti-
ated property rights. These negotiations are
sometimes “private ordered” insofar as only pri-
vate parties claim the assets. But these claims
are adjudicated in the context of legal statutes
and policies that have evolved in response to
the postprivatization situation. The state re-
mains very much an important force in the
Czech economy.

Privatization and Institutional Change

As we noted earlier, North (1990), other than
appealing to the path-dependent nature of de-
velopment, has not explicitly stated the mecha-
nism by which rules emerge. By path depen-
dence he means that each country differs in its
initial institutional conditions, and these differ-
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ences have powerful effects on the subsequent
evolution. In short, this claim is a recognition
that there are powerful country effects in deter-
mining the precise selection of policies to influ-
ence transformation.

Mass privatization theory implies a policy in
which the determining role of initial conditions
in restructuring is not recognized explicitly. The
policy is proposed to solve the problem of prop-
erty reform via a rapid redefinition of ownership
rights through voucher auctions, independent of
variation 'in economic and social conditions at
the firm, network, regional, or national level of
analysis. In contrast, negotiated property rights
reform begins with the recognition that existing
social and economic networks are the starting
points for new entrepreneurial activities to
emerge from the dismantling of the Soviet sys-
tem. Instead of trying to model the direction of
reform on the experience of other countries, pro-
ponents of negotiated reform suggest that poli-
cies of reform must be built within the ruins of
socialism (Stark, 1996).

The danger of gradual reform is that the in-
clusion of multiple interests into a negotiated
process of reform simply might lead to deadlock,
with no action at all, or that political consider-
ations will outweigh economic ones. Moreover,
in the absence of an explicit program of privat-
ization, managers or state officials separately or
acting together might appropriate an enter-
prise’s valued assets for their own personal
gain, in what is identified as “spontaneous pri-
vatization” (see Boycko et al., 1995, and Kaufman
& Siegelbaum, 1997). The challenge for the state
in the implementation of negotiated property
reform is to develop an institutional mechanism
that limits the ability of any single stakeholder,
including its own bureaucrats, to sidetrack
broad experimentation by appropriating assets
for personal profit.

It is critical, however, to pose the question of
whether policies of mass privatization are less
susceptible to the erosion of institutional mech-
anisms of control than are efforts at negotiated
property reform. As previously discussed, mass
privatization does not lead to the formation of a
new system of entrepreneurship based on mar-
ket arbitrage and exchange, nor does it forestall
the inherent political problems in renegotiating
property rights among multiple claimants to an
enterprise or network. In short, mass privatiza-
tion does not avoid the restructuring of social

and political institutions; it simply postpones
the challenges of implementing these types of
institutional projects. The impact of privatiza-
tion policies on entrepreneurial outcomes, there-
fore, does not rest on the choice between state or
market in reform efforts or on the speed with
which old institutions can be destroyed. A more
fundamental question for privatization policies
is the manner in which reform efforts interact
with ‘existing conditions to advance or hinder
the long-term formation of new market institu-
tions that support and structure entrepreneurial
activity.

The theoretical underpinning of a negotiated
reform process rests on a gradualist perspective
on institutional change that suggests paths of
economic development are highly dependent on
initial conditions and, therefore, difficult to re-
shape according to predetermined plans. At the
level of the firm, this viewpoint is predicated
upon notions of relatively inert resources that
explain why firms are slow to change (Nelson &
Winter, 1982). Since firms develop through a re-
combination of their existing capabilities (Kogut
& Zander, 1992), change is an incremental pro-
cess involving negotiation and deliberation. At
the level of the institutional environment, grad-
ual change is predicated on the embeddedness
of organizational action in a broader system of
regulatory laws, normative beliefs, and cogni-
tive understandings (Scott, 1995). Processes of
institutional change involve not only rapid
transformation in the formal laws that prescribe
behavior but also in the informal beliefs and
understandings that lead to the realization of
these rules in everyday behavior (Powell &
DiMaggio, 1991). The learning of new routines
and practices, therefore, requires time and ex-
perimentation as interdependent actors learn to
coordinate their activities in new ways (Tolbert
& Zucker, 1996).

A number of theorists have stressed the im-
portance of evolutionary processes of change to
argue that policy makers in postcommunist
economies should not follow Western blueprints
of reform but should, instead, incorporate pro-
cesses of experimentation and local learning
into policy design (Kogut, 1996; Murrell, 1992).
These authors suggest that the goal of economic
transformation is not to obtain the clear set of
property rights inherent in Western capitalistic
systems but, instead, to encourage the recombi-
nation of the existing assets and liabilities of
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the socialist system to form new endeavors and

entities.

From this gradualist perspective, entrepre-
neurial innovation is best achieved not through
the rapid destruction of past organizational
forms but, rather, through experiments with
forms of common property management via
public-private institutions of risk sharing and
frequent negotiations. Based on a logic similar
to that found in the theoretical literature on in-
dustrial networks and districts, this viewpoint
emphasizes the importance of aiding private ac-
tors to develop new norms of reciprocity that
limit problems of opportunism while promoting
flexibility and information sharing between
firms. Negotiated property reform permits entre-
preneurs to experiment with the construction of
these new organizational forms and production
methods. This experimentation process often
prohibits a priori clarification of control and
cash flow rights because of the high uncertain-
ties of return and the necessity of economic ac-
tors to cooperate in restructuring activities.

Negotiated reform allows processes of cre-
ative destruction to reside not only over individ-
ual firms but also over the eventual successes,
or failures, of different types of reform efforts.
Public agencies themselves experiment with in-
stitutional forms that directly and indirectly pro-
vide financial cushions and mechanisms of col-
lective negotiation for private actors. Public
agencies learn not only how to be credible me-
diators of conflict among multiple parties dur-
ing the privatization process but also how to
define their future role once these property
rights are transferred to private parties.

Unlike the uniform and rapid process of insti-
tutional change dictated through mass privat-
ization policy, we suggest that negotiated prop-
erty reform better incorporates processes of
experimentation and learning into the evolu-
tionary design of new institutions. This argu-
ment is expressed in the following proposition.

Proposition 4: Negotiated property
rights reform better incorporates in-
stitutional experimentation and
learning into the process of property
transformation in postcommunist
economies than does rapid mass pri-
vatization policy.

Ilustrating Proposition 4: Institutional
Experimentation in Poland and Hungary

The process of institutional experimentation
in property reform measures is apparent in both
the Polish and Hungarian approaches to prop-
erty rights reform. Both countries have under-
taken reform measures that differ from tradi-
tional market auctions for ownership rights
through a formal privatization program. More-
over, they have given a distinct role to public
institutions in developing new mechanisms of
risk sharing and conflict mediation among the
parties to the assets. Entrepreneurship is not
based on market arbitrage and exchange but,
instead, involves a collective project in recom-
bining assets through production and organiza-
tional experiments.

Poland. Although many observers of Poland
have noted how worker council veto powers ef-
fectively blocked mass privatization, few have
noted how the very 1990 law legalizing those
veto powers enabled employee councils to le-
gally dissolve their firms and rent, lease, or sell
the assets to a new corporation (Levitas, 1994).
The evolution of this law has arguably produced
the most important channels (termed direct pri-
vatization and liquidation) of property reform in
Poland. As mass privatization languished, by
the end of 1995 these two channels had initiated
over 2,507 transfers in ownership (of which 1,450
were completed) or over two-thirds of two own-
ership transfers in Poland (OECD, 1998b).

These two channels were critical for the de-
velopment of industrial networks in Poland,
since they forced network members attached to
large state firms to negotiate with other stake-
holders (other firm managers and workgroups,
banks, and the ministry) over the method of
property reform. Indeed, neither channel was
very rapid. For instance, liquidation required
approval of the employee council, management
board, and the ministry. More than two-thirds of
direct privatization took place through leases,
again requiring approval from the various par-
ties to the assets. The negotiation mechanisms
denied a clean break but allowed actors to gain
autonomy gradually for certain assets while
maintaining consideration of the strategic inter-
ests of other network members. Indeed, one
could argue that such a process allowed new
production strategies to be grafted onto existing
firm-specific subcontracting programs, thus fa-
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cilitating a continued flow of know-how, financ-
ing, and access to R&D and training facilities.

The 1993 government policy on bank-led work-
outs mirrored this more microlevel development
and provided a broader mechanism for the dis-
ciplined flow of resources to the transforming
state firms without abrupt changes in owner-
ship. The policy—namely, the “bank concili-
ation”procedure—provided a framework for
state-owned banks to lead workouts of the larg-
est debtors. The relative success and details of
the bank policy have been thoroughly examined
elsewhere (Van Wijnbergen, 1997; Gray & Holle,
1996), but two aspects are critical for our pur-
poses. First, the government provided a one-
time capital injection for banks based on certain
criteria about loans made prior to 1991. This
step. of course, is not unique, for the Hungarians
entered into repeated bank bailouts and the
Czechs conducted a one-time purchase of cer-
tain old debts and a capital injection in 1991 and
1992.

What is unique in the Polish case is the sec-
ond aspect of the policy: the creation of clear
rules to stimulate and monitor bank-led restruc-
turing of firms. This is significant, considering
that the Czech banks viewed capital injections
and other financial incentives as insufficient to
overcome their interdependency with industrial
firms and lead restructuring or bankruptcy. This
framework essentially provided specific appli-
cation of the philosophy behind U.S. Chapter XI:
assigning clear responsibilities and rights to
the lead senior creditors, relief-attached-to-
restructuring criteria for debtors, and govern-
ment representatives (as senior creditors and
owners themselves) to monitor deliberations
and mediate disputes.

Together, the two policies of privatization and
bank-led restructuring illustrate how quasi-
institutional structures combined public-private
risk sharing with multiparty restructuring cum
negotiation. These mechanisms loosened the
constraints on economic actors but provided
them the means by which to learn to govern
their joint claims on property. Numerous new
firms were created, but within the context of a
transforming industrial network.

Hungary. The Hungarian experience similarly
displays experimentation in the reform of prop-
erty rights. Stark’s (1996) analysis of Hungarian
enterprises illustrates the manner in which pre-
existing industrial ties greatly influenced the

formation of new industrial networks in Hun-
gary during the early 1990s. Former socialist
enterprises used the new political environment
surrounding property rights reform to create cor-
porate satellites independent from the larger,
state-owned enterprise. These corporate spin-
offs had separate legal identities, with their own
directors and separate balance sheets, but they
remained tightly linked to the broader network.
Therefore, although nominally private, these
new incorporated enterprises remain closely
linked to large, state-owned enterprises.

Stark (1996) argues that the resulting ambigu-
ity of property rights in Hungary has allowed
actors to experiment with a variety of organiza-
tional forms and production strategies—critical
for survival in highly turbulent markets, such as
those in Central Europe. Moreover, the combina-
tion of ties among partially private banks, large
firms, and the satellite firms allows new enter-
prises to create subcontracting sources of cash
flow and innovation, as well as to gain access to
resources vital for new small firms: R&D, train-
ing, and credit.

Over time, the recombination of domestic net-
works into new organizational forms became
closely tied to a growing objective in Hungarian
privatization to raise capital through foreign in-
vestment. At first, the newly created State Pri-
vatization Agency (SPA) attempted to develop
public offerings of large firms through state-
initiated open tenders. Yet, open sales of large
firms failed to attract bidders, since foreign in-
vestors were unwilling to enter competition by
submitting tenders (Csaki & Macher, 1997). The
new strategy of the SPA was to further decen-
tralize the privatization process so that manage-
ment-initiated privatization plans could be sub-
mitted to the SPA for approval and oversight.
This new decentralized mechanism allowed po-
tential investors to negotiate directly with man-
agers before the submission of new bids. Yet,
any potential alliance of managers with poten-
tial foreign investors was placed in a negotiated
position with the SPA, which had clear aims of
ensuring a high price for the company and judg-
ing the quality of the overall restructuring plan
(Antal-Mokos, 1998). By 1995 foreign participa-
tion in privatization contributed over 80 percent
of the revenue generated during that year
(Csaki & Macher, 1997). However, unlike the ini-
tial public offerings based on competitive bid-
ding that the SPA had initially planned, even
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the sales of companies to foreign investors in-
volved informal negotiation among multiple
stakeholders (Antal-Mokos, 1998).

The lack of mass privatization has not stopped
the transformation of public to private property
in Hungary. In fact, by 1998 over 80 percent of
Hungarian GDP resided in the private sector
(European Bank for Reconstruction and Develop-
ment [EBRD], 1998). Some commentators have
remarked that the lack of uniformity of Hungar-
ion privatization makes it difficult to provide
general statements about the policies under-
taken, but others have suggested that it is pre-
cisely the consistent emphasis on bargaining
and negotiation that characterizes the Hungar-
ian experiment (Antal-Mokos, 1998; Frydman,
Rapaczynski, & Earle, 1993).

CONCLUSION

The initial debate over privatization methods
in postsocialist economies emphasized the im-
portance of speed in property reform. The under-
lying assumption was that the market itself
would lead to beneficial postprivatization out-
comes. Yet, a comparative examination of pri-
vatization outcomes in the Czech Republic, Hun-
gary, and Poland demonstrates that the choice
is not plan or market. The absence of rapid mass
privatization programs in Hungary and Poland
has not led to the continuation of the planning
economy. Markets and private ownership have
developed, albeit in a slower, more evolutionary
manner.

In fact, a comparison of economic outcomes
over the initial decade of reform demonstrates a
more rapid pace of industrial restructuring in
Hungary and Poland than in the Czech Republic.
Similarly, China's efforts at gradual property
rights reform effort have demonstrated better
economic results than Russia's rapid mass pri-
vatization program.

The theoretical propositions we have gener-
ated here contribute to an understanding of why
the promises of rapid market reform have failed
to materialize. The argument concerning mass
privatization and negotiated reform is, above
all, a dispute stemming from different visions of
the entrepreneurial act. The belief that entrepre-
neurship is essentially an act of arbitrage as-
sumes that markets exist outside of local envi-
ronments and relations. Yet, as the events in the
Czech Republic demonstrate, markets remain

closely linked to local contexts, even following
radical market reform. The rough information
embedded in market prices has not proven ca-
pable of facilitating the types of proprietary in-
formation exchange and joint governance mech-
anisms necessary for the uncertain and complex
challenge of restructuring state-owned enter-
prises.

The contrary vision to mass privatization is
the proposal that economic progress rides upon
the negotiated claims to restructure among in-
terested parties, including the state. The entan-
glement of liabilities and assets leads to a cat-
and-mouse game, in which new owners seek
assets while laying the liabilities on other par-
ties, be it banks, firms, or the state. Rapid mass
privatization postpones this fundamental re-
structuring while it weakens dramatically the
power of new institutions to reach settlement.
Gradual, case-by-case reform, although unques-

- tionably vague in the a priori determination of

property rights, permits negotiated outcomes in
the presence of strong state representation.
The crux of the difference between mass pri-
vatization and negotiation, as we argued in our
last proposition, is that transition economies re-
quire institutional and organizational experi-
mentation. Auctioning off ownership assigns a
uniformity of corporate governance over assets
that, in fact, cannot be supported by incipient
and weak markets. In its micro operations, grad-
ualism is a process of experimentation in which
not only ownership is adjudicated but institu-
tional solutions fail or succeed by trial and ob-
servation. Whereas rapid mass privatization
policy is strong in the destruction of the prior
regime, it is weak in its support for the creation
of a new institutional order. It is this balance
between creation and destruction that is main-
tained through a process of gradual property
reform that shows recognition of the importance
of existing economic and social relations while

' still allowing for the emergence of new forms of

market entrepreneurship and organization.

REFERENCES

Acs, Z., & Audretsch, D. (Eds.). 1983. Sr#d'll*‘fiiﬂﬁ
preneurship: An East-West cozﬁﬁm
Cambridge University Press.

Ental-Mokos, Z. 1998. Privatisat
performance in Hungary.
versity Press. ‘




2000 Spicer, McDermott, and Kogut 647

Aoki, M. 1988. Information. incentives, and bargaining in the
Japanese economy. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Aslund, A. 1992. Post-communist economic revolutions: How
big a bang? Washington, DC: Center for Strategic and
International Studies.

Aslund, A. 1995. How Russia became a market economy.
Washington, DC: Brookings Institution.

Barney, J. 1986. Strategic factor market: Expectation, luck and
business strategy. Management Science, 32: 1231-1241.

Boycko, M., Shleifer, A., & Vishny, R. 1995. Privatizing Russia.
Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Burawoy, M. 1996. The state and economic involution: Russia
through a China lens. World Development, 25: 1105-1117.

Business Central Europe. 1999. Online statistical database.
http://'www.bcemag.com

Camdessus, M. 1995. Russia’s transformation at a turning
point. Address presented at the Conference of the U.S.-
Russia Business Council, Washington, DC.

Clemens, E., & Cook, J. 1999. Politics and institutionalism:
Explaining durability and change. Annual Review of
Sociology, 25: 441-466.

Coffes, J. C. 1996. Institutional investors in transitional econ-
omies: Lessons from the Czech experience. In R. Fryd-
man, C. W. Gray, A. Rapaczynski (Eds.), Corporate gov-
ernance in Central Europe and Russia, vol. I: 111-186.
Budapest: Central European University Press.

Cofiee, J. 1998. Inventing a corporate monitor for transitional
economies: The uncertain lessons from the Czech and
Polish experiences. In K. Hopt, H. Kanda, M. Roe,
E. Wymeersch, S. Prigge (Eds.), Comparative corporate
governance: The state of the art and emerging research:
68-138. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Csaki, G., & Macher, A. 1997. Ten years of privatization in
Hungary. English language report. Budapest; GKI Eco-
nomic Research Co.

Eggertsson, T. 1990. Economic behavior and institutions.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Ellerman, D. 1998. Voucher privatization with investment
funds: An institutional analysis. Working paper No. 1924,
Development Economics Unit, World Bank, Washington,
DC.

European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD).
1898. Transition report. London: EBRD.

Evans, P. 1995. Embedded autonomy: States and industrial
transformation. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University
Press.

FAME Information Services. 1998. Market capitalization re-
port for June 31, 1998. htip://investor.fame.com

Friedman, D. 1988. The misunderstood miracle: Industrial
development and political change in Japan. Ithaca, NY:
Cornell University Press.

Frydman, R., Rapaczynski, A., & Earle, ]. 1893. The privatiza-
tion process in Central Europe. Budapest: Central Euro-
pean University Press.

Gabor, L. R. 1990. On the immediate prospects for private

entrepreneurship and re-embourgoisement in Hungary.
Working paper No. 90.3, Cornell University, Ithaca, NY.

Grabher, G., & Stark, D. (Eds.). 1997. Restructuring networks
in post-socialism: Legacies, linkages, and localities. Ox-
ford: Oxford University Press.

Granovetter, M. 1985. Economic actién and social structure:
Problem of embeddedness. American Journal of Sociol-
ogy. 91: 481-510.

Gray, C., & Holle, A. 1996. Bank-led restructuring in Poland:
Living up to its promises? Washington, DC: World Bank.

Hayri, A., & McDermott, G. A. 1998. The network properties of
corporate governance and industrial restructuring: A
post-socialist lesson. Industrial and Corporate Change,
1: 153-193.

Herrigel, G. 1996. Reconceptualizing the sources of German
industrial power. New York: Cambridge University
Press.

Kaufman, D., & Siegelbaum, P. 1997. Privatization and cor-
ruption in transition economies. Journal of International
Affairs, 50: 419-458.

Kirzner, I. 1973. Competition and entrepreneurship. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press.

Kogut, B. 1996. Direct investment, experimentation, and cor-
porate governance in transition economies. In R. Fryd-
man, C. Gray, & A. Rapaczynski (Eds.), Corporate gover-
nance in Central Europe and Russia: Banks, funds and
foreign investors, vol. 1: 293-332. Budapest: Central Eu-
ropean University Press.

Kogut, B., & Spicer, A. 1998. Chains of embedded trust: Insti-
tutions and capital market formation in Russia and the
Czech Republic. Working paper No. 291, William David-
son Institute, Ann Arbor, ML

Kogut, B., & Zander, U. 1892. Knowledge of the firm, combi-
native capabilities, and the replication of technology.
Organization Science, 3: 383-397.

Kornai, J. 1980. Economies of shortage. Amsterdam: North
Holland. ' ’

Levitas, A. 1994. Rethinking reform: Lessons from Polish pri-
vatization. In V. Milor (Ed.), Changing political econo-
mies: Privatization in post-communist and reforming
communist states: 99-114. London: Lynne Rienner.

Lieberman, I 1997. Mass privatization in comparative per-
spective. In I Lieberman, S. Nestor, & R. Desaid (Eds.),
Between state and market: Mass privatization in transi-
tion economies: 1-18. Washington, DC: World Bank.

Locke, R. M. 1995. Remaking the ltalian economy: Local pol-
itics and industrial change in contemporary Italy.
Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.

Lopez-Calva, L. F. 1998. On privatization methods. Develop-
ment discussion paper No. 665, Central American Project
Series, Harvard Institute for International Development,
Boston.

McDermott, G. 1997. Renegotiating the ties that bind: The
limits of privatization in the Czech Republic. In G. Grab-
her & D. Stark (Eds.), Restructuring networks in post-
socialism; Legacies, linkages, and localities. Oxford: Ox-
ford University Press.



648 Academy of Management Review July

McDermott, G. 1998. The communist aftermath: Industrial
networks and the politics of institution-building in the
Czech Republic. Doctoral dissertation, MIT, Cam-
bridge, MA.

Murrell, P. 1992. Conservative political philosophy and the
strategy of economic development. East European Poli-
tics and Society, 6(1): 3-16.

Nellis, J. 1998. Time to rethink privatization in transition
economies? Discussion paper No. 38. Washington, DC.
International Finance Corporation.

Nelson, R. (Ed.). 1993. National innovation systems: A com-
parative analysis. New York: Oxford University Press.

Nelson, R., & Winter, S. 1982. An evolutionary theory of the
firm. Cambridge, MA: Belknap Press of Harvard Univer-
sity Press.

Newman, K., & Nollen, S. 1998. Managing radical organiza-
tional change. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

North, D. 1981. Structure and change in economic history.
New York: Norton.

North, D. 1990. Institutions, institutional change and eco-
nomic performance. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

North, D., & Thomas, R. P. 1973. The rise of the western world:
A new economic history. Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press.

Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development
(OECD). 1998a. Czech Republic. Paris: OECD.

Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development
(OECD). 1998b. Economic surveys: Poland 1997-1998.
Paris: OECD.

Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development
(OECD). 1999. Main economic indicators. CD-ROM. Paris:
OECD.

Peng, M., & Heath, P. S. 1996. The growth of the firm in
planned economies in transition: Institutions, organiza-
tions and strategic choice. Academy of Management
Review, 21: 492-528.

Piore, M., & Sabel, C. 1984. The second industrial divide. New
York: Basic Books.

Pistor, K., & Spicer, A. 1997. Investment funds in mass privat-
ization and beyond. In I. Lieberman, S. Nelson, &
R. Desai (Eds.), Between state and market: Mass privat-
jzation in transition economies: 96-106. Washington, DC:
World Bank.

Pohl, G., Jedrzejczak, G., & Anderson, R. 1995. Creating cap-
ital markets in Central and Eastern Europe. Washington,
DC: World Bank.

Powell, W. 1990. Neither market nor hierarchy: Network
forms of organization. In L. L. Cummings & B. M. Staw
(Eds.), Research in organizational behavior, vol. 12: 295~
336. Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.

Powell, W., & DiMaggio, P. 1991. Introduction. In W. Powell & P.
DiMaggio (Eds.), The new institutionalism in ordanization-
al analysis: 1-38. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Prague Stock Exchange (PES). 1997. 1996 fact book. Prague:
PES.

Ragin, C. 1987. The comparative method: Moving beyond
qualitative and quantitative strategies. Berkeley: Uni-
versity of California Press.

Sabel, C. 1994. Learning by monitoring: The institutions of
economic development. In N. Smelser & R. Swedberg
(Eds.), The handbook of economic sociology: 137-165.
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Sachs, J. 1993. Poland’s jump to the market economy. Cam-
bridge, MA: MIT Press.

Sachs, ]., & Woo, W. T. 1997. Understanding China’s economic
reforms. Working paper No. W5335, National Bureau of
Economic Research, Cambridge, MA.

Saxenian, A. 1994. Regional networks: Industrial adaptation
in Silicon Valley and Route 128. Cambridge, MA: Har-
vard University Press.

Schumpeter, . 1934. The theory of economic development: An
inquiry into profits, capital, credit, interest, and the busi-
ness cycle. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Scott, W. R. 1995. Institutions and organizations. Thousand
Oaks, CA: Sage.

Shleifer, A., & Vishny, R. 1994. Privatization in Russia: First
steps. In O. Blanchard, K. Froot, & J. Sachs (Eds.), The
transition in Eastern Europe: Restructuring, vol. 2: 137-
164. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Stark, D. 1989. Bending the bars of the iron cage: Bureaucra-
tization and informalization in capitalism and social-
ism. Sociological Forum, 4: 637-664.

Stark, D. 1996. Recombinant property in East European cap-
italism. American Journal of Sociology. 101: 993-1027.

Stiglitz, J. 1994. Whither socialism? Cambridge, MA: MIT
Press.

Stiglitz, J. 1999. Whither reform? Ten years of the transition.
Keynote address, World Bank Annual Conference on
Development Economics, Washington, DC.

Szelenyi, 1. 1989. Eastern Europe in an epoch of transition:
Toward a socialist mixed economy. In D. Stark & V. Nee
(Eds.), Remaking the economic institutions of socialism.
Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.

Tolbert, P., & Zucker, L. 1996. The institutionalization of in-
stitutional theory. In S. Clegg, C. Hardy, & W. Nord (Eds.),
Handbook of organization studies: 175-130. London:
Sage. :

United Nations Conference on Trade and Development
(UNCTAD). 1995. Comparative experiences with privat-
ization: Policy insights and lessons learned. New York:
United Nations.

Uzzi, B. 1996. The sources and consequences of embedded-

ness for the economic performance of organizations: The
network effect. American Sociological Review, 61: 674
698. :

Uzzi, B. 1997. Social structure and competition in interfirm
networks: The paradox of embeddedness. Administra-
tive Science Quarterly, 42: 35-67.

Van Wijnberger, S. 1997. On the role of banks in enterprise
restructuring: The Polish example. Journal of Compara-
tive Economics, 24: 44-64.



2000 Spicer, McDermott, and Kogut 649

Vlacil, J., Hradecka, 1., Mazelkova, 1., & McDermott, G. 1996. and reforming communist states: 53-66. London: Lynne
Politics, skills, and industrial restructuring. Working pa- Rienner.
per No. 96:8, Sociology Institute, Czech Academy of Sci-
ences, Prague. World Bank. 1997. World development report: The state in a

changing world. Washington, DC: World Bank.
Walder, A. 1994. Corporate organization and local govern-

ment property rights in China. In V. Milor (Ed.), Chang- World Bank. 1999. Czech Republic: Capital market review.
ing political economies: Privatization in post-communist Washington, DC: World Bank.

Andrew Spicer is an assistant professor at the A. Gary Anderson Graduate School of
Management, University of California at Riverside. He received his Ph.D. in manage-
ment from the Wharton School at the University of Pennsylvania. He is currently
studying the role of institutions in the formation of new economic systems in post-
communist countries. ’

Gerald A. McDermott is currently a visiting assistant professor in the Management
Department at the Wharton School, University of Pennsylvania. He received his Ph.D.
in political science at MIT. His work focuses on the creation of economic governance
institutions in emerging market societies, particularly in East Central Europe and
Latin America.

Bruce EKogut is the Felix Zandman Professor at the Wharton School, University of
Pennsylvania. He received his Ph.D. from the Sloan School, MIT, and was an exchange
scholar at the Humboldt Universitaet in the GDR. He is currently visiting at the Centre
de Recherche en Gestion, Ecole Polytechnique, and is working on institutions.




