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i. 
intrODuCtiOn

Even in the best of times, it is difficult to be an entrepreneur: raising capital, 

determining market demands, sourcing property, and making payroll are 

just some of the arduous tasks that those looking to open a business face. 

In times of economic distress, the problems appear to compound, as de-

pressed demand can cripple even the most resilient businesses. Indeed, 

Figure 1 shows just this trend, illustrating the downturn of gross capital for-

mation of the private sector for various areas of the world during the ongo-

ing Global Financial Crisis (GFC).  

However, the barrier of government regulations can be one of the 

most arduous to overcome, in that one can do everything correctly to sa-

tisfy the market, but still run afoul of government and regulations. Indeed, 

government regulations on business can stop entrepreneurs in their tracks 

and prevent them from even opening a business: for example, it takes 75 

days to start a business in Chad, as you must satisfy a myriad of regulations 

and requirements, including the procurement of a medical certificate and 

criminal record of company directors!1 Operating a business is also get-

ting more difficult in places like Ukraine, where a new tax code from 2010 

contained “the potential to increase administrative pressure on business.”2  

1  Not surprisingly, Chad ranked last in the world in starting a business by the World Bank Group’s “Doing Business” 
indicators. Much more on the Doing Business rankings will be seen below.
2 Edilberto Segura, “Ukraine: Economic Prospects for 2011-12,” available on-line at: http://newtbf.sigmableyzer.com/
wp-content/uploads/2011/04/Economic-Prospects-for-2011-12.pdf.

24 private Sector gross Capital formation, %of gDp
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figure 1/ gross Capital formation attributable to the private 
Sector, in % of gDp, 1998–2009

Source: World Development indicators, World bank.
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As if this were not tough enough, with declining demand, many firms need 

to shed staff in order to remain in business; this is no easy feat in a place 

like the countries of South Asia (including India, Pakistan, and Bangladesh) 

where it can cost a firm up to 18 months’ of a worker’s salary to dismiss one 

employee.3

Moreover, it can take businesses more time and 

effort than it is worth to track down all of the regulations 

they are supposed to legally comply with, even ending 

up in non-compliance without even knowing that they 

need to obtain permissions. A recent example comes 

from the southern states of the United States of Amer-

ica, where the summers can be quite hot and brutal, 

and the locals find it refreshing to indulge in a glass of 

lemonade or two. Seeing an opportunity in the market 

and with hopes of earning enough money to go to a lo-

cal water park, three young girls in the town of Midway, 

Georgia opened a lemonade stand on the side of the 

road. All was going well until they were approached by 

the local police, who informed them that, in order to be 

“allowed” to sell their lemonade, they needed to obtain “a business license, 

peddler’s permit, and food permit to set up shop, even on residential prop-

erty. The permits cost US$50 a day and a total of US$180 per year.”4 De-

spite a public outcry, the city officials stood firm by their decision, justifying 

it on grounds of public safety: according to the Chief of Police, “we were not 

aware of how the lemonade was made, who made the lemonade, of what 

the lemonade was made with, so we acted accordingly by city ordinance.”5

These are just some of the most blatant examples, but there has been 

a worrying trend in the world during the still-continuing GFC towards expan-

sion of the regulatory state and a sharp increase in regulations, imperiling 

the world’s nascent recovery from crisis by expanding the reach of the state 

at the exact moment that the private sector is already reeling from govern-

ment excess. In the United States alone, the number of pages in the Federal 

Register, which contains all national-level regulation, has increased from 

54,834 pages in 1970 to 134,723 pages in 1998 and a record 163,333 pag-

es in 2009.6  The situation has also been deteriorating in emerging markets; 

3 Chidanand Rajghatta, “India’s Licence Raj is Alive and Well,” Times of India, February 14, 2007, available on-line 
at: http://articles.timesofindia.indiatimes.com/2007-02-14/international-business/27870186_1_india-ranks-india-and-
pakistan-india-fares.
4  “Midway Police Shut Down Girls’ Lemonade Stand,” Coastal Source, August 1, 2011, available on-line 
at: http://www.thecoastalsource.com/news/local/story/Midway-Police-Shut-Down-Girls-Lemonade-Stand-for/
zrEiyVv1oUOATfSoZQDX5A.cspx. 
5  Ibid.
6 James Gattuso and Stephen Keen, “Red Tape Rising: Regulation in the Obama Era,” Heritage Foundation 
Backgrounder No. 2394, March 31, 2010, available on-line at: http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2010/03/red-
tape-rising-regulation-in-the-obama-era. 

countries such as Mexico and Hungary have increased 

the administrative burdens on starting a business,7 while 

countries such as Russia, Uzbekistan, and Madagascar 

that already had onerous regulatory apparatuses saw 

them expand even more over the past two years.8 

The purpose of this brief report is to examine the 

state of doing business in emerging markets and de-

tail how some governments are crushing the fragile 

economic recovery under the weight of red tape. Put 

another way, how much of the downturn in the private 

sector internationally as shown in Figure 1 is attribut-

able to government policies? Have regulations helped 

or hindered the private sector in weathering the finan-

cial crisis?  The state of business regulation will be evaluated using three 

separate indicators.  These are the World Bank’s annual “Doing Business” 

rankings, the OECD’s Product Market Regulation (PMR) database and the 

Fraser Institute’s regulatory components in its “Economic Freedom of the 

World” rankings. In turn, the strengths and weaknesses of each indicator 

are evaluated.  

7  Data obtained from the OECD Product Market Database, sub-domain “Administrative Barriers to Start-up.” 
Database is available on-line at:  http://www.oecd.org/document/1/0,3746,en_2649_34323_2367297_1_1_1_1,00.html.
8 Based on rankings from the World Bank’s “Doing Business 2011” Report, available on-line at: http://doingbusiness.
org/~/media/FPDKM/Doing%20Business/Documents/Annual-Reports/English/DB11-FullReport.pdf. The report and the 
Doing Business approach will be critiqued below.
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ii. 
DOing buSineSS 

in emerging 
marketS: 

a burDen On 
entrepreneurS 

The determinants of doing business in a country can be split up into three 

separate attributes, all of which act as a constraint on opening and operat-

ing a business:  

•	 Supply: In this context, supply refers to the internal attributes of 

creating a firm, including the ability and cost to a firm to generate a good 

or product. The supply of businesses in a country, without any external 

constraints and with all else being equal, would theoretically be equal to 

the number of entrepreneurs that want to open a business and can find 

the financing to do it; thus, the constraint on the supply-side is not only 

desire, but availability of capital, sufficient benefits that would accrue to the 

entrepreneur in excess of costs (in opening the business), and availability 

of suitable labor to operate the business.

•	 Demand: In contrast to the endogenous factors of supply, demand 

for a particular business is mostly exogenous and depends on the market 

for the good or service, including the particular demand at that point in 

time and especially the demand at the price point offered by the business. 

Demand-side factors constraining a business include other factors such 

as availability of substitutes, broader macroeconomic conditions (i.e. is the 

country in a recession?), and perhaps even geographic-specific issues.

•	 Regulation: The final constraint is perhaps the most difficult to deal 

with, as it has nothing to do with either the intrinsic production function or 

desire of the firm, nor of the demand of the market, but instead with the 

demands of government. Regulation acts a constraint on not only what 

a business can produce or how, but also as a resource constraint in that 

it takes time, effort, and money away from productive uses and channels 

them towards paperwork. Moreover, the exogenous nature of regulatory 

burdens means that their costs are internalized by producers but not by 

the governmental agency, as the marginal cost of another regulation may 

be miniscule from the point of view of government; however, the burdens 

they impose have a large direct cost on businesses and on the formation 

and operation of firms. This misalignment of incentives makes it much hard-

er for businesses to adapt than in the case of supply- or demand-driven 

constraints.

While supply- and demand-factors intuitively impact the number and 

quality of businesses operating in a country, a growing body of economic 

literature has arisen to examine the relationship between regulations and 

private sector development. Perhaps the most difficult task in ascertaining 

this relationship has been the most basic, and that it actually measuring 

the burden that government regulations add to starting a business. The 

most widely-known metric of regulations and their impact on business is the 

World Bank Group’s annual “Doing Business (DB)” rankings, which creates 

a standardized ranking amongst 183 economies from the past nine years 
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based on nine separate indicators on starting and operating a business: 

 

•	 Starting	a	Business

•	 Dealing	with	Construction	Permits

•	 Registering	Property

•	 Getting	Credit

•	 Protecting	Investors

•	 Paying	Taxes

•	 Trading	Across	Borders

•	 Enforcing	Contracts

•	 Closing	a	Business

 

Even as the Doing Business methodology is at present the most com-

prehensive measurement of burdens, there are many shortcomings in the 

rankings that may paint too rosy a picture of the actual state of regulations 

in a given country. In the first instance, the methodology itself is constantly 

evolving, with components being added or subtracted, making it difficult 

to compare a single country, much less groups of countries, over time. 

Perhaps more troublingly, however, deals with the intrinsic scoring, in that 

much of the time and cost attributed to a specific regulation is based on 

the official sources, i.e. legislation and regulation, which can be widely di-

vergent from the actual cost that a business incurs (either in the form of 

corruption, bureaucratic inertia, or activities beyond the scope of the law). 

For example, in some countries in the South Pacific, obtaining a business 

licence is noted in legislation as only taking seven days, but in reality it can 

take much longer if the Minister decides not to officially enter an application 

as “in process” and leaves it on his desk. Thus, for applications that do en-

ter into the formal process, it may only take an average of 7 days to receive 

a licence, but for some licences that may languish for months or years but 

never be counted because they didn’t actually enter the process. While Do-

ing Business attempts to remedy this issue through broad-based surveys 

of important private sector figures in the country, the local knowledge that 

would be needed to go in-depth with each country is expensively prohibi-

tive to obtain, and so a second-best estimate of cost relies on the govern-

ments themselves to provide. 

Additionally, given the narrow focus of Doing Business, there is always 

a chance that a country could focus on one or two components of the Doing 

Business methodology in hopes of “gaming” the system and appearing as 

a reformer, when in reality the country remains overburdened with regula-

tions and/or corruption.9 In this scenario, a country could undertake reforms 

in paying taxes and enforcing contracts that may satisfy the methodology 

but may have only marginal effects on actual ease of doing business – such 

as allowing one to pay taxes on-line but keeping tax rates high – which then 

translates into a “reform” that can move a country up the rankings. In this 

way, only cosmetic changes are made, the government is rewarded with 

a higher ranking, and doing business in a country remains just as difficult.

Perhaps most problematic, as the World Bank Group has always em-

phasized in its technical assistance, the Doing Business ranking does not 

measure the absence of regulation, it merely measures the transparency 

and time needed for each of the components. Thus, a country can have 

a large amount of regulations and requirements, but if their timeframe as 

stated in legislation is short and/or they are administered efficiently it does 

not suffer (as shown in the preceding example). Finally, and an issue that 

the World Bank itself admits,  a country may have a large amount of regula-

tions that are not in the nine areas captured in the methodology, and also 

score well, thus not reflecting the actual ease of doing business within a 

jurisdiction. 

An alternate way to measure the ease of doing business has been 

created by the OECD in their Product Market Regulation (PMR) database. 

Using data that is once again provided by national governments, as re-

sponses to the OECD’s “Regulatory Indicators Questionnaire,” the PMR as-

signs a rank from 0 to 6 (with higher numbers showing more restrictions) on 

a much broader series of indicators than the Doing Business Index. While 

similarly structured, in that the PMR covers only the formal regulations of 

a country, it expands coverage to the broader areas of state control of 

business enterprises, legal and administrative barriers to entrepreneurship, 

and barriers to international trade and investment; these areas are then 

broken down into several sub-domains such as regulatory and administra-

tive opacity or barriers to competition. Indeed, the level of detail in the PMR 

allows for a broader examination of economy-wide barriers in a country, 

rather than just the barriers faced by a hypothetical firm in the capital city.  

Additionally, unlike DB, which ranks countries against each other, in theory 

the PMR ranks each country as a stand-alone entity against the scaling 

from 0 to 6; this can allow for better comparisons across time and countries 

than the DB methodology.

However, what the OECD index makes up for in comprehensive-

9 For example, there is a widespread perception in Azerbaijan that this is exactly what the Aliyev government did 
in 2007 to be named “top reformer” by the World Bank. This criticism has also been made in a report commissioned 
by the Norwegian Ministry for Foreign Affairs by Bjørn Høyland, Kalle Moene, and Fredrik Willumsen, “Be Careful 
When Doing Business,” available on-line at: http://ifiwatchnet.org/sites/ifiwatchnet.org/files/Doing%20Business_
ESOPanalysis.pdf. 
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ness, it lacks in its coverage; it only covers three data points (1998, 2003, 

and 2008), as well as only covering the OECD countries (although ratings 

were assigned in 2008 for Brazil, India, China, Russia, and South Africa 

and a 2010 paper attempted to extend the PMR index to a select group 

of developing countries).10 Also, as noted above, the PMR suffers from the 

same flaws as the Doing Business index, in that it relies on formal barriers 

and government surveys to derive a score, while neglecting issues such 

as corruption. Finally, in any data exercise it is important to “consider the 

source,” and in the past the OECD has proven itself to be in favor of more, 

rather than less regulation (as in its “harmful tax practices” initiatives), and 

thus may be somewhat biased in its views towards what constitutes “large 

amounts” of regulation.11

While these two ranking systems are flawed in similar ways, a third in-

dex attempts to rectify these issues through fusing aspects of these indices 

while expanding coverage to a much larger set of indicators and countries. 

This index is the “Economic Freedom of the World (EFW)” rankings from 

the Fraser Institute in Canada, which covers 123 countries from 1970-2009. 

The overall index ranks these countries on a scale from 1-10, with 10 be-

ing most free and 1 least free, according to five components: size of go-

vernment, legal structure and security of property rights, access to sound 

money, freedom to trade internationally, and regulation of credit, labor and 

business. This last component is most important for tracking business regu-

lation, as it is made up of several sub-components, including labor market 

regulations, bureaucracy costs to starting a business, and bribes (among 

others). More importantly, the regulation component draws somewhat on 

the Doing Business methodology (especially in the area of licensing and 

business start-up), but also fleshes it out further through use of the Global 

Competitiveness Report from the World Economic Forum and through their 

own rankings on financial and labor market regulation.

The EFW rankings may be the most comprehensive approach to reg-

ulations, but they are of course not without their detractors. Some have 

argued that the weighting of the various components is arbitrary,12 a point 

that may have ramifications for the entire index but is less relevant for our 

examination here (as we are focusing on change in sub-components, rath-

er than the overall ranking). Echoing the possible bias in the OECD index 

noted above, other critics have noted that an index of “economic freedom” 

10 See Wølfl, A. et al. (2010), “Product Market Regulation: Extending the Analysis Beyond OECD Countries”, OECD 
Economics Department Working Papers, No. 799, available on-line at: http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/5km68g3d1xzn-en. 
In addition to the BRICS, this paper extended the PMR analysis to include Chile, Estonia, Israel, Russia, Slovenia, 
Indonesia, Bulgaria, Croatia, Romania and Ukraine. 
11 Indeed, the aforementioned paper by Wølfl et al. comes to the conclusion that “some restrictions of foreign trade 
and investment might be beneficial for growth in early stages of development.”
12 For this argument, see Jac C. Heckelman and Michael D. Stroup (2000), “Which Economic Freedoms Contribute 
to Growth?” Kyklos, Vol. 53 No. 4, pp. 527-44.

is inherently ideologically biased, created as it is by a free-market organi-

zation. However, the index itself (apart from its use in economic research) 

remains value-neutral, in that it merely ranks along a continuum, with the 

ranking methods clearly stated and interpreted. And, as some have argued, 

even if an ideological bias exists, “this bias actually ensures that the index 

does capture the desired measurements.”13 Thus, the EFW ranking in the 

area of regulation may be the best subjective indicator that exists currently 

to measure the state of and trends in business regulation in the world during 

the current global financial crisis.

13  Quoted in Thomas A. Garrett and Russell M. Rhine, “Economic Freedom and Employment Growth in U.S. States,” 
Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis Review, January/February 2011, Vol. 93 No. 1, pp. 1-18. The authors point out this 
argument from earlier research from Nathan J. Ashby and Russell S. Sobel, Russell, “Income Inequality and Economic 
Freedom in the U.S. States,” Public Choice, March 2008, Vol. 134 No. 3-4, pp. 329-46.
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iii. 
 DOing  

buSineSS:  
reCent trenDS

There has been a great deal of discussion, many headlines, and countless 

pages written in relation to regulation during the Global Financial Crisis, but 

much of literature and policy work over the past 5 years has been explicitly 

focused on financial regulation, in response to the perceived weaknesses 

in the system that led to the crisis. Much less attention has been paid to 

product market regulation or the regulation of business activity, and it is 

here that we need to rely on the indicators discussed in the previous section 

to try and track the current state of regulation. 

However, given the caveats in measurement of regulations, it might be 

expected that there are different tales regarding the current trends in business 

regulation in the world since the start of the global financial crisis. For example, 

the latest “Doing Business” report for 2011 claims that the overall trend over the 

past 5 years has been towards increased ease of doing business, noting that 

85% of the countries in the survey made doing business easier while just 15% 

made it more difficult (based on the level of change in the regulatory environ-

ment, as measured by the 9 DB indicators, over 5 years). Even this supposition 

overstates the trend for regulation, as included in the 15% with a deteriorating 

business environment were countries such as Finland and Singapore, which 

the report’s authors admitted showed declines only because they have “less 

room for improvement” (in the 2011 rankings, Singapore retains the top spot 

while Finland is ranked as number 13 in the world).

The OECD Product Market Regulation database shows a similar pic-

ture at the aggregate level, with the broadest measure of product market 
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figure 2/ pmr indicator Changes for the OeCD, 2003-08

Source: OeCD product market regulation Database, author’s calculation. Scale is inverted to show 
countries with more success in removing regulations versus those that are increasing regulation.
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regulation showing only 4 economies with increasing regulation from 2003 

to 2008 (Australia, New Zealand, Luxembourg, and the United Kingdom 

– see Figure 2). However, while the broad PMR indicator shows improve-

ment, sub-indicators do show that some countries have tightened their 

business regulations, especially in the area of starting a business (approxi-

mately 24% of OECD countries – see Figure 3), while the United States and 

United Kingdom have remained nearly stagnant. Similar trends are appar-

ent in the extent of state control of business (see Figure 4), which shows a 

rollback from 2003 to 2008 for some large economies.

As noted above, however, the OECD indicators focus on only middle- and 

(mostly) high-income countries, leading to only one view of regulatory trends, 

while the Doing Business index focuses on specific attributes of starting and 

operating a business. Thus, the final view we will have is of the Fraser Institute’s 

EFW index Component 5 on regulations, which tells a somewhat similar tale to 

the PMR index and Doing Business over 2003-08; as Figure 5 shows, the ma-

jority of countries in the world saw increases in economic freedom pertaining 

to business regulation during this period, with only a  surprising few countries 

(such as the United States and Hong Kong) increasing business regulation.

 However, if we narrow down our timeframe to 2007-08 (that is, during 

the GFC), we see a much different story (Figure 6). Sixty-five of the coun-

tries in the Fraser database, or more than half, have no change or experi-

ence a deterioration in their regulatory indicator (with a further 23 countries 
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figure 3/ Change in administrative burdens to Start-ups, 2003-2008

Source: OeCD product market regulation Database, author’s calculation. Scale is inverted to show 
countries with more success in removing regulations versus those that are increasing regulation.
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figure 4/ Change in State Control, 2003-2008

Source: OeCD product market regulation Database, author’s calculation. Scale is inverted to show 
countries with more success in removing regulations versus those that are increasing regulation.

having only marginal improvements of 0.4 or less), showing a trend towards 

greater business regulation. This trend spans across both emerging mar-

kets and developed countries; indeed, the United States shows one of 

the greatest increases in regulation, second only to Syria (which has seen 

much more deterioration in its economic freedom as of late).

Using the EFW numbers, we can examine an even more interesting 

proposition: the correlation between countries with the highest increases in 

regulation and the greatest losses of capital formation, as shown in Figure 1. 

While this is a very simple exercise (actually examining the relationship would 

require advanced regression analysis, in order to ascertain the magnitude of 

the relationship and eliminate third variables that could be influencing both), 

the correlation between regulation and capital formation still tells an interest-

ing story. Most importantly, amongst countries that showed a decrease in 

their capital formation from 2007-08, there was a corresponding increase 

in business regulation that averaged 0.02 on the EFW scale; if we remove 

Azerbaijan, a large outlier that is somewhat suspect (see footnote 6), the in-

crease in regulation corresponds to -0.03 on the EFW scale. Amongst those 

few countries that saw increase capital formation from 2007-08, there is a 

mirror image, with an average decrease in business regulation reflected as 

a gain of 0.03 in the EFW Index. Again, while not conclusive, this represents 

an interesting area for further in-depth research, including using other metrics 

of private sector development and the impact of regulation on these metrics.
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figure 5/ Change in business regulation indicator (efW), 2003 
v. 2008

Syria

united States

Serbia  

honduras

Venezuela

nicaragua

russia

Japan

Sri Lanka

norway

Latvia

Chile

Jordan

austria

bahrain

Luxembourg

israel

Lesotho

Central afr. rep.

Canada

nepal

el Salvador

barbados

paraguay

brazil

Singapore

philippines

india

Denmark

guyana

Colombia

namibia

bangladesh

trinidad & tob.

new Zealand

Chad

Senegal

taiwan

kazakhstan

hong kong

unit. arab em.

mozambique

burkina faso

malawi

mauritius

Slovak rep

azerbaijan

-0
.6

0

-0
.4

0

-0
.2

0

0 0.
20

0.
40

0.
60

   
 C

ha
ng

e 
in

 b
us

in
es

s 
r

eg
ul

at
io

ns
 in

di
ca

to
r

figure 6 / Change in business regulation indicator (efW), 2007 
v. 2008



research october, 2011

19IV.conclusIon /18 /IV. conclusIon

research october, 2011

iV. 
COnCLuSiOn

According to the various indices explored above, business regulations are 

on the rise, albeit in different forms. The greatest increase in regulations 

appears to have happened in the developed countries from 2003 to 2008, 

it also appears to have been on the rise in many developing countries.  In 

particular, the world saw a rapid increase in business regulation from 2007-

08 as the GFC took hold. As more data comes on-line from 2009 and 2010, 

we should also be able to see more of the relationship between regulations 

and their effect on the private sector during the ongoing Global Financial 

Crisis. This examination will also be predicated on developing newer and 

better metrics for quantifying the state of regulation in a particular coun-

try, including refining the Doing Business methodology and expanding the 

reach of the EFW Index. However, anecdotal evidence (especially in OECD 

countries) appears to suggest that the world could be moving into what 

OECD Head of Regulatory Reform Scott Jacobs called in 2000 “the golden 

age of regulation;” that is, that “the state is not withering away in the face 

of markets,” but rather getting larger and more intrusive.14 This will have 

negative implications for private sector development in both developed and 

emerging markets.
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14 Scott Jacobs, “The Golden Age of Regulation” (November 2000) CEPMLP Internet Journal. The paper can be 
found at www.dundee.ac.uk/cepmlp/journal/html/article7-13.htm.



research october, 2011

21IV.conclusIon / 21IV.conclusIon /

info@skolkovo.ru 
www.skolkovo.ru 

The Moscow school of Management skolkovo 

is a joint project of Russian and international business 

representatives, who joined their efforts to create a 

business new-generation school from scratch. Focus-

ing on practical knowledge, the Moscow School of 

Management dedicates itself to training leaders, who 

intend to implement their professional knowledge in the 

conditions of rapidly developing markets. SKOLKOVO 

is defined by: leadership and business undertakings, 

rapidly developing markets focus, innovative approach 

towards educational methods.

The Moscow School of Management SKOLKOVO proj-

ect is fulfilled by the governmental-private partnership 

within the framework of the Education Foreground Na-

tional Project. The project is financed by private inves-

tors, and doesn’t use governmental budget recourses. 

The President of the Russian Federation Dmitry Ana-

tolyevich Medvedev is Chairman of the SKOLKOVO In-

ternational Advisory Board.

Since 2006 SKOLKOVO conducts short educational 

Executive Education programmes for top and medium-

level managers – open programmes and specialized, 

integrated modules based on the companies requests. 

SKOLKOVO launched Executive МВА programme in 

January 2009, first class of the international Full-time 

MBA programme – in September 2009.

Moscow school of Management skolkovo
Novaya ul. 100, Skolkovo village,

Odintsovsky district,

Moscow region, Russia

tel.: +7 495 580 30 03, fax: +7 495 994 46 68

skolkovo institute for Emerging Market studies
Unit 1607-1608, North Star Times Tower

No. 8 Beichendong Road, Chaoyang District

Beijing, 100101, China

tel./fax: +86 10 6498 1634

The skolkovo institute for Emerging Market 
studies (siEMs) is a knowledge centre at the Mos-

cow School of Management SKOLKOVO that special-

izes in the research of the economies and businesses 

of the emerging markets. It provides a research plat-

form that attracts and links leading thinkers and ex-

perts from around the world, who can collaborate on 

studying timely and critical issues in emerging markets. 

Its research is rigorous, field-driven, and comparative 

across emerging markets and offers practical, broadly 

applicable, and valuable guidelines and frameworks for 

business leaders, entrepreneurs, policy-makers, and 

academics with interests in emerging markets. 

It currently has offices in Moscow and Beijing and plans 

to open the India office in the near future. Its research-

ers include several full-time and part-time research fel-

lows who are leading scholars and experts in various 

fields. Its current research focus covers economic and 

financial development, firm growth and sustainabil-

ity, CSR practices, and indigenous innovations in fast 

growing countries. Its research output is distributed 

through various forms of reports, publications, forums, 

and seminars. We welcome feedback and suggestions 

from our readers on the research findings and future 

research directions.

SiemS reSearCh mOnthLy briefS
Vol. 09-01   “The global financial crisis: impact and responses in China and Russia” (February 2009).

Vol. 09-02   “Managing through the global recession: Opportunities and strategic responses in China and Russia” (March 2009).

Vol. 09-03  “Global expansion of emerging multinationals: postcrisis adjustment” (May 2009).

Vol. 09-04  “Operational challenges facing emerging multinationals from Russia and China” (June 2009).

Vol. 09-05   “MNC Operations in Emerging Markets: Post-Crisis Adjustments of FDI Inflows in China and Russia” (August 2009).

Vol. 09-06   “Is Demographics Destiny? How Demographic Changes Will Alter the Economic Futures of the BRICs”  

(September 2009).

Vol. 09-07  “Executive leadership structure in China and Russia” (December 2009).

Vol. 10-01  “Size Matters: Just How Big Are The BRICs?” (January 2010).

Vol. 10-02  “Decoupling Revisited: Can the BRICs Really Go Their Own Way?“ (February 2010).

Vol. 10-03   “The “New Geography” of International Trade “How the Emerging Markets are Rapidly Changing Global Trade”  

(March 2010).

Vol. 10-04   “Chief Executive Officer Turnover in China and Russia: Implications for Corporate Governance and Strategic 

Management” (April 2010).

Vol. 10-05  “Sovereign Wealth Funds and the New Era of BRIC Wealth” (July 2010).

Vol. 10-06  “Corporate Giants and Economic Growth — A Case for China and Russia” (August 2010).

Vol. 10-07   “Is Low Wage Manufacturing in China Disappearing? - Who will be the World’s next Workshop?” (November 2010).

Vol. 11-01  “The New Oil Paradigm: Can the Developing World Live with $100 Plus Oil?” (January 2011).

Vol. 11-02   “Beyond Business, Not Beyond Government: How Corporate Social Responsibility Leaders in China and Russia Do 

Philanthropy” (February 2011)

Vol. 11-03  “All Roads Lead to Rome: High Performance Firms in China and Russia” (June 2011).

Vol. 11-04  “Stock Market Development and Performance in the Emerging Economies” (July 2011).

Vol. 11-05   “The Political Dimension Of Doing Good: Managing the State Through CSR In Russia And China” (August 2011).

Vol. 11-06  “Food Prices: Drivers and Welfare Impacts in Emerging Market Economies” (September 2011).

Vol. 11-07   “The Rapid Ascendency of the Emerging World’s Financial Markets. A Snapshot of their Development” (September 2011).

Vol. 11-08   “World Financial Crisis and Emerging Market Bank Performance: A Bank Efficiency Study”  

(September 2011).

Vol. 11-09   “The Rising Cost of Doing Business in Emerging Markets: Targeting Entrepreneurs in Tough Economic Times” (October 2011).

SiemS iSSue repOrtS 
Vol. 10-01   “The World’s Top Auto Markets in 2030: Emerging Markets Transforming the Global Automotive Industry” (May 2010).

Vol. 10-02   “The Productivity Prize. Accounting for Recent Economic Growth among the BRICs: Miracle or Mirage?” (June 2010).

Vol. 10-03   “The Great Equalizer. The Rise of the Emerging Market Global Middle Class” (September 2010).

Vol. 10-04   “Central Bank Independence and the Global Financial Meltdown: A View from the Emerging Markets” (November 2010).

Vol. 11-01   “Brave New World, Categorizing the Emerging Market Economies – A New Methodology, SKOLKOVO Emerging Market 

Index” (February 2011).

Vol. 11-02   “The New Geography of Capital Flows” (March 2011).

Vol. 11-03   “All That’s Old is New Again: Capital Controls and the Macroeconomic Determinants of Entrepreneurship in Emerging 

Markets” (April 2011).



moscow School of management SkOLkOVO
novaya ul. 100, Skolkovo village,
Odintsovsky district,
moscow region, russia 
tel.: +7 495 580 30 03, fax: +7 495 994 46 68
info@skolkovo.ru
www.skolkovo.ru
 
SkOLkOVO institute for emerging market Studies
unit 1607-1608, north Star times tower
no. 8 beichendong road, Chaoyang District
beijing, 100101, China
tel./fax: +86 10 6498 1634

ernst & young is a global leader in assurance, tax, transaction and advisory services. 
Worldwide, our 144,000 people are united by our shared values and an unwavering 
commitment to quality. We make a difference by helping our people, our clients and our 
wider communities achieve their potential. 

With the opening of our moscow office in 1989, we were the first professional services 
firm to establish operations in the Commonwealth of independent States. ernst & young 
expands its services and resources in accordance with clients’ needs throughout the CiS. 
3,400 professionals work at 16 offices throughout the CiS in moscow, St. petersburg, 
novosibirsk, ekaterinburg, togliatti, yuzhno-Sakhalinsk, almaty, astana, atyrau, baku, 
kyiv, Donetsk, tashkent, tbilisi, yerevan, and minsk.

across all industries, and at local and international levels, our professionals are recognized 
for their leadership, know-how, and delivery of accomplished results. We aim to help you 
identify and reduce business risks, find solutions that will work, and open new opportunities 
for your company. through more than 20 years of our operations in the CiS, we have 
provided the critical information and the trusted resources to pave the way for improved 
business performance and profitability. 

ernst & young 
Sadovnicheskaya nab. 77, bld. 1 | 115035 moscow | russia 
phone: +7 (495) 755 9700 
fax: +7 (495) 755 9701 
e-mail: moscow@ru.ey.com 
Website: www.ey.com


