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Abstract
Long-standing challenges concerning unemployment and the role of government
have been the dominant underlying themes in the countries of the Middle East and
North Africa (MENA) region. Effective State-Business Relations (SBRs) comprise
a set of highly responsive and public interactions between the state and the business
sector. The aim of this study is to explore the dynamics of net job creation rates
in Egypt and Turkey, and the role of the SBRs, including various firm characteristics. The analysis relies on firm-level data derived from the World Bank Enterprise
Surveys over the period 2008–2013. We implement the weighted ordinary least
squares (OLS). Furthermore, we apply an Instrumental Variables (IV) Approach and
the Two-Stage Least Squares (2SLS) method for robustness check, to deal with the
potential endogeneity issues coming from the self-reported statements and the possible degree of reverse causality between SBRs and the main outcomes of interest.
Our findings suggest four major obstacles to SBRs, with constraints of access to
finance and credit and political instability being the common major obstacles in the
two countries explored. Corruption and lack of proper infrastructure in electricity in
Egypt are found to be the next two main obstacles in SBRs, while tax rates and competition from the informal sector are identified as the other two main obstacles in
Turkey. The results show that obstacles in SBRs contribute negatively to the net job
creation. According to these findings, policy implications include the need to make
SBRs operate more efficiently, investments on proper infrastructure and policies that
minimize corruption and political instability.
Keywords Firm level data · Job creation · State-business relations
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1 Introduction
Employment growth, job creation and destruction and firm productivity have
been always at the centre of interest of the governments around the globe and
especially in the Middle East and North Africa (MENA) region, after the great
recession of 2007. The MENA region countries are characterized by strong
cyclical fluctuations and have experienced significant economic and political
changes, such as the Arab Spring. Given the persistently high unemployment levels in emerging and developing economies, there is an increasingly strong focus
amongst the policy makers about job creation and productivity growth. Creation
and destruction of jobs makes workers shift from one job to another and switch
between employment and unemployment. While labor supply factors can be
important, such as skills, working experience, education and health; yet, job reallocation is one of the main factors behind workers’ relocation activity. Evidence
for this can be economic stagnation in the transition and developing economies,
which cannot be explained only by the labor supply-side factors.
The motivation of this study for focusing on the SBRs as an additional factor
of economic performance, lies in the long-standing literature in political economy
and political science providing evidence that effective SBRs and an efficient and
trustworthy business and investment climate can enhance growth and economic
performance (Doner and Schneider 2000; Fajnzylber et al. 2009; Hansen et al.
2009; Qureshi and Te Velde 2013). Therefore, the main motivation of this study
is the ongoing interest of policy makers about the possible sources of job creation
and destruction and the role of State-Business Relations (SBRs).
SBRs are relations between the private and public sector and are shaped by the
way businesses and states interact (Leftwich 2009). Positive SBRs are collaborative institutional arrangements between states and businesses characterized by a
good two-way information flow between these agents that enables transparency,
reciprocity in their relations and conditions in which state intentions and commitments are considered to be trustworthy (Maxfield and Schneider 1997). Examples
of effective SBRs include improved allocative efficiency of government spending
on productive firms; allocation of funding that improves the supply and quality of
public goods, such as transportation and electricity; policies that minimize political instability, corruption and competition from the informal sector. According to
Sen and te Velde (2009) effective SBRs may affect the industrial development and
firm growth by two opposite forces. First, overcoming market failures, such as the
market alone may not be able to achieve the optimal allocation of resources, such
as innovation, climate change and education. Second, the states may not be able
to address market failures on their own, because they can be captured by elites,
suffer from moral hazard problems or are unlikely to have perfect information
(Hausmann and Rodrik 2003).
A large part of the literature thus, highlights the importance of policies in promoting development actively. An institutional framework for policies to function properly, one where the government and business can collaborate to reach a
consensus on the best direction for the economy, is central to all strategies. The
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question is no longer whether the industrial policies-labor regulations and investments on infrastructure services, reduction of the resource misallocation due to
political instability, corruption and bureaucracy—are important, but rather how
to adapt these policies and analyze the institutional context in which effective
policies are designed and enforced.
The aim of this study is to explore the impact of the SBRs on job flow rates in
Egypt and Turkey employing data from the World Bank Enterprise Surveys over
the period 2008–2013. The empirical analysis relies on a weighted ordinary least
squares (OLS). However, due to potential endogeneity issues coming from the selfreported structure of the SBRs and the possible degree of reverse causality between
SBRs and the main outcomes of interest, we apply the Two-Stage Least Squares
(2SLS) method for robustness check. The results show that the four main obstacles
in effective SBRs include access to finance and credit, political instability, high tax
rates, corruption, competition from the informal sector and lack of proper infrastructure in electricity supply.
The findings suggest that the establishment of effective SBRs requires an adequate policy framework to support the development of the industry, employment and
economic growth overall. Therefore, policy recommendations involve improvement
on the building capacity to conduct meaningful and effective SBRs, settings that
improve labor regulations encouraging the increase of employment, reforms that
reduce corruption and remove uncertainty coming from political instability, and policies that maximize the inclusiveness of firms, especially start-ups and young firms,
to finance and credit.
The organization of the paper is as follows. Section 2 presents earlier studies,
while in Sect. 3 we describe the methodological framework and the data employed
in the empirical analysis. In Sect. 4 we present the empirical results and in Sect. 5
we discuss the main concluding remarks.

2 Literature review
Effective SBRs are associated with the establishment of institutional environments
that state provides higher quality of public goods, including effective public administration, reduction, if not elimination, of corruption and political instability, promotion of tax incentives and credits for young start-ups and high productive firms,
and investments on reliable provision of infrastructure that is crucial for the production process and business performance, such as transportation network, internet,
water and electricity supply. The majority of previous studies illustrate the importance of a trustworthy and effective collaboration between the state and businesses
on economic growth and firm performance (Kormendi and Meguire 1985; Knack
and Keefer 1995; Rodrik et al. 2004; Giovanis and Ozdamar 2018a, b). However,
the countries of MENA region are also characterized by high levels of informality,
which is the part of the economy that neither taxed nor regulated or monitored by
the government and public authorities. The study by Elgin and Erturk (2019) presents a detailed and comprehensive literature review analysis about the determinants
of informality and they found that apart from taxes and labor market indicators;
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institutional quality is one of the most important factors that may increase the intensity of informality in the economy. Institutional quality includes political instability, law enforcement, corruption and bureaucratic quality, which are explored in this
study. At the macro level earlier studies found also a positive impact of the Information and Communication Technology (ICT) on Total Factor Productivity (TFP)
growth. For instance, Hawash and Lang (2020) using panel data for 76 developing
countries over the period 1991 to 2014 found that countries with relatively high
intensity of ICT, experience an annual increase in the TFP growth by 0.1 to 0.3
percent compared with countries with modest investment in ICT. This indicates that
infrastructure plays a major role on the firm performance and economic growth.
Following the macro-level evidence, numerous studies have explored the factors of firm performance, including employment growth, using micro-data level
analyses. Earlier literature exploited administrative business-level data on employment dynamics and the job creation and destruction flows focusing mainly in the
USA. One of the first studies is by Davis et al. (1993) who investigated US firms
in the manufacturing sector during the period 1972 to 1988. Their study shows that
the most newly-created and newly-destroyed jobs are accounted by large firms and
plants and the survival rates for the new and existing jobs are increased with the firm
size. Furthermore, the authors found that smaller firms and plants exhibit higher
gross job creation rates, but not higher net job rates. The seminal works by Dunne
et al. (1989), Davis and Haltiwanger (1990, 1999) and Davis et al. (1998) found that
job creation and destruction occur simultaneously and the job reallocation shows
systematic patterns over the business cycle, which reallocation is defined as the sum
of the absolute values of job creation and destruction. Various concluding remarks
are derived from previous studies. Lotti et al. (2003) and Hijzen et al. (2010) found
that the “Gibrat’s Law” is violated (Gibrat 1931), since their results support a negative relationship between firm size and growth. However, Haltiwanger et al. (2013)
found an insignificant relationship between size and growth when the regressions
control for firm age. Bartelsman et al. (2019) using firm-level data from 10 European countries during the period 2002–2010 found that ICT and broadband usage
are better predictors of productivity than product innovation, indicating that SBRs
should focus on investments related to ICT and broadband services.
Another field of literature focuses on the cyclicality of employment by different
types of firms. A number of studies found that the small firms respond more to monetary and financial shocks (Gertler and Gilchrist 1994; Sharpe 1994), while Moscarini and Postel-Vinay (2012) show that the employment in the large firms is more
related to unemployment rates changes than in the small firms. Furthermore, according to Beck et al. (2005a) young and small firms contribute mostly to the new job
creation. For instance, Decker et al. (2014) found that even though the rate of new
entry and exit of firms has fallen during the period 1980–2011 in the USA, a large
proportion of the net job creation was actually crated by the minority of the new
firms that have succeeded and grew. Newborn firms can contribute significantly to
innovation fostering and improved efficiency in the developing countries (Goedhuys
and Sleuwaegen 2010).
Cravo et al. (2018) used a unique monthly linked employer–employee dataset to
explore the cyclicality of employment in firms at the manufacturing sector in Brazil
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over the period 2000–2014. The main conclusion of the study is that the relationship
between productivity, wages and employment size are not strong as it was suggested
by other studies. Furthermore, their findings show that high-productivity firms are
proportionally destroying more jobs during recessions and create more in booming and expansion periods. Furthermore, researchers have addressed that access to
finance and credit is an important factor for the employment growth, which is also
strongly related to our study, since it is one of the main component of the SBRs
explored. In particular, Fort et al. (2013) argue that younger firms have less exposure
to financial and credit markets and rely heavily on personal financial sources. Studies exploring the relationship between firm size, age and credit in the USA following
the great recession of 2007–2008, suggest that under extreme credit lunch conditions, financial constraints are more binding to small, younger and low wage firms
(Moscarini and Postel-Vinay 2016; Haltiwanger et al. 2018).
A number of studies have explored the determinants of job creation rates in the
MENA region countries. Arouri et al. (2016), investigated the impact of regulation
and fiscal policies on job creation outcomes for small and young firms in Tunisia
during the period 1996–2010. The authors found that small and newborn firms
create more jobs; however, the Tunisian economy is struggling from fundamental
issues, such as structural unemployment and the inability to absorb the unemployed
youth. Furthermore, the majority of the firms is active on the traditional sectors and
not technological start-ups with high productivity, leading to increase of employment for unskilled workers. Thus, educated people are less likely to find a job,
resulting to a decrease of productivity in the long-run and weakening the dynamics of the job creation. These findings confirm also the concluding remarks derived
in the studies by Bartelsman et al. (2019) and Hawash and Lang (2020) discussed
earlier, highlighting that ICT, which can be part of the technological start-up business, can have a considerable positive impact on productivity and economic growth.
McArthur and Teal (2002) conducted a micro-data level analysis to explore the
impact of corruption on firm performance in 27 African economies using data from
the Africa Competitiveness Report in 2000–2001. Their results show that firms paying for bribes are more likely to report a lower level of output per worker by 20 percent compared to firms that do not pay.
Industrial policies, government expenditures and investment on infrastructure are
important factors of SBRs and economic growth. For instance, Ferraz et al. (2015)
examined the role of government procurement contracts on the economic growth
in Brazil. More specifically, the authors explored whether firms that bid and win
those contracts are more likely to grow further compared to firms that do not win.
A unique dataset that links employees and employers over the period 2004–2010 is
used and it is found that at least one contract raises the firm’s growth in a given quarter by 2.2 percentage point. Furthermore, the 93 percent of the new jobs is coming
from either the informal sector or from unemployment. Furthermore, Ferraz et al.
(2015) address in their study the issues related to credit constraints young and small
firms are facing and how policies removing those barriers may allow firms to grow.
Similarly, the studies by Dollar et al. (2003), Subramanian et al. (2005), Fajnzylber et al. (2009) and Hansen et al. (2009) show that effective SRBs and an efficient business and investment climate are major factors of economic growth. For
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example, Dollar et al. (2003) using data from the World Bank for firms in Bangladesh, China, India and Pakistan explored the relationship between firm performance
and investment climate. In particular, they proxied the investment climate by the
time spent with government bureaucracy, days required to set up a phone line and
to clear customs for imports–exports, and sales which are lost due to power outages.
Their main concluding remark is that returns on wages and profit are significantly
higher when the investment climate and infrastructure perform well. Fajnzylber et al.
(2009) employed data for Mexican firms and explored the effect of the government
support on the probability of business survival, where government support includes
training programs, tax credits and access to finance and credits. Even though their
results suggest an overall insignificant impact on firm profitability, access to credit is
an important determinant of the firm performance. In a similar fashion, Hansen et al.
(2009) show that an effective business and investment climate, which is expressed
by support for start-up firms in Vietnam, increase the economic growth, while Subramanian et al. (2005) found that an ineffective investment climate and poor interactions between the state and businesses have adverse effects on total factor productivity of firms in Brazil and China. Goedhuys et al. (2016) examined also the
impact of corruption on firm growth and innovation using a sample of 2897 firms
in Egypt and 592 in Tunisia derived from the World Bank Enterprise Surveys over
the period 2013–2014. The authors confirm the negative effect of corruption on the
firm growth, the trust in the government leading to disinvestments and leaks in the
national welfare.
The most related study to ours, is the report by Amin et al. (2016) who found
that political instability, corruption, inadequate electricity supply and constraints
to access to finance are negatively related to firm performance. More specifically,
the authors explored the role of SBRs on labor productivity, sales and employment
growth in eight MENA countries during the period 2008–2013, and they identified
political instability, electricity supply and corruption as the three main obstacles in
SBRs. However, their analysis is limited to graphical representations and correlation analysis showing that the majority of the respondents stated the above mentioned obstacles as the main drivers of low firm performance. Therefore, our analysis moves one step further, as it aims to establish a quantitative relationship between
SBRs and job creation. Political instability and electricity supply are two main
obstacles in the SBRs and economic growth. For example, the conflict in the republic of Yemen in 2011–2012 has had a strong impact on power supply, where entire
cities have been without electricity for months, compounded by bombing campaigns
that have destroyed existing power grids. According to Stone et al. (2012), the 90%
of the firms in 2012 reported that their businesses lost their power due to the conflict, a number which definitely was not improved in the midst of the upheaval. On
the other hand, the energy demand in Egypt has past the capacity in 2013, and it was
growing by 6% per annum, due to a growing population and energy-intensive investments followed by massive and repeated power outages (World Bank 2013).
Furthermore, Sabry (2019) explored the role of the SBRs in the MENA region
and the post-Arab Spring period. The author divided the countries into four categories based on their development following the Arab Spring, and more specifically, in
Gulf; militarizing; liberalizing and civil war states. The analysis is based on an OLS
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multivariate panel regression over the period 1995–2017 and the sample includes
firms from 18 MENA countries. However, the SBRs explored are quite different, as
the author used four modes of SBRs and in particular, predation, which refers to the
situation where state officials misuse their power and control over resources in order
to gain benefits and increase their wealth (Evans 2012), and state capture, where
influential and powerful businessmen shape regulations and laws matching their
interests (Adly 2009). The third measure of SBRs is the cronyism, which refers to
preferential treatments between officials and politically connected business persons
that target to achieve extraordinary returns (Mazumdar 2008). The last measure is
collaborative governance, which is a type of a collective public–private governance,
aiming to create rules and laws regulating the provision of public goods (Ansell and
Gash 2007). Nevertheless, the main outcomes of interest differ from our study, as
the main outcomes explored include the GDP growth, industrial labor productivity, innovation and the private investment share. Overall, the findings support that
effective and formal SBRs can encourage growth. However, we can argue that those
outcomes can drive employment growth, thus, the paper by Sabry (2019) is related
to the objectives of the current study.

3 Methodology and data
3.1 Job flows
In this section, we describe the main outcomes of interest and in particular the job
flows employed in the study (Davis and Haltiwanger 1990, 1992; Aga et al. 2015).
While the main outcome of interest is the net job creation rate, we also aim to
explore the role of SBRs and other factors on the gross job creation and destruction rates, since these factors may not have the similar impact on gross and net job
creation rates (Hallak and Harasztosi 2019). In order to find the net job creation
rates, we need to follow the next steps. First, we define the following variables: the
number of Units (I) which is the number of active units in a cell c, such as young
and small-medium firms. The second variable used is the employment (E), which is
defined as the sum of employment across all firms in a cell c as:
∑I
E
Ect =
(1)
i=1 it
where i refers to firm and t to time-year. The first two measures we explore is the
job creation and destruction rates. In particular, gross job creation is the sum of the
expanding and new establishments within a sector, while the gross job destruction is
derived by the sum of employment losses at shrinking establishments within a sector. The job creation rate (JCR) over the average employment in the 2-year period is:
∑I
(Ei,t − Ei,t−1 )
, for (Ei,t > Ei,t−1 )
JCRct = i=1
(2)
0.5 ⋅ (Ec,t + Ect−1 )
Similarly, the gross job destruction rate (JDR) is defined as:
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�∑
�
I
�
�
� (Ei,t − Ei,t−1 )�
�i=1
�
�,
JDRct = �
0.5 ⋅ (Ec,t + Ect−1 )

for (Ei,t < Ei,t−1 )

(3)

Next we take the difference of (2–3) to calculate the net job creation rate (NJCR)
and it will be:

NJCRct = JCRct − JDRct

(4)

3.2 Main empirical framework
The general regression for the job flows takes the following form:

Yk,j,t = 𝛽0 + 𝛽1 SBRk,j,t + 𝛽 � Xk,j,t + 𝜇k + lj + 𝜃t + 𝜀k,j,t

(5)

Y denotes the outcome of interest, which includes the job creation and destruction rates and the net employment growth for industry k, in district-governorate j and
time t. SBR denotes the obstacle each of the state-business relation explored and X
is a vector of standard control variables, which are discussed below. Set μk controls
for fixed-industry effects, set lj denotes the district-governorate fixed effects, and θt
is the time-fixed effects, while ε is the error term. Following earlier studies, in vector
X we include various firm characteristics to explore their relationship to the main
outcomes and these are reported in Table 1. SBR is a dummy variable taking value
100 if the respondent reports that there is a major or very severe obstacle and 0
if it is moderate, minor or there is no obstacle, therefore the estimated coefficients
should be interpreted as percentages.
Next we discuss the control variables included in the regression analysis, which
are chosen based on the data availability and earlier studies. The first two variables
refer to firm size and age expressed respectively as the logarithm of the total number
of full-time permanent employment and the number of years the establishment has
been in operation. Regarding the firm size an issue is that we are unable to capture
precisely the firm size given the fact that it can be a part of another firm. Nevertheless, we control for this, as we discuss later. Moreover, we include a quadratic term
in firm size and age following the studies by Jovanovic (1982), Evans (1987a, b) and
Lawless (2014). The quadratic term in firm size will allow us to explore Gibrat’s
law where the size and growth are independent. Therefore, based on the earlier literature the relationship between job flows and firm size can be mixed. However, we
aim to explore whether there is a quadratic relationship, implying that the firm size
can be positively correlated with job creation, but the rate of job creation declines.
Regarding firm age, Lawless (2014) explored different age groups where an inverse
relationship between employment growth and lagged size for the young firms was
found, but this declines in magnitude when they implemented the analysis separately
for older age groups. For this reason, we include also the quadratic terms in firm size
and age to explore whether the size or age matter and whether a firm has reached a
mature state.
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Description

Logarithm of total number of employment in year t

Logarithm of the number of years that the firm has been in opera- Region
tion

A dummy taking value 1 if there is female participation in owner- SBRs
ship

Log (size)

Log (age)

Female ownership

A dummy taking value 1 if firm exports at least 10% of its annual
sales

Description

Average percent of firms paying for security

Average percent of firms with loan-credit

IV2

IV3

Average percent of firms identifying access to finance as a major
constraint

IV1

IV11

IV10

Average percent of firms competing against unregistered or informal firms

Average percent of firms identifying electricity as a major constraint

Average percent of firms identifying transportation as a major
constraint

A dummy taking value 1 if firm has at least 10% foreign ownership

Foreign ownership

IV9

The International Standard Industrial Classification of all Economic Activities (ISIC). A categorical variable which classifies
the firms according to their activity

ISIC

Annual labor productivity growth is measured by a percentage
change in labor productivity which is the sales divided by the
number of full-time permanent workers

Labor productivity

Panel B: instrumental variables

Dummy indicating whether the firm is operating in manufacturing
or services sector

Sector

Quality certification A dummy taking value 1 if the establishment has an internationally-recognized quality certification

State-Business Relations indicating the obstacle e.g. of access to
finance and credit, electricity, corruption, political instability, tax
rates and others. It takes value 1 if the obstacle is major or very
severe and 0 if it is moderate or there is no obstacle

Sampling region

Legal status A categorical variable indicating the legal status of the firm 1 for
Shareholding company with shares traded; 2 for Shareholding
company with shares non-traded; 3 for Sole proprietorship; 4 for
Partnership and 5 for Limited Partnership

The outcomes refer to the variable described in the methodology
section, including job creation, destruction and net job creation
and their rates

Exporter

Variable

Job flow

Panel A: main outcomes and independent variables

Variable

Table 1  Variables and descriptions

Eurasian Business Review
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Description

Average percent of firms identifying crime, theft and disorder as
a major constraint

Average percent of firms experiencing losses due to theft and
vandalism

Average percent of firms that were visited or required to meet
with tax officials

Average percent of firms identifying tax administration as a
major constraint

Average percent of firms identifying corruption as a major
constraint

Variable

IV4

IV5

IV6

IV7

IV8

Table 1  (continued)
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IV16

IV15

IV14

IV13

IV12

Variable

“This questionnaire was completed in” and the possible answers
include a) One visit in face-to-face interview with one person; b)
One visit in face-to-face interview with different managers/staff
and c) Several visits

Accuracy of responses to questions regarding figures with the
possible answers a) Are taken directly from the establishment’s
records; b) Are estimates computed with some precision; c) Are
arbitrary and unreliable numbers and d) Some cases in books and
some from estimates

It is my perception that the responses to the questions regarding
opinions and perceptions are, and the possible answers include a)
Truthful; b) Somewhat Truthful and c) Not truthful

Average percent of firms experiencing electrical outages

Average percent of firms formally registered when they started the
operations

Description

Eurasian Business Review

Eurasian Business Review

Another interesting variable is the gender of the ownership. Previous studies
found that women are more risk averse and more likely to invest in activities with
lower risk than men (Croson and Gneezy 2009; Faccio et al. 2016). As before,
this literature refers to the firm growth and exiting rates, but since we analyze the
employment growth and job creation, this variable can be strongly related to our
topic. Thus, our assumption is that female ownership will be positively correlated
with the job creation. The variable is reported in Table 1 and it takes value 1 if
there is at least one female owner and 0 otherwise. However, one main drawback
of this determinant is that we have not got information on the number of female
owners, but the question records only the case whether at least one of the firm
owners is female or not.
Based on the data availability and information recorded on the World Bank ES,
Labor productivity is measured as the sales divided by the full-time employees.
The hypothesis lies in the fact that labor productivity has a positive impact on
firm financial performance, economic growth, attracting more people and creating more jobs (Kazuya 2009; Wu 2013).
The next two factors explored are whether the firm is an exporter and whether
the establishment is granted with an international certification of quality. In terms
of the link between job creation and export expansion, earlier studies found that
increase in exports can lead to higher levels of derived labor demand, especially
for the transition and developing economies, such as Egypt and Turkey. One
explanation justifying this relationship lies in the fact that exports in those countries are labor intensive, including agriculture and foods, furniture, apparel, footwear and textiles (Vu et al. 2013, 2016; Kien 2015). In other words, these economies rely on an export promotion that exploits the comparative advantages of
producing labor-intensive goods. On the other hand, this may not necessarily hold
for the industrial and developed economies that are more technologically and
capital intensive; however, this is out of the current study’s topic. Hence, expansion of exports may become an important determinant of employment growth.
In line with this, we explore also whether the manufacturing sector creates more
jobs than firms in the services sector. According to Table 1, this variable obtains
value 1 if the firm exports at least the 10% off its annual sales. While on the one
hand, we may support the argument that manufacturing sector creates more jobs
due to export expansion, on the other hand, services may contribute more to job
growth, given the fact that developing economies have expanded also the services
sector over the last decades.
Regarding the accreditation of an international quality certificate, such as the
International Organization for Standardization (ISO) 9001, the variable takes value
1 if the firm has been accredited with such a certificate and 0 otherwise. The main
hypothesis is a positive role of quality certification on firm performance, costs savings, improvement of customers’ satisfaction, increase in productivity and job
growth. In particular, the literature suggests that firms adopting quality management
schemes may address risks, preventing potential production failures and improving their performance, bringing benefits to the firms that implies expansion of their
operations increasing the labor demand (Corbett et al. 2002; Naveh and Marcus
2005; Lafuente et al. 2010; Ullah et al. 2014).
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Firm’s ownership is another variable and is defined by a dummy taking value 1 if
the establishment has at least 10 percent foreign ownership. The nature of the firm’s
foreign-ownership has been explored in earlier studies (Bernard and Sjöholm 2003;
Baldwin and Yan 2011; Gelübcke and Wagner 2012). These studies used this variable based on the assumption that foreign-owned firms could face lower probabilities
and risk of exit due to international links, economies of scales, access to information
and markets and possible favors in terms of tax treatment. Moreover, these firms
are more likely to export the goods, and based on the previous assumption, foreign
ownership is more likely to be positively associated with job creation. On the other
hand, also foreign-owned firms may face problems related to lack of knowledge of
the local market and culture.
Other control variables include the region showing the regional units, such as
North Upper Egypt, or Southern Upper Egypt for Egypt and Marmara, Aegean,
Mediterranean, Central Anatolia and Black Sea region for Turkey and so forth; and
the legal status of the firm, which is a categorical variable indicating the structure of
the firm, such as whether its shares are traded or non-traded in the stock market or
whether is partnership or limited partnership.
3.3 Data
The analysis relies on data derived from the Enterprise Surveys (ES) provided by
the World Bank.1 The surveys are stratified by firm size, industry and geographical
location, which shows that the sample could be quite representative. The sample is
3557 firms in Egypt and 2496 firms in Turkey and the main period of analysis is the
years of 2008 and 2013. We should notice that these surveys include also the panel
component where the same firms are followed in two years. Nevertheless, we follow the strategy of earlier studies and we make use of the full cross section surveys,
including both panel and non-panel component, which provides us the possibility to
view and follow a comparative analysis of the trends across the two economies (Aga
et al. 2015).
The World Bank (ES) cover many topics followed by a core questionnaire that
allows us to make a comparative analysis across firms, sectors, countries and years.
The core questionnaire contains questions answered by the business owners and
high ranked managers providing objective, but also subjective information about
the business environment. More specifically, the subjective questions refer to evaluations about the severity of obstacles that firms face. The interviewers ask firms to
rank 15 components of the business environment, indicating which one presents the
largest obstacle and to rank them on a scale of 1–5, with 1 being no obstacle and 5
being a severe obstacle.
In Figs. 1 and 2, we illustrate the major obstacles in SBRs respectively in Egypt
and Turkey. The reason of presenting those figures is that we aim to examine the
impact of the most significant SBR separately to be able to disentangle their effects.

1

Enterprise Surveys (https://www.enterprisesurveys.org), The World Bank.
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Fig. 1  Major obstacles in SBRs for Egypt

Fig. 2  Major obstacles in SBRs for Turkey
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The figures are based on proportions about how the respondents evaluate the obstacles and which ones affect mostly the operation of the establishment. While we
could include them in one regression, this could create problems with multicollinearity which will not allow us to explore the actual impact and unable to disentangle
their effects. On the other hand, we could create an index using all the 15 obstacles
within a factor or principal component analysis. However, we are not interested on
the effect of the SBRs in total, but we aim to explore individually the impact of the
major obstacles in SBRs, so creating an aggregated index will not be useful to our
analysis.
In Fig. 1, we observe that the major obstacles affecting the operations of the
establishment include the access to finance and credit, electricity, corruption and
political instability. Even though the corruption is dropped in 2013, it still remains
one of the most important obstacles in SBRs in Egypt. Furthermore, we show that
inadequate education has presented a dramatic reduction in 2013 and hence, we
will exclude it from the analysis. On the other hand, there is a very large increase
in the proportion of firms reporting that political instability is the most important
obstacle to business activities, reflecting the Arab spring and the Egyptian Revolution of 2011 along with the relevant protests and uprisings followed during this
period. Thus, we will limit our analysis to the four most important obstacles mentioned above. Based on Fig. 1, the 9% of the firms in 2008 report access to credit
and finance as a very severe or major obstacle, increasing at 11% in 2013. Political
instability illustrates the higher proportion as the major obstacle in SBRs and the
highest increase from 19% in 2008 to 49% in 2013. Corruption reduced by 2 percentage points between 2008 and 2013, and in particular, from 9 to 7%, while the
proportion of the respondents reporting electricity supply is a major or very severe
obstacle increased from 5 percent in 2008 to almost 10 percent in 2013. We should
notice that SBRs are illustrated by row. For instance, the first bar in Fig. 1 and year
2008 refers to access to finance, the second bar refers to access to land, the third bar
refers to courts and so forth.
Similarly, in Fig. 2 we observe that the major obstacles in SBRs in Turkey is the
access to finance and credit; inadequate education; political instability; practices of
competitors in the informal sector and tax rates. Nevertheless, we observe a large
reduction in 2013 for the obstacle related to access to finance, inadequate education and political instability, but a large increase in tax rates and competition from
firms operating in the informal sector. Also, we note an increase in corruption and
electricity. Even though the reduction in access to finance and political instability
has been noted, we will explore them as they remain two of the four most important
obstacles in 2013. Additionally, we will explore the tax rates and competition from
the informal sector. In particular, according to Fig. 2, the 25 percent of the respondents reported that there are major or severe obstacles to access to finance and credit
in 2008 and reduced at 11 percent in 2013. Political instability reduced from 17 percent in 2008 to 13 percent in 2013. On the other hand, informal sector competition
increased from 14 percent in 2008 to 19 percent in 2013, while tax rates presented
an increase of 9 percentage points between 2008 and 2013, from 18 to 27 percent.
Following Aga et al. (2015) in order to yield accurate population estimates for
the main parameters of interest in the empirical work of this study, we account
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Table 2  Job flow rates by sector

Sector

Gross job creation rate (%)

Panel A: Egypt

Net job
creation rate
(%)

All

3.896

4.008

− 0.034

Manufacturing

5.221

5.202

0.019

Services

0.584

0.677

− 0.092

Panel B: Turkey

Table 3  Job flow rates by firm
size

Gross job
destruction rate
(%)

All

2.443

2.528

− 0.085

Manufacturing

2.840

2.741

0.099

Services

0.984

1.137

− 0.152

Firm size

Gross job creation rate (%)

Panel A: Egypt

Gross job destruction rate (%)

Net job
creation rate
(%)

5–19

7.534

8.756

− 1.222

20–99

8.582

9.564

− 0.982

+ 100

9.459

8.127

1.332

5–19

2.369

2.373

− 0.004

20–99

2.739

2.710

0.029

+ 100

2.915

2.895

0.020

Panel B: Turkey

for sampling weight in both descriptive statistics presented in this section, and in
the regression analysis illustrated in the empirical results section. In Table 2 we
report the job flow rates by firms in the services and manufacturing sector, while
in Table 3 we present the flow rate by firm size. We observe similarities between
the two economies, as the net job flows are positive in the manufacturing sector,
and they become negative in the services sector and the total economy. In Table 3
we observe that large firms in Egypt create more jobs and more specifically firms
with more than 100 employees, while small-medium enterprises destroy more
jobs than they create. On the other hand, in Turkey we show that only the small
firms with less than 20 employees create less jobs, while firms with more than 19
employees present a positive net job creation rate, even though this is relatively
low.
In Table 4 we report the summary statistics using sampling weights for the
main control variables. The purpose of presenting the descriptive statistics is
not only to highlight the similarities, but most importantly to identify the differences that characterize the firms across the two economies explored. Regarding
firm size and age we observe that the averages are very close to both economies,
where the average number of employees is 88 and the average age is 21 in Egypt,
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Standard deviation

23.148

0.301

0.316

Firm age

Female ownership

Quality certification

0.465

0.458

12.249

143.367

Average

109.991

Firm size

Variable

Panel B: Turkey

0.245

0.316

0.062

0.102

Female ownership

Quality certification

108.338

Standard deviation

15.597

88.554

Average

21.101

Firm age

Firm size

Panel A: Egypt

Variable

Table 4  Descriptive statistics for the control variables

0

0

1

1

0

0

1

5

Min

1

1

90

3,200

1

1

133

4,000

Max

Exporter (%)

Foreign ownership (%)

Labor productivity (%)

Variable

Exporter

Foreign ownership

Labor productivity (%)

Variable

0.2033

0.0436

4.787

Average

0.1393

0.0649

− 2.495

Average

0.4025

0.2043

27.883

Standard deviation

0.3463

0.2281

28.504

Standard deviation

0

0

− 99.827

0

0

− 99.111

Min

1

1

99.989

1

1

99.837

Max
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while the respective values in Turkey are 110 employees and 23 years. However,
the rest of the variables present large differences between the two countries. For
instance, the female ownership in Egypt is only 6.2 percent, while the percentage in Turkey reaches the 30 percent. This shows that female entrepreneurship is
more common in Turkey, while women in Egypt have rather less opportunities to
establish or take part to business activities. Regarding the international quality
certification only the 10.2 percent of the sample has been accredited with it in
Egypt compared with the 31.5 percent in Turkey. Also, differences are observed
in the firms defined as exporters which is 14 percent in Egypt compared to 20
percent in Turkey. These statistics illustrate the openness of the firms, which is
significantly higher in Turkey. Moreover, the average labor productivity in Egypt
is negative at -3 percent, while in Turkey is positive and equal at 4.8 percent.
3.4 Endogeneity and instrumental variables (IV) approach
We should notice that our main variable of interest, which is the SBRs, may be
endogenous to firm growth implying the coefficients derived by the effect of regression (5) would be invalid. The three main courses of endogeneity include the omitted variables bias, self-statement and perception about the obstacles and reverse
causality. Regarding the first source of the endogeneity issue, and the omitted variable bias, it is unclear if effective SBRs are random. For instance, firms operating in
specific sectors, industries and locations may face higher obstacles, such as bribing,
corruption and utilities supply, including electricity, water, energy and transportation. Moreover, two firms operating in the same sector or industry, they may need
to pay different amounts in bribes and face different degrees of corruption, but also
the impact of obstacles in access to finance and credit, tax rates, electricity supply
and competition from the informal sector on their growth may vary. Hence, SBRs
can be endogenous, because firms may choose to locate in cities and areas with better investment climate and lower obstacles in SBRs. These differences may be correlated with unobservable characteristics influencing the growth trajectory and job
creation of the firms.
Regarding the second source of the endogeneity issue, some managers may report
obstacles that are actually overestimated or underestimated, or there could be cases
where some inefficient firms may overstate the constraints and obstacles that they
actually face (Beck et al. 2005a; Carlin et al. 2006). Therefore, SBRs may be endogenous either because of measurement error due to perception, but also because of
possible reverse causality between SBRs and the outcomes of interest explored in
the study. In particular, while SBRs may affect job flows, we can argue that also
employment growth may have an impact on the quality of SBRs.
Even though we may reduce the endogeneity issue by employing the panel dataset, aiming to remove time-invariant location-region, and industry characteristics,
we also implement the Two-Stage Least Squares (2SLS) method and we use two
sets of instrumental variables for SBRs which are available in the ES. More specifically, we employ 16 instruments reported in Table 1, where we classify the first 13
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variables into the first set, and the second set includes 3 variables, which refer to the
interviewer’s evaluation.
For the first set of instruments used we follow similar procedures from earlier
studies (Dollar et al. 2005, 2006; Escribano and Guasch 2005; Commander and
Svejnar 2007; Fisman and Svensson 2007; Dethier et al. 2010; Şeker 2011; Aterido
et al. 2011; Şeker and Yang 2014), which is the average percentage of the variables
reported in Table 1 by industry-sector-location. The justification of the underlying
validity of the instruments at industry-sector-location averages lies on the fact that
the firms apart from their characteristics are also dependent on government services,
public infrastructure, location, sector and industry factors, which are presented in
panel A of Table 1. This setting allows for a correlation between SBRs and the
industry-sector-location averages, but they should be however, uncorrelated with
unobservables that may be correlated with job flows (Collins et al. 2009).
Hence, in order to address the endogeneity issue coming from the reverse causality between the outcomes and the factors of main interest-SBRS-we assume that
obstacles in SBRs are determined by the underlying characteristics of the specific
location and industry-sector of the firm. It is assumed that the average percentages of the variables for a sample of firms belonging to the industry-sector-location
group, is representative for the firms in that group and for each firm the cluster average excludes the individual obstacles in SBRs. Hence, while local conditions of the
SBRs at the industry-sector-location can explain the variation on the job flows of
the firms, the employment growth of an individual firm will have no impact on the
industry-sector-location average of the variables IV1-IV13 in panel B of Table 1.
The second set includes the variables IV14-IV16 in panel B of Table 1. In particular, the first variable is completed by the interviewer and the question is “It is my
perception that the responses to the questions regarding opinions and perceptions
are”, and the possible answers include (a) Truthful; (b) Somewhat Truthful and (c)
Not truthful. The second variable answers to the question “Accuracy of responses to
questions regarding figures” with the possible answers (a) Are taken directly from
the establishment’s records; (b) Are estimates computed with some precision; (c)
Are arbitrary and unreliable numbers and (d) Some cases in books and some from
estimates. The third variable answers to the question “This questionnaire was completed in” and the possible answers include (a) One visit in face-to-face interview
with one person; (b) One visit in face-to-face interview with different managers/staff
and (c) Several visits.
Our suggestion of using these three categorical variables lies in the argument that
they are correlated with the state-business perceptions and cannot directly affect the
outcomes of interest. About the first two variables, even though the state-business
relations can have an impact on firm’s performance, the judgment and perception of
the interviewer cannot affect them, but it may have a correlation with the reliability
of the individual’s response. In a similar study, Cojocaru (2012) uses the interviewer’s assessment and perception as an instrumental variable to rank each household’s
well-being and the results remain robust. Therefore, we argue that these instruments
can be correlated with the obstacles in the SBRs, but cannot influence the outcomes
of main interest-job flows. The third variable can be also a candidate instrument, as
the perception about obstacles and state-business relation may vary depending on
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whether the questions are replied by the same or a different person, but even by the
same person across several visits. This will also be confirmed by our 2SLS estimates
where the endogeneity hypothesis is rejected; implying that conditioning on these
variables there is no correlation between the instruments, outcomes and the error
term. Furthermore, in all cases we reject the null hypothesis that instruments are
weak.

4 Empirical results
4.1 Main results
According to Tables 5, 6, the first major and common obstacle in the SBRs across
Egypt and Turkey is the access to finance and the second is the political instability. The remained two obstacles differ, as in Egypt is the electricity and corruption,
while for Turkey is the tax rates and practices of competitors in the informal sector. Obstacles regarding the firms’ access to finance and also corruption allow large
firms to be unfairly subsidized and small firms more “taxed” creating less jobs in
the economy. Large firms in both countries have not actually grown in the process
and therefore have not created more jobs, but are born large and are results of the
privatization process of public and state-owned firms, including supply of power,
post offices, telecommunications and transportation (Şeker and Correa 2010; World
Bank 2014). These obstacles are more common to small-medium firms making them
unable to compete with the old and large privileged firms. Constraints to access to
finance and political instability have a negative impact on the net job creation rates
in both countries, while the 2SLS coefficients are higher indicating that OLS may
underestimate the real effect of these obstacles. Furthermore, we find a positive and
significant coefficient in the gross job destruction rate in Egypt, indicating that firms
facing severe and major obstacles in access to finance are more likely to destroy
more jobs compared to those reported moderate or no obstacles. On the other hand,
the coefficient is insignificant for Turkey.
Previous studies confirm that constraints about access to finance are reported
more frequently to small-medium firms and have less access to formal sources of
external finance (Beck et al. 2005b; Beck and Demirguc-Kunt 2006). This can be
explained by poorly developed capital markets, but also by the corruption that favors
mainly the large and privileged firms and isolate the small firms that are in more
need of financing their operations. These limitations have a negative impact on
firm’s performance, including financial performance and sales and thus, an overall
negative effect on employment growth (Klapper et al. 2006).
In line with limitations and constraints on access to finance we observe also
that the competition from firms in the informal sector is another major obstacle
of SBRs in Turkey. This can be also a result of the related constraints to finance
and credit that forbid the firms in the formal sector to employ more workers. This
is also connected with the tax rates, which is a major constraint in Turkey. More
specifically, high tax corporate taxes will create obstacles to firms, and especially
the small firms that are in more need for finance and capital, allowing workplaces
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DV: gross job creation
rate

OLS

2.2266*
(1.2338)
− 3.6464***
(1.1775)

1.6815**
(0.7155)

− 0.1786**
(0.0823)

1.5272** (0.7234)

− 0.2881*
(0.1512)

0.0112*
(0.0059)

− 0.2027
(0.4881)

0.3427
(0.6064)

0.0092
(0.0073)

0.0022
(0.0065)

Log of firm size

Log of firm size squared

Log of firm age

Log of firm age squared

Labor productivity

Is one of the owners
female? (yes)

Has the firm granted with
international certification of quality? (yes)

Foreign ownership (yes)

Exporter (yes)

0.0057
(0.0082)

− 0.0037
(0.0098)

− 0.0048
(0.0085)

1.2153***
(0.3928)

− 6.5622***
(2.3812)

0.3390*
(0.1827)

− 2.3127*
(1.2459)

− 0.0321**
(0.0142)

0.0182*
(0.0102)

DV: gross job
destruction
rate

Business-government
relations (major and
severe obstacle)

Panel A: access to finance and credit

Coefficients

Table 5  Job flows regressions in Egypt

0.0044*
(0.0024)

0.0008
(0.0011)

0.3106*
(0.1623)

− 0.0294 (0.0867)

0.0033*
(0.0017)

− 0.0112
(0.0303)

0.0309
(0.0842)

− 0.0254*
(0.0148)

0.1575*
(0.0814)

− 0.0157**
(0.0068)

0.0021
(0.0062)

0.0097
(0.0075)

0.3737
(0.5470)

− 0.2089
(0.4905)

0.0115*
(0.0063)

− 0.2813*
(0.1475)

1.5535** (0.7194)

− 0.1829**
(0.0782)

1.7422**
(0.8162)

− 0.0523***
(0.0184)

DV: net job creation rate DV: gross job creation
rate

2SLS

0.0048
(0.0093)

− 0.0042
(0.0102)

− 3.8339**
(1.6887)

1.9827*
(1.1337)

− 0.0038
(0.0092)

1.3772***
(0.4416)

− 6.8266***
(2.3413)

0.3083*
(0.1625)

− 2.3908*
(1.2422)

0.0203*
(0.0111)

DV: gross job
destruction rate

0.0038***
(0.0012)

0.0011
(0.0014)

0.3117*
(0.1665)

− 0.0255
(0.0782)

0.0027*
(0.0015)

− 0.0109
(0.0297)

0.0317
(0.0715)

− 0.0309*
(0.0168)

0.1627*
(0.0852)

− 0.0191**
(0.0085)

DV: net job creation rate
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− 0.0088*
(0.0047)

1069

Business-government
relations (major and
severe obstacle)

No. observations

Panel C: electricity

995

0.0074
(0.0092)
2064

− 0.0038***
(0.0011)

0.1599

2064
0.2356

1059

1059

− 0.0138*
(0.0071)

20.125 [0.1244]

0.2122

995

Hansen J statistics

0.2120

R-squared

− 0.0257***
(0.0104)

14.563 [0.000]

1069

No. observations

− 0.0111**
(0.0051)

0.1858

Kleibergen-Paap F-statistic weak instrument Test

− 0.0138***
(0.0049)

Business-government
relations (major and
severe obstacle)

Panel B: political instability
0.0051
(0.0059)

0.1525

1,059

19.113
[0.1602]

0.2134

2,064

− 2.3621**
(0.9112)

Hansen J statistics

0.1976

R-squared

995

− 0.2849***
(0.0655)

DV: net job creation rate DV: gross job creation
rate

17.821
[0.000]

1,069

No. observations

− 1.9183***
(0.5047)

DV: gross job
destruction
rate

2SLS

Kleibergen-Paap F-statistic weak instrument test

− 2.3476***
(0.7372)

DV: gross job creation
rate

OLS

Services sector (reference
manufacturing)

Coefficients

Table 5  (continued)

16.823
[0.000]

0.1645

2042

− 0.2731**
(0.1150)

DV: net job creation rate

14.282
[0.000]

0.1654

2042

− 0.0147**
(0.0066)

983

0.0141
(0.0224)

2042

− 0.0052**
(0.0022)

10.532 [0.5968] 10.715
[0.5478]

16.112 [0.000]

0.2070

983

0.0101
(0.0132)

15.706 [0.3654] 12.410
[0.4712]

15.228 [0.000]

0.1747

983

− 1.9832***
(0.5724)

DV: gross job
destruction rate
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0.1424

2064
0.2172

1059

0.1796

2042

− 0.0151
(0.0109)

12.567 [0.4633] 9.442
[0.7821]

10.229 [0.0003] 9.841
[0.0025]

0.1832

983

0.0251**
(0.0123)

In panels B-D we include the same control variables with those included in panel A. However, we do not report the estimated coefficients, as the main variable of interest
is the Business-Government Relations. Furthermore, the estimated coefficients are very close with those derived in panel A and present the same statistical significance

Standard errors within brackets, p-values within square brackets, ***, ** and * indicate significance at 1%, 5% and 10% level

19.518 [0.1279]

0.2162

995

− 0.0127
(0.0232)

Hansen J statistic

0.2062

R-squared

− 0.0101
(0.0093)

9.258
[0.0011]

1069

No. observations

0.0185**
(0.0076)

Kleibergen-Paap F-statistic weak instrument test

− 0.0091
(0.0074)

Business-government
relations (major and
severe obstacle)

Panel D: corruption

18.002 [0.1575]

Hansen J statistic

17.271
[0.000]

0.1533

DV: net job creation rate

14.833 [0.3879] 15.765
[0.2667]

0.2192

DV: gross job
destruction rate

17.290 [0.000]

0.2522

DV: net job creation rate DV: gross job creation
rate
0.1806

0.2031

DV: gross job
destruction
rate

2SLS

14.322 [0.000]

0.2015

DV: gross job creation
rate

OLS

Kleibergen-Paap F-statistic weak instrument test

R-squared

Coefficients

Table 5  (continued)
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DV: gross job creation
rate

OLS

− 0.2821
(0.6642)
− 0.9194*
(0.5295)

0.9323*
(0.5271)

− 0.0543
(0.0626)

− 1.6121 (1.2649)

0.2523
(0.2236)

0.0082*
(0.0047)

0.5534**
(0.2258)

0.9492***
(0.2273)

0.0127
(0.0082)

0.0023
(0.0029)

Log of firm size

Log of firm size squared

Log of firm age

Log of firm age squared

Labor productivity

Is one of the owners
female? (yes)

Has the firm granted with
international certification of quality? (yes)

Foreign ownership (yes)

Exporter (yes)

0.0044
(0.0042)

0.0015
(0.0103)

− 0.0111*
(0.0040)

0.0042
(0.0051)

− 0.0312
(0.0283)

− 0.0769
(0.0801)

1.0811*
(0.5629)

− 0.0084*
(0.0044)

0.0119
(0.0078)

DV: gross job
destruction
rate

Business-government
relations (major and
severe obstacle)

Panel A: access to finance and credit

Coefficients

Table 6  Job flows regressions in Turkey

0.0019
(0.0025)

0.0068
(0.0104)

0.0752**
(0.0304)

0.3142** (0.1424)

0.0029**
(0.0013)

0.0059
(0.0284)

− 0.1918
(0.1648)

0.0142
(0.0134)

− 0.0827
(0.1041)

− 0.0054*
(0.0029)

0.0051
(0.0038)

0.0139
(0.0094)

1.0832***
(0.2721)

0.5709**
(0.2528)

0.0069*
(0.0038)

0.2281
(0.2595)

− 1.5286
(1.1463)

− 0.0603
(0.0572)

0.9155*
(0.4942)

− 0.0121*
(0.0063)

DV: net job creation rate DV: gross job creation
rate

2SLS

0.0049
(0.0045)

0.0041
(0.0093)

− 1.0562**
(0.5181)

− 0.2218
(0.5982)

− 0.0119**
(0.0052)

0.00082
(0.0006)

− 0.0245
(0.0335)

− 0.0747
(0.0921)

1.1845*
(0.6438)

0.0151
(0.0105)

DV: gross job
destruction rate

0.0022
(0.0018)

0.0063
(0.0109)

0.0795**
(0.0360)

0.2673**
(0.1242)

0.0024**
(0.0011)

0.00073
(0.0112)

− 0.2591
(0.1805)

0.0149
(0.0141)

− 0.0762
(0.1242)

− 0.0096*
(0.0051)

DV: net job creation rate
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− 0.0075**
(0.0035)

1066

Business-government
relations (major and
severe obstacle)

No. observations

792

Panel C: practices of competitors in the informal sector
0.0049**
(0.0023)
1858

− 0.0029**
(0.0014)

0.1607

1858
0.2803

1032

1032

− 0.0119**
(0.0057)

12.820 [0.5831]

0.3777

792

Hansen J statistic

0.2511

R-squared

− 0.0033
(0.0103)

13.558
[0.000]

1066

No. observations

− 0.0031**
(0.0013)

0.2764

Kleibergen-Paap F-Statistic weak instrument test

− 0.0020
(0.0085)

Business-government
relations (major and
severe obstacle)

Panel B: political instability
0.0331***
(0.0112)

0.1764

1,032

10.346
[0.7184]

0.3591

1,858

− 2.1811***
(0.2908)

Hansen J statistic

0.3131

R-squared

792

− 0.0399
(0.0643)

DV: net job creation rate DV: gross job creation
rate

15.124 [0.000]

1,066

No. observations

− 0.6794***
(0.2610)

DV: gross job
destruction
rate

2SLS

Kleibergen-Paap F-statistic weak instrument test

− 2.1472***
(0.2356)

DV: gross job creation
rate

OLS

Services sector (reference
manufacturing)

Coefficients

Table 6  (continued)

19.228
[0.000]

0.1924

1,794

− 0.0415
(0.0685)

DV: net job creation rate

9.113
[0.0128]

0.1923

1794

− 0.0058**
(0.0026)

762

0.0061**
(0.0028)

1794

− 0.0045*
(0.0023)

19.172 [0.1594] 12.377
[0.5667]

6.462
[0.0542]

0.3542

762

0.0477***
(0.0185)

17.421 [0.2489] 13.115
[0.4891]

13.572 [0.000]

0.3646

762

− 0.6881***
(0.2424)

DV: gross job
destruction rate
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0.1833

1858
0.2659

1032

13.686
[0.4726]

17.053
[0.000]

0.1932

762

− 0.0095**
(0.0041)

15.412
[0.3023]

22.184
[0.000]

0.1521

1794

− 0.0188*
(0.0092)

13.148
[0.5002]

19.275
[0.000]

0.1954

DV: net job creation rate

In panels B-D we include the same control variables with those included in panel A. However, we do not report the estimated coefficients, as the main variable of interest
is the Business-Government Relations. Furthermore, the estimated coefficients are very close with those derived in panel A and present the same statistical significance

Standard errors within brackets, p-values within square brackets, ***, ** and * indicate significance at 1%, 5% and 10% level

12.391 [0.5859]

0.1963

792

− 0.0122**
(0.0055)

Hansen J statistic

0.1527

R-squared

− 0.0151**
(0.0073)

14.294
[0.000]

1066

No. observations

0.0062***
(0.0021)

Kleibergen-Paap F-statistic weak instrument test

− 0.0056**
(0.0026)

Business-government
relations (major and
severe obstacle)

Panel D: tax rates

12.404 [0.5738]

Hansen J statistic

17.824
[0.2207]

0.3858

DV: gross job
destruction rate

15.283 [0.000]

0.1673

DV: net job creation rate DV: gross job creation
rate
0.2837

0.3612

DV: gross job
destruction
rate

2SLS

18.872
[0.000]

0.2792

DV: gross job creation
rate

OLS

Kleibergen-Paap F-statistic weak instrument test

R-Squared

Coefficients

Table 6  (continued)
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in the informal sector to attract more employment. Earlier studies also support
that electricity is a major constraint for the firm growth and therefore an unreliable supply of electricity can have also a significant adverse effect on job creation and growth. orld Bank (2008) finds that expensive, unreliable or unavailable
electricity is a major barrier for firms in Kenya. Similarly, firms in Tanzania and
Liberia recognize unreliable electricity as a major obstacle to firm operations.
Therefore, power outages due to lack of proper infrastructure and also expensive
supply of power will have a negative impact on sales and consequently on job
creation. Power outages in Tanzania cost firms around 15 percent of annual sales,
according to a 2013 survey of 813 firms (Lemma et al. 2016).
For the remained variables in the empirical work, we observe that the results
are significantly different compared to those we found in the case of firms in
Egypt. In particular, firms in Turkey with female owners and accredited with
an international certification of quality present higher gross and net job creation rates, while the relationship between job destruction rates and international
certification of quality is negative. While this study has not discussed so far
any theoretical framework explaining this positive relationship between female
employers and job creation, a survey conducted by EY (2016) among 2,673 entrepreneurs around the globe, reveals some interesting related results. First, it seems
that women lead the job creation stakes who report an average growth rate of
10.9 percent in the next year 2017 compared to the 8.3 percent among the male
entrepreneurs. Furthermore, the 43 percent of the women stated that they hired
more employees than expected in the previous year—2015—compared to the 39
percent of the male entrepreneurs. Another characteristic of the survey’s results
is that the 56 percent of the female entrepreneurs younger than the age of 35
reported a better job creation rate than the expected in 2015, while the 16 percent
expect a 16 percent average increase in the workforce size. The respective values
for the men in the same age brackets are 56 and 13 percent (EY 2016).
We observe that the quadratic term of firm size is significant in firms in Egypt,
while only the linear term is significant in the case of Turkey. According to Table 5,
the linear term of the firm size is positive and significant in job creation and net job
creation rates, but negative regarding job destruction rates. The respective signs of
the quadratic terms are negative and positive. This illustrates an inverted U-shaped
curve for the job creation rates and a U-shaped curve for the job destruction rate,
implying that after some point the employment growth rates reduces, while the job
destruction rates increase. The turning point for the gross job creation rate using both
OLS and 2SLS is around 110 employees. The turning point for the gross job destruction rates is around 30 employees, while for the net job creation rates it becomes
roughly 20 employees. A similar concluding remark is observed for the firm age,
but the coefficients become insignificant in the net job creation rates regressions. In
particular, according to the OLS and 2SLS estimates, firms older than 15–16 years
create a fewer number of jobs, and they destroy more jobs compared to the young
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firms. A common finding is that firms accredited with an international quality of
certification create more jobs and destroy less jobs in Turkey, while they destroy less
jobs in Egypt.2
Regarding the validity of our instruments, we need to test whether they are weak
or in other words, whether they are good predictors of the endogenous variables,
which is the SBRs. Second, we will test whether the instruments are exogenous and
uncorrelated with the outcomes-job flows explored. In all cases we reject the null
hypothesis of the weak instruments test. In particular, in Tables 5, 6 we report the
Kleibergen-Paap F-statistic test from the first stage regression, where we regress
each obstacle in SBRs on the instruments discussed earlier and presented in panel
B of Table 1. In line with the evidence and according to the rule of thumb of a value
of F-statistic more than 10, we conclude that the instruments employed turn out to
be strong predictors of the SBRs. As we observe from Tables 5, 6 in all cases the
F-statistic of the weak instrument test is higher than 10, except for the gross job
creation rate and the net job creation rate regressions for corruption in panel D of
Table 5 for Egypt, which are close to 10. Furthermore, the same applies for Turkey when we consider the political instability and panel B of Table 6, where the
value of F-statistic for the gross job destruction rate and the net job creation rate
is respectively 6.5 and 9.1, indicating that the instruments used in the case of the
political instability as an indicator of SBR in Turkey, are rather weak. In Tables 5, 6
we report also the Hansen J over-identification test derived from the 2SLS method.
The joint null hypothesis is that the instruments used are valid instruments, implying that are exogenous, uncorrelated with the error term and they have an indirect
effect on the outcomes explored through the SBRs variables and thus, are correctly
excluded from the estimated regressions. According to the p-value associated with
the Hansen J test, we accept the null hypothesis in all cases for both Egypt and Turkey and therefore, we conclude that they are valid instruments.
4.2 Robustness checks
In this section, we perform a variety of sensitivity and robustness checks. First,
we repeat the same estimations with Tables 5 and 6 employing only the panel data
set and applying a fixed effects OLS model. Second, we limit the analysis only to
SMEs, excluding firms with more than 100 workers. In this case, the sample is ranging between 75–78 percent of the full sample. Third, we will perform a placebo test,
which is a falsification exercise to provide evidence on the precision of the identified
link between SBRs and job flows.
In Tables 7, 8, we report the estimates using the panel dataset and the sample for
SMEs. The main benefit of using the panel data in the first case is that it allows us
to control for unobservable time-invariant firm characteristics, such as the profit and
efficiency, the entrepreneurial ability of the firm owners and managers, which may
2

We should notice that panels B-D in tables 5–6 we include the same set of control variables as in
panel A. However, as the SBRs is the main factor of interest, and since the estimated coefficients of the
remained controls remain very similar to those found in panel A, we do not report them.
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423
0.4051

No. observations

R-squared

423
0.4133

No. observations

R-squared

423
0.3992

No. observations

R-squared

423
0.4012

No. observations

R-squared

0.3988

408

0.0281**
(0.0132)

0.4138

408

0.0095
(0.0073)

0.3956

408

0.0102
(0.0111)

0.4126

408

0.0221*
(0.0120)

DV: gross job
destruction
rate

0.1824

831

− 0.0142
(0.0117)

0.2373

831

− 0.0054***
(0.0017)

0.1985

831

− 0.0132**
(0.0053)

0.1683

831

− 0.0157**
(0.0072)

0.2777

813

− 0.0139
(0.0102)

0.2745

813

− 0.0091**
(0.0045)

0.2953

813

− 0.0155***
(0.0049)

0.2921

813

− 0.0386***
(0.0174)

DV: net job creation rate DV: gross
job creation
rate

SMEs

Standard errors within brackets, p-values within square brackets, ***, ** and * indicate significance at 1%, 5% and 10% level

− 0.0096
(0.0101)

Business-government relations (major and severe
obstacle)

Panel D: corruption

− 0.0128**
(0.0061)

Business-government relations (major and severe
obstacle)

Panel C: Electricity

− 0.0224*
(0.0115)

Business-government relations (major and severe
obstacle)

Panel B: political instability

− 0.0451**
(0.0223)

DV: gross
job creation
rate

Only panel sample

Business-government relations (major and severe
obstacle)

Panel A: access to finance and credit

Coefficients

Table 7  Robustness Checks Fixed–Effects OLS for Job Flows in Egypt

0.2092

755

0.0193***
(0.0076)

0.2013

755

0.0074
(0.0105)

0.2024

755

0.0052
(0.0061)

0.2056

755

0.0104
(0.0102)

DV: gross job
destruction
rate

0.1722

1568

− 0.0018*
(0.0010)

0.1702

1568

− 0.0036***
(0.0013)

0.1767

1568

− 0.0126**
(0.0057)

0.1726

1,568

− 0.0183**
(0.0084)

DV: net job creation rate
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339
0.3153

No. observations

R-squared

− 0.0104**
(0.0048)

339
0.3038

Business-government relations (major and severe
obstacle)

No. observations

R-squared

339
0.3015

No. observations

R-squared

0.2871

209

0.0156**
(0.0069)

0.2862

209

0.0021
(0.0027)

0.2864

209

0.0382**
(0.0188)

0.2867

209

0.0123
(0.0129)

DV: gross job
destruction
rate

0.0932

548

− 0.0145**
(0.0067)

0.0918

548

− 0.0033
(0.0059)

0.0919

548

− 0.0041**
(0.0018)

0.0905

548

− 0.0083*
(0.0045)

0.2453

789

− 0.0075**
(0.0033)

0.2452

789

− 0.0118**
(0.0055)

0.2454

789

− 0.0027
(0.0032)

0.2358

789

− 0.0085**
(0.0036)

DV: net job creation rate DV: gross
job creation
rate

SMEs

Standard errors within brackets, p-values within square brackets, ***, ** and * indicate significance at 1%, 5% and 10% level

− 0.0065**
(0.0031)

Business-government relations (major and severe
obstacle)

Panel D: tax rates

Panel C: practices of competitors in the informal sector

339
0.3016

No. observations

R-squared

− 0.0011
(0.0022)

Business-government relations (major and severe
obstacle)

Panel B: political instability

− 0.0097***
(0.0031)

DV: gross
job creation
rate

Only panel sample

Business-government relations (major and severe
obstacle)

Panel A: access to finance and credit

Coefficients

Table 8  Robustness checks for job flows in Turkey

0.2485

594

0.0167**
(0.0074)

0.2431

594

0.0052**
(0.0024)

0.2453

594

0.0418***
(0.0065)

0.2386

594

0.0122
(0.0087)

DV: gross job
destruction
rate

0.1015

1383

− 0.0171**
(0.0079)

0.1084

1383

− 0.0077**
(0.0038)

0.1057

1383

− 0.0051**
(0.0023)

0.1062

1383

− 0.0058**
(0.0027)

DV: net job creation rate
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affect the obstacles in SBRs and employment growth. Therefore, the main benefit of
the fixed effects OLS estimates is that we may handle the endogeneity of the SBRs
measures and also to difference out time-invariant industry, sector and area-location
specific factors. Overall, the results based on the panel data are quite similar with
those derived by the 2SLS in Tables 5, 6, indicating that fixed effects may reduce
endogeneity due to omitted variables bias up to some degree.
Next in the last three columns of Tables 7 and 8, we report the estimates for the
SMEs sample, which firms form the backbone of economic activity, not only for
the MENA region, but also in other developing regions and for the majority of the
developed countries. Nevertheless, SMEs may suffer more from corruption and
unfavorable conditions of business environment, implying that policy intervention
and reforms should target mainly to the economic growth of SMEs. Furthermore,
the sample of SMEs provides us with a more homogeneous group of firms compared
to the full sample, where we include also the large firms. More precisely, SMEs consist almost of the 75–78 percent of the full sample, while a few number of firms in
our sample report a very high number of employees, reducing in this way the noise
in the data. As we mentioned earlier, we limit the sample of firms not exceeding the
100 employees. In this case, we observe that the impact of the obstacles in SBRs
is more severe indicating the importance of constraints and limitations small firms
face, which includes also young firms. Therefore, the results show that SMEs are
more vulnerable in the obstacles in SBRs explored and hence, proper policies targeting the specific group of firms should be encouraged and implemented. Nevertheless, the results are compared with the OLS cross-sectional analysis in Tables 5, 6,
but the results can be quite underestimated compared to the 2SLS method.
The last robustness check involves a placebo test; however, based on the data
availability and limitations, it is quite difficult to find a proper variable in order
to conduct a reliable placebo test. Therefore, exploring policy interventions and
reforms that allow us to implement a difference-in-differences (DiD) and a regression discontinuity design (RDD) and compare the pre-period and post-period outcomes, provide a more reliable and robust platform to perform placebo tests.
In our effort to provide evidence of the relationship between SBRs and the jobdestruction rates, we use different variables as proxies to SBRs. In particular, for
the access to finance and credit, we use a variable indicating whether the firm has
acquired any line of credit or loan over the last fiscal year (Rahman et al. 2018). For
electricity, we use the submission of application for electricity supply over the last 2
fiscal years (Geginat and Ramalho 2015). While we argue that these proxies are not
the most reliable ones, given the information provided by the World Bank ES, we
assume that using the information on whether the firms have already a loan or have
submitted for electricity supply should have no effect on the outcomes explored.
Furthermore, we limit our analysis only to firms that have reported no obstacles in
the SBRs explored, which can be seen by the low number of observations in Table 9.
The same applies for the rest of the obstacles in SBRs examined below. For the corruption we replace the SBR with the variable taking value 1 if the financial statements of the establishments are checked and certified by an external auditor over the
last fiscal year (Farooq and Shehata 2018), while for tax rates we use the information about the average number of visits by tax officials (Kochanova et al. 2018). For
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0.977
[0.4750]

1.147 [0.3092]

20.102 [0.1291]

Kleibergen-Paap
F-statistic weak
instrument test

Hansen J statistic

0.488 [0.9389]

0.522 [0.9232]

Kleibergen-Paap
F-statistic weak
instrument test

15.923 [0.3181]

0.1846

0.2133

R-squared
0.547
[0.9053]

0.1507

602

0.1009
(0.4936)

11.138 [0.6751] 15.115
[0.3703]

250

352

No. observations

0.2076
(0.5198)

0.7531
(0.8355)

Hansen J statistic

1.422 [0.2739]

0.1847

605

− 0.1356
(0.1953)

DV: net job creation
rate

11.634 [0.6357] 13.552
[0.4836]

Submit application to
obtain an electrical
over the last 2 fiscal
years (no)

Panel A3: Electricity

0.3688

0.2904

R-squared

248

357

No. observations

0.7306
(0.5666)

Panel A1: access to finance and credit

0.0783
(0.0435)

The firm has a line of
credit or loan (yes)

Panel A: Egypt

DV: gross job creation DV: gross job
rate
destruction rate

Table 9  Placebo tests and 2SLS for job flows in Egypt and Turkey

Hansen J statistic

Kleibergen-Paap
F-statistic weak
instrument test

R-squared

No. observations

Financial statements
checked and certified by an external
auditor over the last
fiscal year

Hansen J statistic

Kleibergen-Paap
F-statistic weak
instrument test

R-squared

No. observations

Average number of
inventory/stock of
the most important
input

13.017
[0.4465]

1.588
[0.2560]

0.120
[1.000]
14.428 [0.3444]

0.3041

234

0.2368
(0.1669)

0.3473

365

− 0.0588
(0.0605)

Panel A4: corruption

19.662
[0.1588]

1.404
[0.2863]

0.688
[0.7644]
18.822 [0.1765]

0.3208

127

0.0565
(0.0885)

0.5836

166

− 0.0043
(0.0135)

Panel A2: political instability

DV: gross job creation DV: gross job
rate
destruction
rate

11.405
[0.5769]

0.269
[0.9979]

0.1983

599

− 0.0050
(0.0217)

20.488
[0.1124]

1.520
[0.2220]

0.2632

293

− 0.0126
(0.0177)

DV: net job
creation
rate
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0.4533

1.997
[0.2234]

9.481
[0.7990]

0.0943
(0.4436)

0.4639

1.980
[0.2160]

0.3130

3.190
[0.1224]

13.425 [0.4934]

− 0.3532
(0.8447)

221

0.3165

1.658
[0.2567]

15.041 [03753]

R-squared

Kleibergen-Paap
F-statistic weak
instrument test

Hansen J statistic

Main market for the
product (localnational)

No. observations

R-squared

Kleibergen-Paap
F-statistic weak
instrument test

Hansen J statistic

9.007
[0.8223]

1.330
[0.2810]

0.2324

411

− 0.4988
(0.1680)

DV: net job creation
rate

10.606
[0.7167]

1.714
[0.3434]

0.2029

398

Hansen J statistic

Kleibergen-Paap
F-statistic weak
instrument test

R-squared

No. observations

11.991
[0.5284]

1.179
[0.3142]

1.953
[0.2119]
15.694 [02660]

0.4565

181

0.6902
(0.7310)

0.3391

212

Panel B4: Tax rates

11.615
[0.6372]

1.326
[0.2980]

3.008
[0.1286]
14.086 [0.3678]

0.2257

144

0.0279
(0.0238)

0.4576

202

− 0.0160
(0.0124)

Panel B2: political instability

Number of inspections 0.2478
(0.1888)
by tax officials last
fiscal year

Hansen J statistic

Kleibergen-Paap
F-statistic weak
instrument test

R-squared

No. observations

Average number of
inventory/stock of
the most important
input

DV: gross job creation DV: gross job
rate
destruction
rate

Standard errors within brackets, p-values within square brackets, ***, ** and * indicate significance at 1%, 5% and 10% level

15.092
[0.3719]

177

− 0.0031
(0.0124)

Panel B3: practices of competitors in the informal sector

182

229

No. observations

0.4743
(0.5534)

− 0.2570
(05,495)

Panel B1: access to finance and credit

Panel B: Turkey

DV: gross job creation DV: gross job
rate
destruction rate

The firm has a line of
credit or loan (yes)

Table 9  (continued)
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[0.3961]

0.2274
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− 0.1629
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13.222
[0.5091]

1.649
[0.2312]

0.2574

346

− 0.0080
(0.0068)

DV: net job
creation
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the political instability, we consider the average number of inventory of the most
important input, as this shows the degree of vulnerability and resistance on periods of uncertainty and political instability, depending also on the volume of exports
and imports (Chawdhury 2016; Grechyna 2017). Nevertheless, this type of SBRs
mainly refers to national level, while the remained SBRs explored can be allocated
at regional, local or even at firm level. For instance, corruption can be influenced at
the individual-firm level, while competition from the informal sector and the quality of electricity supply can be influenced at a local or regional level. Finally, for
the competition practices from the informal sector, we replace the main SBR with
a dummy indicating whether the firm is functioning only at a local-national level or
at an international level (Varcin 2000). The justification of using this variable is that
national and even more local firms may face more competition from the informal
sector and could be more vulnerable to this type of competition. Therefore, considering these proxies and limiting the sample of analysis to firms reporting no obstacles on SBRs, we should expect an insignificant estimated coefficient and acceptance of the null hypothesis of the weak instrument test. This will imply that the
placebo test is valid, providing evidence about the identification of the link between
SBRs and the job creation-destruction rates. In all cases, we observe that the estimated coefficients are insignificant, while we fail to reject the null hypothesis of the
weak instrument test according to the Kleibergen-Paap F-statistic and the associated p-values. Exception is the gross job destruction rate in Egypt and the access to
finance and credit. Moreover, based on the Hansen J test, we fail to accept the null
hypothesis. Furthermore, the correlation between those proxies and the SBRs is significant, but we do not present the results.3

5 Discussion and conclusions
This study investigated the determinants of job flows in Egypt and Turkey and the
impact of SBRs on job flows. Effective SBRs and a supportive business environment
is vital for the firm performance, innovation and job creation. The main concluding remark is that the impact of firm size and age on employment growth differs
in both economies, while obstacles in the state-business relations have a negative
and significant impact on the net job creation rates. Understanding the factors and
obstacles hampering private firms’ growth and innovation and addressing the constraints through policy reforms are the main priorities for policy makers. The findings suggest a negative impact of the obstacles in effective SBRs in both economies
explored and access to finance and credit and political instability are the two main
common obstacles in Egypt and Turkey. Furthermore, we found a positive relationship between the job creation and various determinants in Turkey, including female
ownership and the accreditation of an international certification of quality, which
can be explained by the large proportion of firms reported in Table 4. On the other
3

Overall, we conclude that the placebo tests are valid and the variables used as proxies to the main
SBRs explored are proper, confirming the link between SBRs and job growth rates and the robustness of
our estimates in Tables 5–6.
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hand, in Egypt and Turkey, we find that labor productivity is positively related with
the job creation, while the firms in the services sector create less jobs compared to
firms in the manufacturing sector.
While our main aim of the study was to illustrate the job flows, and their relationship with various firm characteristics, the study could have been expanded by
exploring also reforms and their impact on the productivity and job creation, which
can improve also the robustness of the placebo tests performed in the study. Nevertheless, we suggest for future studies the investigation of various reforms, such as
employment, subsidies to specific industries and regions, and the evaluation of their
impact on the above-mentioned outcomes.
However, the analysis is not without drawbacks. First, the sample of the firms
and the period examined, and specifically the waves, is very short. Second, another
major drawback in our opinion is the quality of the jobs created. In particular, the
analysis should be concentrated not only on the quantity of the jobs created, but also
on the quality, in terms of skills acquired, future perspectives and wage levels. More
skilled job may lead also to higher economic growth, through higher productivity
and thus, to a further economic expansion and employment growth. Moreover, if the
job creation in the countries explored, including also other developing economies
in the MENA region and around the globe, takes place mainly in traditional sectors
and not in technological start-ups or high productive firms, these economies will
lag behind other countries in terms of efficiency, productivity and economic growth,
and hence, in employment growth in the long run period.
Previous studies show that banking and financial markets in the MENA region
are less competitive compared to other regions in the world, which is due to lack
of market contestability and poor knowledge of the financial and credit environment (Murjan and Ruza 2002; Al-Muharrami et al. 2006; Anzoategui et al. 2010). A
large proportion of the firms in the private sector does not have access to credit and
banking system and it is unbundled with the financial sector, undermining the prospects of growth. Lower government funding requirements and increase in the banking competition are likely to have a positive effect on access to finance and credit.
Credit risk management capacity building initiatives of banks should be followed by
a shift and reform in the regulatory posture towards increased competition. In particular, improvement in access to finance should not come at the expense of financial
stability, but the regulatory structure must be adjusted to prevent competition from
contributing to risky lending practices (Keeley 1990; Beck et al. 2013). Governments and donors should support measures to develop and enhance the screening
of banks’ capacity and to increase the supply of bankable firms. This type of activities would seek to make SMEs less opaque, reducing information asymmetries and
helping firms to create a business plan or build an organizational structure in action.
However, those services are limited, because they are typically small in comparison
to the size of the economy (McKenzie 2015). Increasing competition may provide
incentives and opportunities to banks to find new market segments, including lending to SMEs.
The second major common obstacle in SBRs in both countries examined is
political instability, while corruption, electricity for Egypt and tax rates and
competition from the informal sector in Turkey are other major obstacles. The
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consequences of political instability go beyond the apparent intervention of
armed and political turmoil. It has to be seen as creating a general environment of
economic policy and regulatory stability which can cross national borders. Policies to minimize corruption in the region must look further than small-scale corruption and at the wider public–private-interactive institutional climate. Such a
general view of corruption as a burden and a failure to engage the state can have
large consequences. Moreover, the relationship among the SBRs we explored can
be self-reinforcing. More specifically, insufficient supply of utilities, such as electricity can create widespread resentment, while political instability and turmoil
can undermine infrastructure through lack of investments and violent conflicts.
Reform strategies should improve the energy sector efficiency, including elimination of political instability, corruption, competition practices from the informal
sector, distorting taxes and also subsidies, as these can lead to an inefficient use
of resources.
Thus, a more in-depth investigation and analysis of determinants and reforms that
affect the job creation rate, productivity and firm performance is important in future
studies. State-business relations can be also important factors. For instance, labor
and trade regulations may hinder the job creation rates, so flexible labor markets
could be more desirable. However, the reforms should encourage investment and job
creation, but also the policy challenges include improvement of the worker protection. This is also in line with the fact that the countries we explored in this study
have an extensive informal economy, where a large proportion of the workers is not
registered in the social security institutions and therefore, do not enjoy the protections associated with those systems. Additionally, even though we control for region,
industry and sector, more insightful concluding remarks can be derived if a more
in-depth analysis takes place within those groups. Many more cases and obstacles
can be discussed, but the main point is that state-business relations, among the other
factors we explored, may determine the job creation and employment growth.
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