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Abstract: In this study, we focus on how regulations and taxes affect manufacturing firms in Eastern Europe and 

Central Asia. We examine whether overall regulations became a bigger obstacle to these firms after the 2008-

2009 Global crisis. We also examine whether tax inspections became a bigger obstacle after the Global crisis. 

Besides regulations and tax inspections, we also look into the prevalence of corruption related to tax officials 

before and after the Global crisis. Using two large datasets (i.e. the BEEPS IV and BEEPS V surveys), we are 

able to compare the pre-crisis period to the post-crisis period. Our results show that, in this region, post-crisis, 

senior managers spent more time on dealing with overall regulations which includes tax-related regulations and 

other types of regulations. Therefore, we can conclude that, post-crisis, regulations became a bigger obstacle to 

manufacturing firms’ operations. We also find that, post-crisis, there was a significant drop in the percentage of 

firms that had inspections or meetings with tax officials. Also, post-crisis, each firm on average, had fewer 

inspections or meetings with tax officials. Therefore, while overall regulations became a bigger obstacle to these 

firms, tax inspections became a smaller problem. When we examine corruption, we find that there was no 

significant change in the prevalence of bribes related to tax officials. Before and after the Global crisis, a similar 

percentage (8-9%) of manufacturing firms had to deal with bribe requests by tax officials. 

Future studies may focus on other types of regulations which include employment regulations, health and safety 

regulations, licensing regulations, environmental regulations, and zoning regulations, and the corruption related 

to these regulations. 
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1. Introduction 

In this study, we focus on manufacturing firms in Eastern Europe and Central Asia. We examine the burden on 

these firms due to regulations, tax inspections, and corruption. More specifically, we examine how much time 

does senior management spend on dealing with regulations, what percentage of these firms has a visit by tax 

officials, and how many inspections do they have per year. We also examine whether bribes are requested by tax 

officials. While examining all these aspects, we also want to see if the 2008-2009 Global crisis had affected these 

burdens on manufacturing companies. 
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Previous studies (i.e. Acs et al. (2009), Dreher and Martin Gassebner (2013), Klapper et al. (2006), Van Stel et 

al. (2007), and others) show that regulations and the institutional framework have a significant impact on existing 

and new businesses. A group of papers (i.e. Acs et al. (2009), Kreft and Sobel (2005), Ovaska and Sobel (2005), 

and others) mainly focus on taxation and argue that taxation is very important. Yet other papers (i.e. Russell et al. 

(2007), Dreher and Gassebner (2013), Ovaska and Sobel (2005), Parker (2007), and Wilhelm (2002)) specifically 

focus on corruption. In this current study, we focus on burdens due to all three aspects (i.e. regulations, taxation, 

and corruption). Our main objective is to find if a big economic crisis amplifies or reduces these burdens on 

manufacturing firms. 

We use the BEEPS Surveys done by EBRD-World Bank in 32 Eastern European and Central Asian countries. 

We use the BEEPS IV survey (i.e. 2007) findings as our pre-crisis period, and the BEEPS V survey findings (i.e. 

2010-2014) as our post-crisis period, and compare the responses in these two surveys. 

We make two contributions to the literature. First, we focus on the EECA region where most economies are 

transition economies. Here, we test to see how the Global crisis had affected the “regulations burden” on these 

firms. Second, we examine corruption before and after the Global crisis. Did corruption increase due to the 

economic troubles or were government better in controlling corruption after the crisis? As our findings show, we 

have interesting results. Our results show that while the burden due to overall regulations increased, the burden 

due to tax inspections became lighter. This may be due to governments’ desire to lessen the burden on these firms 

from the tax front. Also, there was no significant change in corruption. 

The paper’s layout is as follows: Section 2 goes over the literature. Section 3 explains our sample and 

methodology. Section 4 presents our results. Section 5 concludes. 

2. Literature Review 

Previous literature shows that regulations affect businesses. While some of these papers focus on the relationship 

between different types of regulations and new firm formation, others focus on the relationship between the 

overall institutional framework in a country or region and business activity. Several other papers focus on how 

taxation affects businesses. Taxation is a subset of the institutional framework and regulations; therefore, these 

papers closely relate to the other papers on regulations and institutional framework. Besides all these studies, there 

are papers that deal with corruption and business formation. Corruption and bureaucracy do also fall under the 

institutional framework. 

Acs et al. (2009) create a model that include several factors including legal restrictions, bureaucratic constraints, 

labor market rigidities, taxes, and lack of social acceptance. They show that more regulation, or more 

administrative burden and government intervention result in less entrepreneurial activity. Acs and Szerb (2007) 

support this and show that the factors that affect middle-income countries and developed countries are different. 

For middle-income countries, the quality of human capital, the availability of technology, and the support by 

institutions are important for new businesses. For developed countries, reforming the labor market and 

deregulating the financial markets are important, while reducing entry regulations is not important. Dreher and 

Martin Gassebner (2013) show that the number of procedures required to start a business and larger minimum 

capital requirements are both detrimental to entrepreneurship.  

Bransetter et al. (2014) examine Portugal and show that entry regulations only help with marginal firms which 

are smaller, low-tech firms that are established by a poorly-educated person. Gartner and Shane (1995) show that 

regulations as well as values, attitudes, and technology are important factors. Klapper et al. (2006) examine 

European firms and show that entry regulations deter new firm formation and slow growth in existing firms. Lee 

(1991) shows that competition promotes freedom from regulations. Ovaska and Sobel (2005) show that several 

factors including contract enforcement, sound monetary policy, less regulation, credit availability and foreign 

direct investment support businesses and new business formation. Stephen et al. (2009) examine the impact of 

working time regulations on business formation and show that more enforcement reduces the negative impact of 

rigid working time regulations. Van Stel et al. (2007) show that labor market regulations and minimum capital 

requirement deters new business formation, while bureaucratic work (time, cost, or the number of procedures) do 
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not affect it. In this current study, we examine how regulations take senior management’s time. We also look at 

whether the Global crisis increased the burden of regulations on senior management. 

A group of papers take on a broader view and discuss the role of the whole institutional framework on businesses. Ruta 

et al. (2008) examine Russia and show that Russia’s institutional environment deters new business formation. Ruta et 

al. (2007) compare Ukraine and Lithuania and show that both formal institutions (i.e. rules and regulations) and 

informal institutions (i.e. norms and values) are important. Garcia-Posada and Mora-Sanguinetti (2015) examine Spain 

and show that higher judicial efficacy increases the entry rate, while it has no effect on the exit rate. Tatiana et al. (2008) 

examine Hungary, Latvia and Bulgaria and show that entrepreneurs in each country worry about different things. In 

Bulgaria, they were dissatisfied with laws and regulations, while in Latvia, they were worried about their skill level, 

and in Hungary, they were worried about their skill level as well as societal attitudes toward entrepreneurship. Khaled 

et al. (2011) find that, in Iran, laws, regulations, and motivational factors were all seen as important. Nyström (2008) 

examines the relationship between economic freedom and entrepreneurship and show that fewer regulations, smaller 

government sector, and better legal structure are essential in business formation. Parker (2007) argues that laws interact 

with business formation in two ways. The laws shape organizational forms plus they establish specific regulatory 

framework, including bankruptcy legislation as well as property rights, corruption and efficiency of courts. Smallbone 

et al. (2010) argue that governments establish the institutional framework which in turn determines the viability of the 

entrepreneurial environment. Russell et al. (2007) discuss how successful firms lobby against new entries (i.e. 

corruption). Stephan and Uhlaner (2010) show that the existence of opportunities and the quality of the framework 

determines the viability of the entrepreneurial environment. Valdez and Richardson (2013) find that normative and 

cultural-cognitive institutions are more important than regulative institutions, although all three are important. Sander 

and Thurik (1999) argue that culture, institutional framework, availability of technology, demography, and economic 

forces are all important for businesses. Zahra and Garvis (2000) show that too much government intervention and fierce 

local rivalries deter international entrepreneurship. Welter (2004) argues that there are shortcomings in the institutional 

(societal and political) environment in Germany and these restrict female entrepreneurship.  

Some papers argue that policymakers should have a regional focus because each region has different 

characteristics. In other words, applying the same rules to the while country will not work well if a country has 

different regions with different characteristics. Bergmann and Sternberg (2007) show that each region in Germany 

have different factors, therefore policies should have a regional focus. The startup rate is different in regions with 

rising unemployment versus in regions with stable or decreasing unemployment. Ghani et al. (2014) show that 

different regions in India have different factors that explain business formation. Local education levels and quality 

of physical infrastructure are different across India and these factors important. Therefore, some regions do better 

than others. As mentioned earlier, Tatiana et al. (2008) show how the important determinants of entrepreneurship 

vary across countries like Hungary, Latvia and Bulgaria. Bock (2004) argue that rural development policies do 

not work well across different genders, therefore women should have special policies that support them. In this 

study, we focus on firms in 32 Eastern European and Central Asian countries. How did the Global crisis affect 

the regulation/taxation burden in this region? 

Some papers argue that taxation is very important. Acs et al. (2009) argue that more regulation (and taxation) is 

an important determinant of entrepreneurship which would be included in models that predict new business 

formation. Aristidis and Nito (2005) examine Albania and show that changes in taxation procedures as well as 

unfair competition, lack of financial resources, and lack of public order are important barriers. Kreft and Sobel 

(2005) contend that low taxes, low regulations, and secure private property rights are important. Ovaska and Sobel 

(2005) also show that low regulations and taxes are important. In this current study, we examine how the tax 

burden (in the form of visits by tax officials) was affected due to the Global crisis. 
Some other papers specifically focus on corruption. Russell et al. (2007) explain how successful firms lobby 
against new entries (i.e. corruption). Dreher and Gassebner (2013) show that corruption facilitates firm entry in 
highly regulated economies. Ovaska and Sobel (2005) show that low government corruption is good for 
entrepreneurship. Parker (2007) explains how laws deter corruption. Wilhelm (2002) argues that fighting against 
corruption promotes trust and innovation. On the other hand, Aristidis and Nito (2005) argue that bureaucracy 
and corruption are not barriers to entrepreneurship. In this paper, we examine whether corruption with tax officials 
was an issue for these firms before and after the Global crisis. 
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In the next section, we will explain our data and methodology. 

3. Data and Methodology 

We use the BEEPS IV and BEEPS V surveys by ERBD-World Bank. The BEEPS IV survey was conducted in 
32 Eastern European and Central Asia countries in fiscal year 2007. The BEEPS V survey was conducted among 
the same countries in years 2010-2014. We use the BEEPS IV survey results as our “pre-crisis” data and the 
BEEPS V survey results as our “post-crisis” data. 

The questions in these surveys that are related to our objectives are as shown below:  

1. “In a typical week over the last year, what percentage of total senior management's time was spent on dealing 
with requirements imposed by government regulations?” 
Here, by senior management, the survey refers to managers, directors, and officers above direct supervisors of 
production/sales workers.  
2. “Over the last year, was this establishment visited or inspected by tax officials? (Yes/No)” 
3. “Over the last year, how many times was this establishment either inspected by tax officials or required to meet 
with them?” 

4. “In any of these inspections or meetings was a gift or informal payment expected or requested? (Yes/No)” 

In order to compare the pre-crisis period to the post-crisis period, we use the Mann-Whitney-Wilcoxon test. In 
each table, the result of this test is shown on the last column. 

In the next section, we present our results. 

4. Empirical Results 

Table 1 shows the results of our test that compares senior management’s time spent on dealing with regulations 
pre- and post-crisis (question №1). In the pre-crisis period, on average, 16.089% of senior management’s time 
was spent on dealing with regulations in a typical week. The corresponding percentage in the post-crisis period is 
16.838%. The difference is statistically significant at 0.1% level (p=0.0007). Therefore, we can conclude that, 
post-crisis, senior management spent more time on dealing with regulations. 

Table 1. Senior Management's Time Spent on Dealing with Regulations 

 Pre-Crisis Post-Crisis Mann-W. 

Variables N Mean Std N Mean Std p-value 

Time spent (%) 4.315 16.089 22.63 5.778 16.838 21.79 0.0007 

Source: Author’s own work. 

Table 2 shows the results of our test that compares the percentage of firms that were visited or inspected by tax 
officials pre- and post-crisis (question №2). In the pre-crisis period (during the previous year), on average, 58.83% 
of firms were visited or inspected by tax officials. The corresponding percentage in the post-crisis period is only 
54.46%. This drop is statistically significant at 0.01% level (p<0.0001). Post-crisis, significantly fewer firms were 
visited or inspected by tax officials. 

Table 2. Was Visited or Inspected by Tax Officials? 

 Pre-Crisis Post-Crisis 

Variables N % N % 

Yes 2,924 58.83 3,486 54.46 

No 2,046 41.17 2,915 45.54 

Total 4,970 100% 6,401 100% 

Statistic df Value Prob 
 

Chi-Square 1 21.7514 <0.0001 

Source: Author’s own work. 
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Table 3 shows the results of our test that compares the number of inspections or meetings with tax officials in the 

pre-crisis period vs in the post-crisis period (question №3). In the pre-crisis period (during the previous year), 

each firm on average had 5.2979% of inspections/meetings with tax officials. The corresponding number in the 

post-crisis period is only 2.7845. This drop is statistically significant at 0.01% level (p<0.0001). Therefore, there 

was a significant decline in the number of visits or meetings with tax officials after the crisis. 

Table 3. Number of Inspections or Meetings with Tax Officials 

 Pre-Crisis Post-Crisis Mann-W. 

Variables N Mean Std N Mean Std p-value 

Number of 

inspections 
2,786 5.2979 54.83 3,300 2.7845 5.19 <0.0001 

Source: Author’s own work. 

Table 4 shows the results of our test that compares the percentage of inspections or meetings where a gift or 

informal payment was expected or requested in the pre-crisis period vs in the post-crisis period (question №4). In 

other words, the frequency of bribes in pre- vs post-crisis periods is examined. In the pre-crisis period (during the 

previous year), on average, 8.99% of inspections/meetings involved corruption. The corresponding percentage in 

the post-crisis period is 8.04%. This drop is not statistically significant (p=0.1946). Therefore, with regard to 

bribery, there was no significant change after the crisis happened.  

Table 4. Was a Gift or Informal Payment Expected or Requested? 

 Pre-Crisis Post-Crisis 

Variables  N % N % 

Yes 241 8.99 262 8.04 

No 2,441 91.01 2,995 91.96 

Total 2,682 100% 3,257 100% 

Statistic df Value Prob 
 

Chi-Square 1 1.6823 0.1946 

Source: Author’s own work. 

5. Conclusion 

Previous studies show that regulations have a significant impact on businesses. Tax code and tax-related regulations 

also have a significant impact on firms. In this study, we focus on Eastern Europe and Central Asia and examine 

how the 2008-2009 Global crisis affected this relationship. We focus on the time spent by senior managers on dealing 

with regulations, the percentage of firms that were visited or inspected by tax officials, the number of inspections or 

meetings with tax officials, and the bribes paid to tax officials before and after the Global crisis. 

First, we examine the time spent by senior managers on dealing with regulations. Our test shows that, in this 

region, senior managers spent more time on dealing with regulations in general after the Global crisis (includes 

tax-related regulations and other types of regulations). Clearly, post-crisis, regulations became a bigger obstacle 

to these firms’ operations. 

Then, we examine the percentage of firms that were inspected or visited by tax officials during the pre- and post-

crisis periods. We find that, post-crisis, there was a significant drop in the percentage of firms that had inspections 

or meetings with tax officials. This finding is also supported by our next test, which compares the number of 

inspections or meetings with tax officials before and after the crisis. We find that, post-crisis, each firm on average, 

had fewer inspections or meetings with tax officials. Therefore, we conclude that while overall regulations became 

a bigger obstacle to these firms, tax inspections became a smaller problem. 

Finally, we examine corruption. We examine whether more firms had to deal with bribe requests by tax officials 

after the crisis. We find that there was no significant change in bribes related to tax officials.  

Overall, our results show that while overall regulations became a bigger obstacle to these firms, tax inspections 

became less of a concern. With respect to bribery, we find that 8-9% of these firms had to deal with bribe requests 

by tax officials before and after the crisis. 
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Future studies may expand this research by focusing on different types of regulations like employment regulations, 

health and safety regulations, licensing regulations, environmental regulations, and zoning regulations, and the 

corruption related to these regulations. That way, we would have a clearer picture of how an economic crisis may 

change how a firm is affected by regulations. 

Author Contributions: conceptualization: Halil Kaya; methodology: Halil Kaya; software: Halil Kaya; 

validation: Halil Kaya; formal analysis: Halil Kaya; investigation: Halil Kaya; resources: Halil Kaya; 

writingoriginal: Halil Kaya; draft preparation: Halil Kaya; writing-review and editing: Halil Kaya; visualization: 

Halil Kaya; supervision: Halil Kaya. 

Conflicts of Interest: Author declares no conflict of interest.  

Data Availability Statement: Not applicable. 

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.  

References 

1. Acs, Zoltan J., Pontus Braunerhjelm, David B. Audretsch, and Bo Carlsson (2009). The knowledge spillover 

theory of entrepreneurship, Small business economics, 32(1), 15-30. [Link]. 

2. Acs, Zoltan J., and Laszlo Szerb (2007). Entrepreneurship, economic growth and public policy, Small 

business economics, 28(2-3), 109-122. [Link]. 

3. Aidis, Ruta, Saul Estrin, and Tomasz Mickiewicz (2008). Institutions and entrepreneurship development in 

Russia: A comparative perspective, Journal of Business Venturing, 23(6), 656-672. [Link]. 

4. Aidis, Ruta, Friederike Welter, David Smallbone, and Nina Isakova (2007). Female entrepreneurship in 

transition economies: the case of Lithuania and Ukraine, Feminist Economics, 13(2), 157-183. [Link]. 

5. Bergmann, Heiko, and Rolf Sternberg (2007). The changing face of entrepreneurship in Germany.  Small 

Business Economics, 2007, 28(2), 205-221. [Link]. 

6. Bitzenis, Aristidis, and Ersanja Nito (2005). Obstacles to entrepreneurship in a transition business 

environment: the case of Albania, Journal of Small Business and Enterprise Development, 12(4), 564-578. 

[Link]. 

7. Branstetter, Lee, Francisco Lima, Lowell J. Taylor, and Ana Venâncio (2014). Do entry regulations deter 

entrepreneurship and job creation? Evidence from recent reforms in Portugal, The Economic Journal, 

124(577), 805-832. [Link]. 

8. Bock, Bettina B. (2004). Fitting in and multi‐tasking: Dutch farm women's strategies in rural 

entrepreneurship. Sociologia ruralis, 44(3), 245-260. [CrossRef]. 

9. Dreher, Axel, and Martin Gassebner (2013). Greasing the wheels? The impact of regulations and corruption 

on firm entry," Public Choice, 155(3-4), 413-432. [Link]. 

10. García-Posada, Miguel, and Juan S. Mora-Sanguinetti (2015). Entrepreneurship and enforcement institutions: 

Disaggregated evidence for Spain, European Journal of Law and Economics, 1-26. [Link]. 

11. Gartner, William B., and Scott A. Shane (2014). Measuring entrepreneurship over time, Regional Studies, 

48(6), 1071-1089. [Link]. 

12. Ghani, Ejaz, William R. Kerr, and Stephen O'Connell (2014). Spatial determinants of entrepreneurship in 

India, Regional Studies, 48(6), 1071-1089. [Link]. 

13. Klapper, Leora, Luc Laeven, and Raghuram Rajan (2006). Entry regulation as a barrier to entrepreneurship, 

Journal of Financial Economics, 82(3), 591-629. [Link]. 

14. Kreft, Steven F., and Russell S. Sobel. (2005). Public policy, entrepreneurship, and economic freedom," Cato 

Journal, 25, 595. [Link]. 

15. Lee, L. W. (1991). Entrepreneurship and regulation: dynamics and political economy," Journal of 

Evolutionary Economics, 1(3), 219-235. [Link]. 

16. Manolova, Tatiana S., Rangamohan V. Eunni, and Bojidar S. Gyoshev (2008). Institutional environments for 

entrepreneurship: Evidence from emerging economies in Eastern Europe, Entrepreneurship Theory and 

Practice, 32(1), 203-218. [Link]. 

https://link.springer.com/content/pdf/10.1007/s11187-008-9157-3.pdf
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s11187-006-9012-3
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0883902608000098?casa_token=kdCH20vOSIAAAAAA:CfnhhxPyzxy0Es82JHBPT-BpQQqQYukozMkRNBZCCg-WN7RyMmPWw6hK1DFexdBOd0mPldk
http://www.w-t-w.org/en/wp-content/uploads/2014/03/women-entrepreneurs-in-ukraine.pdf
https://www.alexandria.unisg.ch/35695/1/Bergmann%20Sternberg%202007_SBE.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Aristidis-Bitzenis/publication/231575445_Obstacles_to_entrepreneurship_in_a_transition_business_environment_The_case_of_Albania/links/0912f506c9cd81091a000000/Obstacles-to-entrepreneurship-in-a-transition-business-environment-The-case-of-Albania.pdf
https://www.nber.org/system/files/working_papers/w16473/w16473.pdf
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1111/j.1467-9523.2004.00274.x
https://link.springer.com/content/pdf/10.1007/s11127-011-9871-2.pdf
https://repositorio.bde.es/bitstream/123456789/7091/1/dt1405e.pdf
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/088390269400037U?casa_token=xYsEwgExJwgAAAAA:vSh5INMlT7zuxtM1Da5vwVloSYfTmnoaFwKrVDwbpTPV0uxbBm8hsZEotPHBOqjpSrEBdTo
https://www.nber.org/system/files/working_papers/w17514/w17514.pdf
https://www.nber.org/system/files/working_papers/w10380/w10380.pdf
https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.175.6442&rep=rep1&type=pdf
https://openurl.ebsco.com/srh%3ASRH.7E8D2B36.01B4B926/detailv2?sid=Primo&volume=1&date=1991-9&spage=219&issn=0936-9937&issue=3&genre=article&title=Journal%20of%20Evolutionary%20Economics&epage=235&doi=10.1007%2FBF01237911
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2007.00222.x


  SocioEconomic Challenges, Volume 6, Issue 4, 2022 

ISSN (print) – 2520-6621, ISSN (online) – 2520-6214 

7 

17. Nawaser, Khaled, Seyed Mohammad Sadeq Khaksar, Fatemeh Shaksian, and Asghar Afshar Jahanshahi 

(2011). Motivational and legal barriers of entrepreneurship development, International Journal of Business 

and Management, 6(11), 112. [Link]. 

18. Nyström, Kristina (2008). The institutions of economic freedom and entrepreneurship: evidence from panel 

data, Public Choice, 136(3-4), 269-282. [Link]. 

19. Ovaska, Tomi, and Russell S. Sobel (2005). Entrepreneurship in post-socialist economies, Journal of Private 

Enterprise, 21(1), 8-28. [Link]. 

20. Parker, Simon C. (2007). Law and the Economics of Entrepreneurship," Comparative Labor Law & Policy 

Journal, 28(4). [Link]. 

21. Smallbone, David, Friederike Welter, Artem Voytovich, and Igor Egorov (2010). Government and 

entrepreneurship in transition economies: the case of small firms in business services in Ukraine, The service 

industries Journal, 30(5), 655-670. [Link]. 

22. Sobel, Russell S., J. R. Clark, and Dwight R. Lee (2007). Freedom, barriers to entry, entrepreneurship, and 

economic progress, The Review of Austrian Economics, 20(4), 221-236. [Link]. 

23. Stephan, Ute, and Lorraine M. Uhlaner (2010). Performance-based vs socially supportive culture: A cross-

national study of descriptive norms and entrepreneurship, Journal of International Business Studies, 41(8), 

1347-1364. [Link]. 

24. Stephen, Frank, David Urbano, and Stefan Van Hemmen (2009). The responsiveness of entrepreneurs to 

working time regulations," Small Business Economics, 32(3), 259-276. [Link]. 

25. Valdez, Michael E., and James Richardson (2013). Institutional Determinants of Macro‐Level 

Entrepreneurship, Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 37(5), 1149-1175. [Link]. 

26. Van Stel, Andre, David J. Storey, and A. Roy Thurik (2007). The effect of business regulations on nascent 

and young business entrepreneurship, Small Business Economics, 28(2-3), 171-186. [Link]. 

27. Welter, Friederike (2004). The environment for female entrepreneurship in Germany (2004). Journal of Small 

Business and Enterprise Development, 11(2), 212-221. [Link]. 

28. Wennekers, Sander, and Roy Thurik (1999). Linking entrepreneurship and economic growth," Small business 

economics, 13(1), 27-56. [Link]. 

29. Wilhelm, Paul G. (2002). International validation of the corruption perceptions index: Implications for 

business ethics and entrepreneurship education. Journal of Business Ethics, 35(3), 177-189. [Link]. 

30. Zahra, Shaker A., and Dennis M. Garvis (2000). International corporate entrepreneurship and firm 

performance: The moderating effect of international environmental hostility. Journal of business venturing, 

15(5-6), 469-492. [Link]. 

  

https://d1wqtxts1xzle7.cloudfront.net/46453629/8998-with-cover-page.pdf?Expires=1622077270&Signature=eQRPTeWPx9giDhKXLP4hPSAPgaWABB2xjFMbuNWXDeQH0wBOTOySbvIY3Z6JPsqd6tHcx~~oX6dtlHU1GJlird4w9cra5pnKXHhqME7XTj48YrDPgbTeeoxistoSokOEnk~w9QRC872gXMbPWOekFJgkqj3pHUaP7EUZLzvJTK55ScIk9wnhFSfZYA9vVSq9efN6S-4lD20-SW4R6yNGQf6MlSRLlgf1SGfO9MUIb95mxQtPCKvTg5JKr25AbEybvmscZIJoTN91~WCGFM3~qD3yphgGYJF16UEbRSJ8zI4fyx27Jq4xUnO5QHnyjcRlfgs4ZRlv2Ce1TjnJQMhOmw__&Key-Pair-Id=APKAJLOHF5GGSLRBV4ZA
https://www.jstor.org/stable/pdf/40270760.pdf?casa_token=HSZ3dCHhyTMAAAAA:1Qnl2AsoSeIk-eYtiQGW8QZZ43VRcUIMQgssTwxGQ3Q4NA-OtL6aImI9DzlryPT9jHwc1fwwI9bLNN1TVoMliyBpQ_yhzOADx3juQHecVEz-pUx
https://d1wqtxts1xzle7.cloudfront.net/60201444/B_-_Journal_of_Private_Enterprise20190804-112289-wxwr0m.pdf?1564936689=&response-content-disposition=inline%3B+filename%3DEntrepreneurship_in_Post_Socialist_Econo.pdf&Expires=1622077330&Signature=OYGNxehimrNWIacO1mPHSE2DHh0nBhvEhqxNB2zXYRhLrtfLUBt8RbhrMCnq6FvW5KdwyOsSwagmE35v6xrB~aHvhqd2ZLa4wsW7SP2UFgNnNKvjAyPPP7R1l9hI8PxuiE~ncG-0yv56xLFjR9ZyJnBFgMaR28YONKF-xnwz1fJBrnO~90aOm7ijix7jKfcwTbJtw4Kib8osL3Yd6yxdOc8fdD-y8oEezFhXnCRLlBIjQTGGA2o16tQaivY8KNuLr4XrWXaTZLLr1nolue3cZoAmNmQQv91vIHpHRJ-uJU7l38w~2B8QHLJuyrkP-HcWdi30Dz5hAcwkFHRcQxUYww__&Key-Pair-Id=APKAJLOHF5GGSLRBV4ZA
https://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?handle=hein.journals/cllpj28&div=46&g_sent=1&casa_token=TjEjJfpWcHIAAAAA:ePmgWTEEmyQCfOnHylLVqQAqppjPEJEZktxdHHSq_yP7AvGAyddzGLS4z1FTuwua1V41ek8&collection=journals
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/02642060802253876
http://faculty.citadel.edu/sobel/All%20Pubs%20PDF/Freedom,%20Barriers%20to%20Entry,%20Entrepreneurship.pdf
https://publications.aston.ac.uk/id/eprint/21180/1/Performance_based_vs_socially_supportive_culture.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/David-Urbano-2/publication/23961565_The_responsiveness_of_entrepreneurs_to_working_time_regulations/links/0deec52356d4d95720000000/The-responsiveness-of-entrepreneurs-to-working-time-regulations.pdf
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1111/etap.12000
https://link.springer.com/content/pdf/10.1007/s11187-006-9014-1.pdf
https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/14626000410537155/full/html
https://d1wqtxts1xzle7.cloudfront.net/50914777/Linking_Entrepreneurship_and_Economic_Gr20161216-20543-zpzejj-with-cover-page.pdf?Expires=1622077519&Signature=ePGK9xoc8wbsgzFjzAASlO2OyzqKEU5kfgs24Q0LbrKMd6jJ7R8ThMlVrcj5r9XBEgJe2jfHqbINvnAHElLOfQSBUBa~psFeJUQo7Swy2fqXOZtfEUo46hu-a-3OVSVFRHo~2OAHSScSj52gmOvpCgbxZuDIQQSXKb3HQGBBYXRXurIjGjbzkHjtjFIguupi6bCvRQ599h5aBJHwCRq1fIzP9RfIQNbC80U1qstohQNmZY6E6N1FWVIrkCV-R01bZbew-MkWyPXBFF9qgvYO0TfS4CWcGKXUYg~1NbT7JNPXalsjHQlDbmCnLNVGpJWYfgGVxouf7Qw1k22ZQRqblA__&Key-Pair-Id=APKAJLOHF5GGSLRBV4ZA
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1023/A:1013882225402
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0883902699000361


SocioEconomic Challenges, Volume 6, Issue 4, 2022         
ISSN (print) – 2520-6621, ISSN (online) – 2520-6214         

8 

KNOWLEDGE ASSET AS COMPETITIVE RESOURCE  

Franc Vidic,  https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8877-0437 

PhD, Dean of Higher vocation education in Biotechnical center Naklo, University of Ljubljana, Slovenia  

Corresponding author: Franc Vidic, francvidic07@gmail.com 

Type of manuscript: research paper 

Abstract:  Knowledge is a strategic, high-quality source of power. Knowledge assets – technological and human 

capital - have been recognized as key resource for sustaining competitive advantage in a dynamic turbulent 

environment. Past research argued that knowledge is important to facilitate and leverage knowledge assets. Most 

of the firm’s knowledge and skills reside in its human capital, often in tacit and explicit knowledge. Existing 

knowledge is not enough to be competitive on the future market. Firms must collect, disseminate and create 

knowledge capital. According to the theory of dynamic organization knowledge creation (SECI; processes of 

socialization, externalization, combination and internalization), knowledge assets are the key elements that 

facilitate knowledge creation processes. Knowledge can be created on personal / organizational level, and also 

externally, such as with customers, partners and suppliers.  Nonaka, Toyama and Konno (2005) identified four 

dimensions of construct of organizational knowledge capital: experimental knowledge assets, conceptual 

knowledge assets, routine knowledge assets and system knowledge assets. Each form of knowledge has  specific 

individual support in process of knowledge creation. The firms needs vision and synchronized entire team. 

This paper employed a survey instrument and collected data in Slovenia. Our research confirmed Nonaka, 

Toyama and Konno (2005) research, we confirmed all four dimensions of organizational knowledge capital. Total 

195 responses were analysed. The study shows importance to create learning environment, networking between 

professionals, to build trust encourage open, share / disseminate knowledge and create new knowledge. 
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1. Introduction   

Everyone constantly faces some kind of competition (Korposh, Lee, Wei, Wei, 2011). Developing successful 

innovations is essential for creating and sustaining a firm’s competitive advantage. The environment is changing 

constantly and rapidly as well as the market and customer’s needs (Prajogo, Ahmed, 2006). Firm’s sustainable 

competitive advantages and superior performance are determined by the procession of valuable, rare, and 

imperfectly imitable resources (Barney, 1991). Companies need to develop flexibility and learn how to deal with 

growing complexity. They need not only to adapt to the current environment but also to anticipate future trends. 

Changes in present networked, knowledge society raise new challenges to human competences (Paavaola, 

Hakkarainen, 2005). Knowledge is a strategic, high-quality source of power (Grant, 1996) and the lever of 

progress (Toffer, 1991), it provides better performance and adapts to market conditions (Miller, Shamsie, 1996), 
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