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ARTICLE

Survival of service firms in European emerging economies
Ichiro Iwasakia and Evžen Kočendab

aInstitute of Economic Research, Hitotsubashi University, Tokyo, Japan; bInstitute of Economic Studies, Charles University, Prague, Czech
Republic

ABSTRACT
Using a dataset of 126,591 service firms in 17 European emerging economies, this paper aims to
estimate firm survivability in the years 2007–2015 and examine its determinants. We found that
31.3%, or 39,557 firms, failed during the observation period. At the same time, however, the
failure risk greatly differed among regions, perhaps due to the remarkable gap in the progress of
economic and political reforms. Moreover, the results of survival analysis revealed that large
shareholding, labor productivity, and firm age played strong roles in preventing business failure
beyond differences in regions and sectors.
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I. Introduction

Emerging economies in Central and Eastern
Europe (CEE) and the former Soviet Union
(FSU) were profoundly challenged by a wave of
crises, starting from the global financial shock in
2008, followed by the EU sovereign debt crisis and
the military conflict in Ukraine. By virtue of sev-
eral attempts made in recent years, we are now
revealing the magnitude of the European crises in
these economies (Wise, Armijo, and Katada 2015;
Brada and Wachtel 2016; Havlik and Iwasaki
2017). However, evidence regarding the service
industry is scarce, although the sector has the
largest employment in the region and, thus, is
crucial for the stability of the national economy.

In this article, using a hand-crafted dataset of
126,591 non-financial service firms in 17
European emerging economies, we will first trace
their survival during the period of 2007–2015 and,
then, examine the determinants to survivability.
For the latter aim, we will estimate a Cox propor-
tional hazards model, paying a special attention to
ownership structure, financial soundness, produc-
tivity, solvency, firm size, and age – variables that
have been repeatedly verified as having roles pre-
venting management failure in the literature
(Manjón-Antolín and Arauzo-Carod 2008; Alfaro
and Chen 2012; Varum and Rocha 2012; Dai et al.
2016; Basile, Pittiglio, and Reganatic 2017; Baek

and Neymotin 2018; Zhang, Zheng, and Ning
2018). In this survival analysis, we will also exam-
ine the possible impact of a country’s progress in
economic and political reforms, taking into
account the fact that economic processes in emer-
ging European economies were shown to be
affected by those reforms as well as institutional
changes (Roland 2000; Estrin et al. 2009;
Hanousek, Kočenda, and Shamshur 2015). We
expect the findings in this paper to contribute to
the limited literature on the impact of European
crisis shocks on emerging markets.

II. Data and methodology

We use data from Bureau van Dijk’s Orbis database.
Based on its 2006/07 and 2015/16 archives, we iden-
tified non-financial service companies that satisfied
the following two conditions: first, they were actually
operating at the end of 2006 in 17 European emer-
ging economies; second, their survival status was
traceable until the end of 2015. In this regard, we
classify failed firms as those being liquidated, bank-
rupt, and/or dissolved. Companies in the category of
mergers/acquisitions are not considered as failed
based on the argument of Lanine and Vander
Vennet (2007). Bailed-out firms were excluded
from the sample. As a result, we confirmed that
a total of 126,591 companies met the above
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conditions. In addition to survival status, we also
collected from the Orbis database a series of firm-
level covariates that enabled us to examine the deter-
minants of survival for 84,772 of the above 126,591
firms in addition to two covariates related to pro-
gress in economic and political reforms provided by
the European Bank for Reconstruction and
Development (EBRD) and the Freedom House.
The covariates used in our empirical analysis are
exhibited in Table 1.

In the following sections, by estimating a non-
parametric Kaplan-Meier cumulative hazard function
and survival function referring to the survival status of
126,591 firms, we will first report the survivability of
service firms in all 17 emerging economies in the
period from 2007 to 2015 and those by country
group (Central European country group – Czech
Republic, Hungary, Poland, Slovakia; Eastern
European country group – Bosnia, Bulgaria, Croatia,
Macedonia, Montenegro, Romania, and Serbia; Baltic
country group – Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania; and
FSU country group –Moldova, Russia, and Ukraine)
and by sector according to theNACERev. 2 industrial
classification.

Next, we will perform a survival analysis of a total
of 84,772 service firms, employing a semi-
parametric Cox proportional hazards model, in
which the effect of a covariate upon the hazard rate
is supposed to be proportional throughout the
observation period. In the Cox model, the form of

the hazard function h tð Þ is assumed in the follow-
ing way:

h tjxi1; � � � ; xinð Þ ¼ h0 tð Þexp β1xi1 þ � � � þ βnxin
� �

;

h0 tð Þ> 0;

where xi1; xi2; xi3; � � � ; xin are covariates associated
with the ith observation; and β1; β2; β3; � � � ; βn are
their respective parameters to be estimated. In this
model, the baseline hazard h0 tð Þ depends only on
time t, while covariates enter the model linearly.
The above equation is estimated through the max-
imum likelihood method by taking the logarithms
of both sides and transforming the equation into
the following linear model:

ln h tjxi1; � � � ; xinð Þ ¼ ln h0 tð Þ þ
Xn

j¼1

βjxij:

To deal with right censoring, we adopt the
Breslow approximation. Every parameter estimate
β reported in this paper is a hazard ratio. The
impact of endogeneity on our results is mini-
mized, as our data and estimation approach satisfy
restrictions specified by Liu (2012).

III. Estimation of firm survivability

Table 2 reports the survival status of 126,591 ser-
vice firms in 17 European emerging economies in

Table 1. Definitions and descriptive statistics of covariates used in the empirical analysis.

Variable name Definitiona
Descriptive statistics

Mean S.D. Median

Large shareholding Dummy for firms with a dominant and block shareholder(s) 0.8207 0.3836 1
Foreign ownership Dummy for ultimate ownership of foreign investors 0.0369 0.1886 0
ROA Return on total assets (%)b 9.9162 20.4993 5.5500
Labor productivity Natural logarithm of operating revenue per employee in Euros −0.1337 1.6343 −0.1462
Solvency ratio Solvency ratio (%)c 33.7765 34.3356 28.8000
Size Natural logarithm of total number of employees 4.1920 0.9471 4.0073
Age Years in operation since the company’s establishment 9.6097 9.5192 8
Age2 Squared value of the Age variable 182.9596 1502.6760 64
Enterprise reform EBRD index of enterprise reformd 2.5204 0.5060 2.3000
Democracy Freedom House index of democracye 3.2502 0.7957 2.7500

Notes:
aValues in 2006
bComputed using the following formula: (profit before tax/total assets) × 100
cComputed using the following formula: (shareholder funds/total assets) × 100
dIt is a five-grade index ranging from 1 to 4 + . A score of 1 denotes a marginal reform, while a score of 4+ denotes a high reform level similar to the
standards and performance typical of advanced industrial economies.

eComputed by 7 minus the value of the original index, which ranges from 1.00 (best) to 7.00 (worst)
Source: Covariates from large shareholding to Age2 were extracted from the Bureau van Dijk (BvD) Orbis database (https://webhelp.bvdep.com).
Covariates of enterprise reform and democracy were obtained from the website of the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development
(EBRD) and the Freedom House (http://www.ebrd.com/home; https://freedomhouse.org/).
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the period of 2007–2015. In this table, the exit rate
denotes the ratio of companies that failed by the
end of 2015 in all of the corresponding sample
firms. This simple exit rate may not express the
real risk of management failure when the data are
censored. Hence, in addition to the exit rate, we
also report a Nelson-Aalen estimate of cumulative
hazard function that adapts to data subject to right
censoring. From this table, we conjecture that the
European crises dealt fatal damage to a large num-
ber of service companies in CEE and FSU coun-
tries. Actually, we found that 39,557, or 31.3% of
126,591 firms, failed during the observation per-
iod. The Nelson-Aalen estimate of cumulative
hazard function for all 17 countries is 0.3650.
The damage of the crises on the service industry
in emerging economies was highly likely to be
larger than that in developed economies.

At the same time, however, Table 2 also proves
that there is a remarkable gap between country
groups from this perspective: in fact, the exit rate
(Nelson-Aalen cumulative hazard function) for
Central European countries has a value of 0.1366
(0.1456), while that for FSU countries has a much
larger value of 0.3713 (0.4484). In other words,
service firms in FSU countries faced a risk of
management failure almost 3 times greater than
that of their counterparts in Central Europe. With

regard to companies in Eastern European and
Baltic countries, they had almost the same level
of failure risk (0.2353 (0.2634) versus 0.2337
(0.2599)), which is at an intermediate level
between Central European and FSU countries.
Panels (a) and (b) in Figure 1 display time series
changes in firm survivability in all 17 emerging
economies and by country group, respectively.
The log-rank test for the equality of survivor func-
tions for the four country groups strongly rejects
the null hypothesis (χ2 = 4131.51, p = 0.000) and,
hence, backs up the above findings. To sum up,
the above results imply that transformation to
a democratic and market-oriented system strongly
affected the destiny of service firms in the former
socialist emerging economies.

According to Table 2 and Panel (c) in Figure 1,
there are certain differences in the survivability of
service firms depending on the sectors they belong
to: the exit rate (Nelson-Aalen cumulative hazard
function) for the wholesale and retail trade sector
shows the highest value of 0.3521 (0.4206) among
7 sectors, while the accommodation and food ser-
vice sectors have the lowest failure risk of 0.2203
(0.2443). The risk of firm failure in the other 5
sectors ranges between 0.2468 (0.2784) and 0.3150
(0.3688). Overall, the failure risk in sectors that are
closely related to international transactions and

Table 2. Survival status of 126,591 service firms in 17 European emerging economies: 2007–2015.

Number of firms operating at
the end of 2006 (a)

Number of failed firms by
the end of 2015 (b)

Exit rate
(b/a)

Nelson-Aalen cumulative hazard
function

Coef. S.E.
[95% confi-

dence interval]

All 17 European emerging economies 1,26,591 39,557 0.3125 0.3650 0.0018 0.3614 0.3686
Breakdown by country group
Central European countriesa 17,946 2,452 0.1366 0.1456 0.0029 0.1400 0.1515
Eastern European countriesb 18,603 4,378 0.2353 0.2634 0.0040 0.2557 0.2713
Baltic countriesc 5,153 1,204 0.2337 0.2599 0.0075 0.2456 0.2751
FSU countriesd 84,889 31,523 0.3713 0.4484 0.0025 0.4435 0.4534

Breakdown by sector (NACE Rev. 2 section)
Wholesale and retail trade (Section G) 68,549 24,135 0.3521 0.4206 0.0027 0.4153 0.4260
Transportation and storage (Section H) 11,744 3,306 0.2815 0.3230 0.0056 0.3121 0.3342
Accommodation and food service activities
(Section I)

5,303 1,168 0.2203 0.2443 0.0072 0.2307 0.2588

Information and communication (Section J) 6,299 1,693 0.2688 0.3064 0.0075 0.2921 0.3214
Real estate activities (Section L) 8,498 2,677 0.3150 0.3688 0.0072 0.3550 0.3831
Professional, scientific, and technical activities
(Section M)

11,277 2,895 0.2567 0.2905 0.0054 0.2801 0.3013

Other service industries (Sections N–S) 14,921 3,683 0.2468 0.2784 0.0046 0.2695 0.2875

Notes:
aCzech Republic, Hungary, Poland, Slovakia
bBosnia, Bulgaria, Croatia, Macedonia, Montenegro, Romania, and Serbia
cEstonia, Latvia, and Lithuania
dMoldova, Russia, and Ukraine
Source: Authors’ estimations
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foreign direct investment tends to be higher than
that in sectors inclined to the domestic market.
The log-rank test for the 7 sectors rejects the null
hypothesis (χ2 = 1223.63, p = 0.000), suggesting
that the impact of European crises varied not only
between country groups but also within the ser-
vice industry. Therefore, in the next section, we
report results based on the Cox model by country
groups and sectors, in addition to aggregate
estimates.

IV. Results of survival analysis

The overall picture is presented in Table 3, where
in the first three columns (Models [1] to [3]) we
report the aggregate results across all 17 countries
and then contrast them with specific outcomes by
country groups. Baseline model [1] is a standard
specification where fixed effects account for coun-
try-specific unobserved factors. The other two
models include a measure of the progress in

liberalization and institutional reform of the enter-
prise sector (Model [2]) and a measure of the level
of democracy and political reforms achieved
(Model [3]) shown to be linked with economic
processes in emerging economies (Roland 2000;
Estrin et al. 2009; Hanousek, Kočenda, and
Shamshur 2015). Inclusion of the two measures
is important for assessing whether and how pro-
gress in economic and political reforms in emer-
ging European economies impacts firm survival.
Further, in Table 4, we show results across NACE-
defined sectors. On the whole, a high value of
Harrell’s C-statistic indicates sufficient explana-
tory power of the fitted models reported in these
tables.

Ownership structure plays an important role
with respect to the survival rate, in that large
shareholding is the single most important exit-
preventive factor (Table 3), with its impact well
leveled across sectors (Table 4). Its impact is the
strongest among firms from Eastern Europe, as

Figure 1. Kaplan-Meier survival function by country group and sector.

APPLIED ECONOMICS LETTERS 343



Ta
bl
e
3.

Re
su
lts

of
su
rv
iv
al

an
al
ys
is
fo
r
17

Eu
ro
pe
an

em
er
gi
ng

ec
on

om
ie
s
an
d
by

co
un

tr
y
gr
ou

p.
M
od

el
[1
]

[2
]

[3
]

[4
]

[5
]

[6
]

[7
]

Ta
rg
et

co
un

tr
y

Al
l1

7
Eu
ro
pe
an

em
er
gi
ng

ec
on

om
ie
s

Ce
nt
ra
lE

ur
op

ea
n
co
un

tr
ie
sa

Ea
st
er
n
Eu
ro
pe
an

co
un

tr
ie
sb

Ba
lti
c
co
un

tr
ie
sc

FS
U
co
un

tr
ie
sd

La
rg
e
sh
ar
eh
ol
di
ng

0.
31
62
**
*

0.
31
99
**
*

0.
30
30
**
*

0.
25
35
**
*

0.
19
75
**
*

0.
24
46
**
*

0.
32
16
**
*

(−
79
.6
8)

(−
78
.1
4)

(−
82
.6
0)

(−
19
.5
0)

(−
37
.2
6)

(−
16
.8
3)

(−
69
.6
5)

Fo
re
ig
n
ow

ne
rs
hi
p

0.
82
27
**
*

0.
92
27
*

0.
99
41
*

0.
97
63

1.
12
91

0.
73
20

1.
12
48
*

(−
4.
28
)

(−
1.
75
)

(−
1.
83
)

(−
0.
20
)

(1
.4
6)

(−
1.
36
)

(1
.7
2)

RO
A

1.
00
33
**
*

1.
00
23
**
*

1.
00
16
**
*

0.
99
56

1.
00
37
**

0.
98
55
**
*

1.
00
14
**
*

(7
.1
5)

(4
.7
7)

(3
.4
3)

(−
1.
21
)

(2
.1
4)

(−
3.
28
)

(2
.7
3)

La
bo

r
pr
od

uc
tiv
ity

0.
87
47
**
*

0.
89
10
**
*

0.
89
89
**
*

0.
98
98

0.
86
19
**
*

1.
00
09

0.
89
77
**
*

(−
29
.7
7)

(−
24
.7
4)

(−
22
.7
5)

(−
0.
49
)

(−
9.
63
)

(0
.0
3)

(−
20
.3
3)

So
lv
en
cy

ra
tio

0.
99
16
**
*

0.
99
15
**
*

0.
99
17
**
*

0.
99
18
**
*

0.
98
84
**
*

0.
99
17
**
*

0.
99
27
**
*

(−
32
.0
5)

(−
33
.2
3)

(−
32
.6
9)

(−
6.
87
)

(−
12
.4
8)

(−
4.
03
)

(−
26
.4
7)

Si
ze

1.
08
50
**
*

1.
08
89
**
*

1.
07
99
**
*

0.
95
88

1.
04
80
**

0.
87
64
**

1.
10
25
**
*

(1
1.
84
)

(1
2.
35
)

(1
1.
13
)

(−
1.
22
)

(1
.9
8)

(−
2.
42
)

(1
2.
90
)

Ag
e

0.
93
70
**
*

0.
94
32
**
*

0.
94
56
**
*

0.
96
77
**
*

0.
96
14
**
*

0.
97
27
**

0.
93
14
**
*

(−
34
.1
3)

(−
29
.7
5)

(−
28
.6
8)

(−
6.
53
)

(−
8.
17
)

(−
2.
34
)

(−
32
.9
2)

Ag
e2

1.
00
01
**
*

1.
00
01
**
*

1.
00
01
**
*

1.
00
01
**
*

1.
00
03
**
*

1.
00
00

1.
00
03
**
*

(2
7.
79
)

(2
4.
99
)

(2
4.
08
)

(6
.9
7)

(6
.2
7)

(−
0.
13
)

(1
7.
89
)

En
te
rp
ris
e
re
fo
rm

0.
66
84
**
*

(−
22
.2
5)

D
em

oc
ra
cy

0.
72
28
**
*

(−
26
.7
4)

Co
un

tr
y-
le
ve
lfi

xe
d
eff

ec
ts

Ye
s

N
o

N
o

Ye
s

Ye
s

Ye
s

Ye
s

N
AC

E
di
vi
si
on

-le
ve
lfi

xe
d
eff

ec
ts

Ye
s

Ye
s

Ye
s

Ye
s

Ye
s

Ye
s

Ye
s

N
84
,7
72

84
,7
72

84
,7
72

96
71

10
,4
40

29
75

61
,6
86

Lo
g
ps
eu
do

lik
el
ih
oo
d

−
27
6,
73
3.
03

−
27
6,
48
5.
98

−
27
6,
34
1.
37

−
88
91
.2
8

−
20
,7
00
.2
1

−
46
06
.4
1

−
22
6,
86
9.
05

H
ar
re
ll’
s
C-
st
at
is
tic

0.
71
21

0.
71
66

0.
71
75

0.
70
04

0.
71
69

0.
74
92

0.
69
48

W
al
d
te
st

(χ
2 )

14
,0
29
.9
4*
**

14
,4
69
.2
0*
**

15
,2
07
.8
5*
**

17
,7
60
.7
0*
**

13
,9
38
.9
0*
**

47
,6
63
.1
1*
**

10
,7
94
.5
8*
**

N
ot
es
:T
hi
s
ta
bl
e
co
nt
ai
ns

re
su
lts

fr
om

th
e
su
rv
iv
al
an
al
ys
is
us
in
g
th
e
Co

x
pr
op

or
tio

na
lh

az
ar
ds

m
od

el
.T
ab
le
1
pr
ov
id
es

de
ta
ile
d
de
fi
ni
tio

ns
an
d
de
sc
rip

tiv
e
st
at
is
tic
s
of

th
e
co
va
ria
te
s.
Re
gr
es
si
on

co
effi

ci
en
ts
ar
e
ha
za
rd

ra
tio

s.
St
an
da
rd

er
ro
rs

ar
e
co
m
pu

te
d
us
in
g
th
e
H
ub

er
-W

hi
te

sa
nd

w
ic
h
es
tim

at
or
.
z
st
at
is
tic
s
ar
e
re
po

rt
ed

in
pa
re
nt
he
se
s
be
ne
at
h
th
e
re
gr
es
si
on

co
effi

ci
en
ts
.
Th
e
W
al
d
te
st

ex
am

in
es

th
e
nu

ll
hy
po

th
es
is
th
at

al
l

co
effi

ci
en
ts

ar
e
ze
ro
.*
**
,*
*,
an
d
*
de
no

te
st
at
is
tic
al
si
gn

ifi
ca
nc
e
at

th
e
1%

,5
%
,a
nd

10
%

le
ve
ls
,r
es
pe
ct
iv
el
y.

a C
ze
ch

Re
pu

bl
ic
,H

un
ga
ry
,P

ol
an
d,

an
d
Sl
ov
ak
ia

b
Bo

sn
ia
,B

ul
ga
ria
,C

ro
at
ia
,M

ac
ed
on

ia
,M

on
te
ne
gr
o,

Ro
m
an
ia
,a
nd

Se
rb
ia

c E
st
on

ia
,L
at
vi
a,
an
d
Li
th
ua
ni
a

d
M
ol
do

va
,R

us
si
a,
an
d
U
kr
ai
ne

So
ur
ce
:A

ut
ho

rs
’
es
ti
m
at
io
ns

344 I. IWASAKI AND E. KOČENDA



Ta
bl
e
4.

Re
su
lts

of
su
rv
iv
al

an
al
ys
is
by

se
ct
or
.

M
od

el
[1
]

[2
]

[3
]

[4
]

[5
]

[6
]

[7
]

Ta
rg
et

se
ct
or

(N
AC

E
Re
v.

2
se
ct
io
n)

W
ho

le
sa
le

an
d
re
ta
il

tr
ad
e
(S
ec
tio

n
G
)

Tr
an
sp
or
ta
tio

n
an
d

st
or
ag
e
(S
ec
tio

n
H
)

Ac
co
m
m
od

at
io
n
an
d
fo
od

se
rv
ic
e
ac
tiv
iti
es

(S
ec
tio

n
I)

In
fo
rm

at
io
n
an
d
co
m
-

m
un

ic
at
io
n
(S
ec
tio

n
J)

Re
al
es
ta
te

ac
tiv
-

iti
es

(S
ec
tio

n
L)

Pr
of
es
si
on

al
,s
ci
en
tifi

c,
an
d

te
ch
ni
ca
la
ct
iv
iti
es

(S
ec
tio

n
M
)

O
th
er

se
rv
ic
e
in
du

s-
tr
ie
s
(S
ec
tio

ns
N
–S
)

La
rg
e
sh
ar
eh
ol
di
ng

0.
29
77
**
*

0.
29
78
**
*

0.
38
94
**
*

0.
43
29
**
*

0.
33
48
**
*

0.
34
20
**
*

0.
36
17
**
*

(−
67
.7
0)

(−
23
.0
1)

(−
10
.0
9)

(−
10
.9
0)

(−
17
.0
3)

(−
20
.9
4)

(−
18
.9
5)

Fo
re
ig
n
ow

ne
rs
hi
p

0.
78
55
**
*

0.
64
11
**
*

1.
03
75

1.
04
63

1.
25
82

0.
84
74

0.
79
85

(−
3.
82
)

(−
2.
73
)

(0
.1
4)

(0
.3
6)

(1
.0
3)

(−
1.
24
)

(−
1.
41
)

RO
A

1.
00
40
**
*

1.
00
78
**
*

0.
99
72

1.
00
01

1.
00
22

1.
00
07

1.
00
37
**
*

(6
.3
5)

(4
.7
0)

(−
1.
21
)

(0
.0
7)

(1
.2
4)

(0
.4
7)

(2
.7
2)

La
bo

r
pr
od

uc
tiv
ity

0.
87
52
**
*

0.
87
67
**
*

0.
96
18

0.
92
19
**
*

0.
90
63
**
*

0.
85
50
**
*

0.
92
41
**
*

(−
24
.0
6)

(−
7.
64
)

(−
1.
25
)

(−
3.
57
)

(−
5.
10
)

(−
9.
95
)

(−
4.
30
)

So
lv
en
cy

ra
tio

0.
99
02
**
*

0.
99
13
**
*

0.
99
66
**
*

0.
99
46
**
*

0.
99
46
**
*

0.
99
29
**
*

0.
99
39
**
*

(−
25
.9
9)

(−
10
.5
0)

(−
2.
77
)

(−
4.
98
)

(−
6.
20
)

(−
8.
13
)

(−
7.
68
)

Si
ze

1.
08
61
**
*

1.
04
09
*

1.
03
91

1.
13
22
**
*

1.
14
42
**
*

1.
04
93
*

1.
02
54

(9
.7
5)

(1
.6
7)

(0
.7
7)

(3
.7
6)

(4
.0
6)

(1
.8
5)

(0
.9
8)

Ag
e

0.
91
79
**
*

0.
96
93
**
*

0.
94
43
**
*

0.
93
00
**
*

0.
94
00
**
*

0.
92
43
**
*

0.
93
82
**
*

(−
37
.5
6)

(−
5.
64
)

(−
5.
28
)

(−
8.
01
)

(−
4.
10
)

(−
12
.5
1)

(−
9.
24
)

Ag
e2

1.
00
06
**
*

1.
00
01
**
*

1.
00
06
**
*

1.
00
06
**
*

1.
00
02

1.
00
06
**
*

1.
00
01
**
*

(1
7.
60
)

(5
.6
8)

(4
.1
8)

(6
.4
7)

(0
.3
6)

(9
.1
7)

(9
.0
4)

Co
un

tr
y-
le
ve
lfi

xe
d
eff

ec
ts

Ye
s

Ye
s

Ye
s

Ye
s

Ye
s

Ye
s

Ye
s

N
AC

E
di
vi
si
on

-le
ve
lfi

xe
d
eff

ec
ts

Ye
s

Ye
s

Ye
s

Ye
s

Ye
s

Ye
s

Ye
s

N
50
,9
15

68
51

26
52

42
67

44
55

81
19

75
13

Lo
g
ps
eu
do

lik
el
ih
oo
d

−
17
9,
50
0.
88

−
14
,8
53
.6
2

−
43
19
.0
1

−
84
00
.6
6

−
94
08
.5
3

−
16
,2
90
.0
2

−
14
,0
03
.4
2

H
ar
re
ll’
s
C-
st
at
is
tic

0.
71
48

0.
69
28

0.
64
78

0.
66
34

0.
67
47

0.
71
26

0.
69
84

W
al
d
te
st

(χ
2 )

10
,9
09
.6
8*
**

88
6.
31
**
*

17
4.
40
**
*

33
2.
03
**
*

50
2.
49
**
*

12
29
.1
4*
**

74
9.
10
**
*

N
ot
es
:T
hi
s
ta
bl
e
co
nt
ai
ns

re
su
lts

fr
om

th
e
su
rv
iv
al
an
al
ys
is
us
in
g
th
e
Co

x
pr
op

or
tio

na
lh

az
ar
ds

m
od

el
.T
ab
le
1
pr
ov
id
es

de
ta
ile
d
de
fi
ni
tio

ns
an
d
de
sc
rip

tiv
e
st
at
is
tic
s
of

th
e
co
va
ria
te
s.
Re
gr
es
si
on

co
effi

ci
en
ts
ar
e
ha
za
rd

ra
tio

s.
St
an
da
rd

er
ro
rs

ar
e
co
m
pu

te
d
us
in
g
th
e
H
ub

er
-W

hi
te

sa
nd

w
ic
h
es
tim

at
or
.
z
st
at
is
tic
s
ar
e
re
po

rt
ed

in
pa
re
nt
he
se
s
be
ne
at
h
th
e
re
gr
es
si
on

co
effi

ci
en
ts
.
Th
e
W
al
d
te
st

ex
am

in
es

th
e
nu

ll
hy
po

th
es
is
th
at

al
l

co
effi

ci
en
ts

ar
e
ze
ro
.*
**
,*
*,
an
d
*
de
no

te
st
at
is
tic
al
si
gn

ifi
ca
nc
e
at

th
e
1%

,5
%
,a
nd

10
%

le
ve
ls
,r
es
pe
ct
iv
el
y.

So
ur
ce
:A

ut
ho

rs
’
es
ti
m
at
io
ns

APPLIED ECONOMICS LETTERS 345



the coefficient (0.1975) is way below the threshold
of 1.0; in other groups, the effect is comparable.
This finding underlines the significance of the
extent of control that large shareholding repre-
sents: through management and the supervisory
board, majority ownership facilitates more direct
executive control of the company, which translates
into its efficiency (Hanousek, Kočenda, and
Shamshur 2015), especially in owner-controlled
firms (Durand and Vargas 2003).

A complementary finding shows a similarly pre-
ventive role of foreign ownership, albeit with lower
impact than the extent of control. However, country
group results reveal that the position of foreign
ownership pertains only to the FSU group; other-
wise, coefficients are statistically insignificant.
Similarly, foreign ownership improves the survival
rate for firms operating in trade, transportation, and
storage (Table 4, Models [1] and [2]); for other
sectors, coefficients are statistically insignificant.
Further, aggregate results indicate the importance
of foreign ownership (Table 3, Model [1]). This
finding is in line with the fact that, in emerging
markets, foreign owners are documented to bring
not only investments to firms, but also micro-level
reforms, such as better management practices and
improved corporate governance (Estrin et al. 2009).
The impact of foreign ownership naturally declines
somewhat when progress in economy-wide enter-
prise reforms or democratization is added to the
estimated specification; at the same time, it is
shown that the economic impact of those reforms
on firm survival is substantial (Table 3, Models [2]
and [3]).

Firm performance variables exhibit mostly eco-
nomically insignificant effects (Table 3). Relative
profitability, measured by ROA, has a neutral
impact on firm survival, as the coefficients oscillate
around 1.0 across all country groups (or sectors).
Similarly, a firm’s solvency shows a less-than-
negligible exit-preventive effect. On the other
hand, firms with higher labor productivity have
better survival chances. While the effect is not
dramatically large, it is far from being marginal
and correlates well with the predictions of Melitz
(2003) and the findings of Esteve-Pérez and
Mañez-Castillejo (2008). The largest exit-
preventive impact can be found for firms operat-
ing in trade, transportation, and storage, plus

those engaged in scientific and technical activities
(Table 4). This finding underscores the signifi-
cance of productivity in service firms as an exit-
preventive factor, since Duarte and Restuccia
(2010) documented the increasing role of services
in determining cross-country aggregate productiv-
ity outcomes.

Finally, the size of a firm on the aggregate level
shows a marginally negative effect that is driven by
the results of the FSU group, though. This result
might reflect difficulties with management and the
operation of larger units that historically domi-
nated the FSU economic landscape (Havlik and
Iwasaki 2017). On the other hand, larger firms in
the Baltic and Eastern European groups have bet-
ter or neutral survival chances, respectively; this
finding reflects similar results in the literature
(Varum and Rocha 2012). The age of a firm mildly
improves its survival chances (Table 3), irrespec-
tive of the sector (Table 4). Age brings stability,
but since the coefficients of its squared term equal
one, it seems not to matter how old a firm gets.

As a robustness check, we estimated alternative
parametric survival models and found that their
estimates are quite similar to those of the Cox
model (see Appendix).

V. Conclusions

Employing firm-level data from 17 European
emerging economies, we found that 39,557, or
31.3% of 126,591 service firms, had a failure of
management during the period of 2007–2015,
suggesting a strong blow caused by recent finan-
cial and political crises in the CEE and FSU
regions. However, the magnitude of the crises
greatly differed among regions, perhaps due to
the remarkable gap in the progress of economic
and political transformation (Åslund and
Djankov 2014; Gevorkyan 2018). Furthermore,
the results of survival analysis revealed that,
beyond the difference in regions and sectors,
large shareholding, labor productivity, and firm
age impacted firm survival substantially, which
are in line with the empirical results in the pre-
vious studies cited in the Introduction. The find-
ings in this paper provide specific insights into
the consequences of the European crises in
emerging economies.

346 I. IWASAKI AND E. KOČENDA



Acknowledgments

We would like to thank an anonymous reviewer for his/her
helpful comments and Eriko Yoshida for her research assis-
tance and Tammy Bicket for her editorial assistance. The
usual disclaimer applies.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the authors.

Funding

This research was financially supported by the Grant Agency
of the Czech Republic (Grant No. 19-22488S), the Japan
Securities Scholarship Foundation (JSSF), the Nomura
Foundation, and the Mitsubishi Foundation

References

Alfaro, L., and M. X. Chen. 2012. “Surviving the Global
Financial Crisis: Foreign Ownership and Establishment
Performance.” American Economic Journal: Economic
Policy 4 (3): 30–55.

Åslund, A., and S. Djankov, eds.. 2014.TheGreat Rebirth: Lessons
from the Victory of Capitalism over Communism. Washington,
D.C: Peterson Institute for International Economics.

Baek, H. Y., and F. Neymotin. 2018. “Entrepreneurial
Overconfidence and Firm Survival: An Analysis Using
the Kauffman Firm Survey.” Applied Economics Letters
25 (16): 1175–1178. doi:10.1080/13504851.2017.1406649.

Basile, R., R. Pittiglio, and F. Reganatic. 2017. “Do
Agglomeration Externalities Affect Firm Survival?”
Regional Studies 51 (4): 548–562. doi:10.1080/
00343404.2015.1114175.

Brada, J. C., and P. Wachtel, eds. 2016. Global Banking Crisis
and Emerging Markets. New York: Palgrave Macmillan.

Dai, M., R. Harris, Y. Lu, and H. Liu. 2016. “Exports and
Firm Survival: Do Trade Regime and Productivity
Matter?” Applied Economics Letters 23 (6): 457–460.

Duarte, M., and D. Restuccia. 2010. “The Role of the
Structural Transformation in Aggregate Productivity.”
Quarterly Journal of Economics 125 (1): 129–173.
doi:10.1162/qjec.2010.125.1.129.

Durand, R., and V. Vargas. 2003. “Ownership, Organization,
and Private Firms’ Efficient Use of Resources.” Strategic
Management Journal 24 (7): 667–675. doi:10.1002/(ISSN)
1097-0266.

Esteve-Pérez, S., and J. A. Mañez-Castillejo. 2008. “The
Resource-Based Theory of the Firm and Firm Survival.”
Small Business Economics 30 (3): 231–249. doi:10.1007/
s11187-006-9011-4.

Estrin, S., J. Hanousek, E. Kočenda, and J. Svejnar. 2009.
“Effects of Privatization and Ownership in Transition
Economies.” Journal of Economic Literature 47 (3):
699–728. doi:10.1257/jel.47.3.699.

Gevorkyan, A. V. 2018. Transition Economies:
Transformation, Development, and Society in Eastern
Europe and the Former Soviet Union. Oxford: Routledge.

Hanousek, J., E. Kočenda, and A. Shamshur. 2015.
“Corporate Efficiency in Europe.” Journal of Corporate
Finance 32: 24–40. doi:10.1016/j.jcorpfin.2015.03.003.

Havlik, P., and I. Iwasaki, eds. 2017. Economics of European
Crises and Emerging Markets. Singapore: Palgrave
Macmillan.

Lanine, G., and R. Vander Vennet. 2007. “Microeconomic
Determinants of Acquisitions of Eastern European Banks
by Western European Banks.” Economics of Transition 15
(2): 285–308. doi:10.1111/ecot.2007.15.issue-2.

Liu, X. 2012. Survival Analysis: Models and Applications.
Chichester: John Wiley & Sons.

Manjón-Antolín, M. C., and J. M. Arauzo-Carod. 2008.
“Firm Survival: Methods and Evidence.” Empirica 35 (1):
1–24. doi:10.1007/s10663-007-9048-x.

Melitz, M. J. 2003. “The Impact of Trade in Intra-Industry
Reallocations and Aggregate Industry Productivity.”
Econometrica 71: 1695–1725. doi:10.1111/1468-0262.00467.

Roland, G. 2000. Transition and Economics: Politics, Markets,
and Firms. Cambridge and London: MIT Press.

Varum, A. C., and V. C. Rocha. 2012. “The Effect of Crisis on
Firm Exit and the Moderating Effect of Firm Size.”
Economics Letters 114 (1): 94–97. doi:10.1016/j.
econlet.2011.09.015.

Wise, C., L. E. Armijo, and S. N. Katada, eds. 2015.
Unexpected Outcomes: How Emerging Markets Survived
the Global Financial Crisis. New York: Brookings
Institute Press.

Zhang, D., W. Zheng, and L. Ning. 2018. “Does Innovation
Facilitate Firm Survival? Evidence from Chinese
High-Tech Firms.” Economic Modelling 75: 458–468.
doi:10.1016/j.econmod.2018.07.030.

APPLIED ECONOMICS LETTERS 347

https://doi.org/10.1080/13504851.2017.1406649
https://doi.org/10.1080/00343404.2015.1114175
https://doi.org/10.1080/00343404.2015.1114175
https://doi.org/10.1162/qjec.2010.125.1.129
https://doi.org/10.1002/(ISSN)1097-0266
https://doi.org/10.1002/(ISSN)1097-0266
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-006-9011-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-006-9011-4
https://doi.org/10.1257/jel.47.3.699
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcorpfin.2015.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1111/ecot.2007.15.issue-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10663-007-9048-x
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-0262.00467
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econlet.2011.09.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econlet.2011.09.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econmod.2018.07.030


Appendix Estimation results of parametric
survival models for robustness check

Model Table 3 Model [1] [1] [2] [3] [4] [5] [6]

Assumption of survival distribution
Cox propotional

hazards Exponential Weibull Gompertz Log-normal Log-logistic
Generalized
gamma

Large shareholding 0.3162*** 0.3636*** 0.2996*** 0.3004*** 0.6559*** 0.6036*** 0.5858***
(−79.68) (−80.35) (−77.99) (−77.78) (69.99) (74.69) (73.90)

Foreign ownership 0.8227*** 0.8147*** 0.8162*** 0.8146*** 0.0761*** 0.0857*** 0.0932***
(−4.28) (−4.64) (−4.36) (−4.39) (3.23) (3.85) (4.20)

ROA 1.0033*** 1.0031*** 1.0035*** 1.0035*** −0.0019*** −0.0017*** −0.0017***
(7.15) (7.04) (7.19) (7.18) (−7.25) (−7.11) (−7.23)

Labor productivity 0.8747*** 0.8809*** 0.8689*** 0.8686*** 0.0768*** 0.0690*** 0.0681***
(−29.77) (−30.02) (−29.83) (−29.84) (28.47) (29.03) (29.65)

Solvency ratio 0.9916*** 0.9922*** 0.9913*** 0.9912*** 0.0046*** 0.0042*** 0.0042***
(−32.05) (−31.65) (−32.06) (−32.06) (29.83) (30.87) (32.04)

Size 1.0850*** 1.0720*** 1.0911*** 1.0910*** −0.0423*** −0.0396*** −0.0417***
(11.84) (10.83) (12.09) (12.07) (−10.27) (−10.76) (−11.88)

Age 0.9370*** 0.9410*** 0.9340*** 0.9340*** 0.0284*** 0.0316*** 0.0323***
(−34.13) (−33.44) (−34.56) (−34.54) (21.98) (31.22) (33.20)

Age2 1.0001*** 1.0001*** 1.0001*** 1.0001*** −0.0001*** −0.0001*** −0.0001***
(27.79) (26.78) (28.47) (28.47) (−7.30) (−7.05) (−26.52)

Country-level fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
NACE division-level fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
N 84,772 84,772 84,772 84,772 84,772 84,772 84,772
Log pseudolikelihood −276,733.03 −61,038.66 −54,793.46 −55,943.11 −55,524.67 −54,877.45 −54,775.80
Wald test (χ2) 14,029.94*** 15,578.40*** 13,379.35*** 13,317.52*** 10,860.09*** 12,094.65*** 11,557.85***

Notes: This table contains results from the survival analysis using 6 parametric estimators for a robustness check. Table 1 provides detailed definitions and
descriptive statistics of the independent variables. Models [1] to [3] report hazard ratios, while Models [4] to [6] report regression coefficients. Standard
errors are computed using the Huber-White sandwich estimator. z statistics are reported in parentheses beneath the regression coefficients. The Wald test
examines the null hypothesis that all coefficients are zero. ***, **, and * denote statistical significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% levels, respectively.

Source: Authors’ estimations

348 I. IWASAKI AND E. KOČENDA


	Abstract
	I. Introduction
	II. Data and methodology
	III. Estimation of firm survivability
	IV. Results of survival analysis
	V. Conclusions
	Acknowledgments
	Disclosure statement
	Funding
	References
	Appendix Estimation results of parametric survival models for robustness check



