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Abst r act

This paper analyses the inplications of |I|iberalization on nmarket
structure in the Greek tel econmuni cation market from 1992 to 2005. In
particular, we investigate the influence of the sector’'s reform on
market structure and the possible explanatory factors of these
dependent variable. The data refers to 44 of the npbst prom nent
conpani es of fixed tel ephony, nobile tel ephony and internet services
and was conpiled by neans of interviews with the help of a
guestionnaire. The data was evaluated both descriptively and
econonetrically (Panel Feasible Generalised Least Squares — FGES)
Qur descriptive analysis concluded that |Iliberalization of the
tel ecomnmuni cation market reduced its concentration degree and
i ncreased conpetition. This conclusion is supported by other research
studi es. The econonetric research showed that both private ownership
and speci alized personnel in the conmercial and technical sector seem
to positively influence the conpanies’ market share. In this way, the
present article offers wuseful information about a field that
continues to be characterized by a vast researching deficit.

Keywor ds: Greece, Tel ecomunication, Mrket Structure, Conpetition
Privatization, Regulation

| nt roducti on

Fromits early stages, the tel ecomunicati on sector operated in every
country under the status of strict state nonopoly and al nost absol ute
protectionism (Nestor and Mahboobi, 1999, WIson and Zhou, 2001,
Spiller and Cardili, 1997, Shirley and Wl sh, 2000, Sheshinski and
Lopez- Cal va, 1998, Smith, 1995). However, in the course of tinme, the
rising custoner demand for higher quality, new services and | ower
prices led to necessary structural changes (Koski, 2002, CECD, 1995

Her acl eous, 1999, Nestor and Mhboobi, 1999, Gual and Waverman,
1998). The reform process originated during the 1970's in the USA and
from the beginning of the 1980's in Geat Britain and Japan where
fromit consecutively spread to the other CECD nenber states. Wthin
t he European Union the reform commrenced in 1984 and was conpleted in
1998.

This tendency, worldwi de known as "deregulation", ainmed at the
establishment of essential institutional changes that w Il upgrade
the role of market nechanism the function of econonmic sectors by
introducing the conpetition factors and rules of deregulation
process. These changes progressively altered the role of state, which
was shifted by the liability of property and managenent in formation
of new policy and exercise of necessary regulating policy
(I'nternational Chamber of Comrerce 2004, Gonenc et al. 2000, WIson &
Zhou 2001, Gasm et al. 2000, OECD 1997).
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More specifically, the internationally applied structural changes in
the teleconmmunication sector, even if they produced inportant
national differences in their rate of promotion and in their
conditions of application, were characterized, in general terns, by
three common points (Parker 2004, Ricketts 2004, Onran 2004, Levi-
Faur 2003, Nicoletti and Scarpetta 2003, Goldstein 2003, Koski 2002,
Shirley and Wl sh 2000, Ramaswany and Van dinow 2000, Li et al.
2000):

The first point is the increasing participation of private sector
in market activities. This is expressed by the entry of new
conpani es and by t he privatization of traditiona

t el econmuni cati on organi sns.

The second point is the introduction and the intensity of
conpetition with the functional division of vertical integration
processes that characterize the production and rendering of
services. Thus, the introduction of conpetition has to do with the
i ncrease of the nunmber of available tel ecommunication services and
suppliers, as well wth the type and nunber of networks that
constitutes the tel econmunication infrastructure

The third point refers to the configuration of a suitable
regulating frame for the normal function of conpetition. Thus,

both specialized regulating nechani sns and independent regulating
authorities are constituted.

The particul ar objectives of these structural changes are summarized
as bel ow (Booz- Al |l en& Hamilton 1997):

in the privatization of governnent nonopoli es,

in the undertaking by private sector of economc activities that
were previously directly control |l ed by governnents,

in the formation of new regulating rules with regard to network
sectors in order to facilitate the access to services by new
suppliers that previously were not subjected to conpetition
process,

in the constitution of markets from zero point, in order to
facilitate the participation in new transacti ons of new pl ayers,

in the introduction of market conpetition in sectors where (not
financial) subjects of public interest were achieved through the
exi st ence of a non conpetitive (rmonopol i sti c) busi ness
envi ronnent,

in the determnation of prices based on nechanism of nmarket and
access to the nmarkets that were previously ruled by nany
institutional restrictions and obstacl es.

A nunber of enpirical studies investigated the inpact of the above
policies, inter alia, on market structure either econonetrically
(using panel data analysis) or descriptively. Mre specifically, as
far as the econonetric ones are concerned, Boyland and N coletti
(2000) showed that in 23 CECD states the newly introduced conpanies
increased their market share. Simlarly, Ros (1999) used an extensive
sanple of countries to show that the higher the cost of a nonthly
subscription, the bigger the increase of the principal telephone
lines per 100 inhabitants is.

Wthin the framework of descriptive studies (which outnunber the
former ones), Mn (1999) concluded that the reform of the Japanese
tel ecommuni cation sector led to the establishnent of numerous new
conpani es (especially multinational ones). Hughes and Phillips (1999)
analyzed the reform policy in the USA and found out that nany new

M BES 2009 - Oral 34



Karamani s, 33-44

conpani es were introduced in the market, nergers - acquisitions took
pl ace and international alliances were established. Haggarty et al.
(2003) showed that the inplenented reform policy in the
t el econmuni cation sector in Ghana has pronpted the introduction of
new conpanies in the nobile tel ephony narket, which led to the rise
of conpetition

The liberalization of the telecomunication market had considerable
consequences in Geece too (which as an EU nenber country has
i mpl ement ed the respective European policy in the specific industry).
More specifically, from the beginning of the 1990's the market is
gradual ly liberalized, the National Tel econmunications O ganization
(NTO is privatized, new private conpanies are |aunched, and the
Hel | eni ¢ Tel ecommuni cati ons and Post Conmi ssion (HTPC) is established
as an independent regulatory authority. The reform policy is
conpl eted in 2001.

This article exanmines the inplications of the liberalization in fixed
t el ephony, nobile telephony and the internet narkets. In particular
we investigate:

a) the influence of the sector’'s reform on narket structure
(descriptive analysis) and

b) t he possi bl e expl anat ory factors of t hese dependent
vari abl e(econonetric anal ysis).

Qur original sanple concerns 44 of the nobst promnent enterprises
that were active in the Geek tel econmunication market during the
tinme period 1992 - 2005. We collected the primary data concerning
t hese conpani es by neans of interviews (see AppendiXx).

Model specification, variables and data

As far as the econonetric level is concerned, we used Panel Feasible
General i sed Least Squares (FGS). FGS is an appropriate tool for
sanpl es such as our own, conposed by intersectoral data that extend
to nore than one tinme periods, and w thout correlation between the
unobserved effects and the interpretative variables (Hsiao, 2003,
Wyol dri dge, 2002). Analytically,

Mbde

There are cases where a sanple is conposed by cross-section units
i=1,2,.,n for a nunber of time periods t=1,2,.,T. A data set which
conbi nes cross-section data and tine series is called “panel data”
The use of panel data exhibits a nunber of advantages in relation to
the use of either only cross-section data or only tinme series. The
main advantage is that the heterogeneity of the cross-section data
can be assessed. Mor eover , panel data offer nore conplete
information, nore variance which can be of econonetric use, a |esser
degree of nulticollinearity, nore degrees of freedom and nore
effective estimtes (Hsiao, 2003).

For panel data analysis we use the follow ng basic nodel (Woldridge,
2002) :

yit = Xlit B + Ci + ui’[ ( 1)
where y;; is the dependant variable, X; =(X1,%q2:-X,) IS a vector

of explanatory variables, B=(b,b,,...b) is a vector of the
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coefficients of the explanatory variables to be estimated and c; are
the tine-invariant unobserved cross-sectional effects.

In the relevant literature the interest focuses on the choice of the
appropriate nmethod of estimation. The choice depends on the
hypot hesis that the unobserved effects c¢; are correlated (or not)
with the explanatory variables. Thus there are two cases:

c; are correlated with x;;

In this case, the “fixed effects” nethod is used according to which
the variables are expressed as deviations from their mean val ues,
i.e. nmodel (1) becones:

Yie - yi = (Xit - Xi)IB'*'(uit - 6.) (2)

Model (2) can be estimated by ordinary |east squares (OLS) in order
to produce reliable estimators.

c;i are not correlated with x;;

In this case, the covariance between the unobserved effects and the
expl anatory variables is zero for all t [ Cov(X,,c)=0,t=12..,T] and

the wunobserved effects are nutually independent random vari ables
normally distributed with zero nean and constant variance. In this
case, nodel (1) becones:

Yi =bg + X B+n, wheren; =c, +u, (3)

The error term vy exhibits positive serial correlation with
Corr(n,,n,) =sZ/(s2+s2), t1s

The appropriate nethod for estimating nodel (3) is the generalized
| east squares (GLS) by introducing the follow ng transfornmation:

A2

e s; 0

Ts?+s?y
Then the following nodel of the transforned variables can be
estimated with OLS:

yit-lyi:bo(l-I)+(Xit-|)_(i)lﬁ+(vit-lvi) (4)

In practice, the value of A is unknown. Therefore, in order to
estimate nodel (3) the feasible generalized |east squares (FGQS)
nethod is used, according to which the estimated A is used and the
new nodel is estimated with OS:

a/2

wher e gi K(Xlgﬁ are consistent estimtes

of S2 karc’with:

2 =[NT(T-/2- (+D] & &AL 2

s=t+l
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d2=42. 42

\)/it, &i andéﬁ are based on QLS residuals of (3).

Above nentioned, in this paper we assume that the wunobserved
variables are not correlated with the other independent variables.
This hypothesis pronpts us to use the feasible generalized |east
squares (FAS) nmethod with random effects in order to estimate our
nodel . Moreover, the F-test is wused, in order to examne the
statistical significance of the variables under consideration.

Vari abl es

Variables were selected after having taken respective econonetric
studies into account, but were also dictated by the availability of
hi storical information concerning the nost extensive possible tine
period and the existence of efficient. Thus, the variables of
econonetric nodels are forned as follows (Table 1): market shares in
fixed telephony (Sharelocal, Sharetrunk, Sharetonobil, ShareEU,
Shar eUSA) , in internet (Shareinter) and in nobile telephony
Sharenobil) are taken every tinme as a dependent variable into
account. As independent variables we consider pricing for eight kinds
of phone calls and nore specifically, local calls (Pricelocal), |ong
distance <calls (Pricetrunk), <calls to nobiles (Pricetonobil),
international calls to EU countries (PriceEU) and the USA (PriceUSA),
the annual standard subscription (PSTN 56k) for internet services
(Priceinter) and the mninum charge per second for nobile tel ephony
(Pricermobil). Furthernore, as independent variables we enploy the
conpanies’ size (Size), the ownership (Ow) and five enploynment
categories, i.e. the admnistrative personnel’s nunber (Man), the
comerci al personnel’s nunber (Com), the technical personnel’s nunber
(Tech), the personnel’s nunber with a university degree (Uedu) and
the personnel’s nunmber with a high school degree and elenentary
degree (Bedu). This specialization is inplenmented for the first tinme
inliterature.

Avail able references for all the above variables are presented in
Tabl e 1.

Tabl e 1: Econonetric anal ysis variables

Vari abl e Description Avai | abl e References

Local call charge per

m nute

Long distance call charge
per mnute

Call charge to nobiles per

Pri cel ocal

Pri cetrunk

Pri cet onobi |

nm nut e
Pri ceEU Call charge to the EU per Boyl and and Nicoletti 2000,
m nut e Val | sten 2001, Nicoletti 2001,
Pri ceUSA Qall charge to the USA per Ros 1999
n nute

Mont hly fixed charges of an
Priceinter annual standard
subscri ption (PSTN 56k)

Pri cemobi | M ni num cal | charge per

second
.. Boyl and and Nicol etti 2000,
omn roggggfgho‘(""s‘f;fg'_g in the Ni col etti 2001, Ros 1999,
rivat e=1) e St aranczak et al. 1994, Jha and
P - Maj umbar 1999, Madden et al. 2003
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Si ze Conpany size in the Har per 2002, Staranczak et al.
research (small =0, big=1) 1994, Jha and Maj unbar 1999
Mar ket share regarding
Shar el ocal | ocal calls owned by a
conpany (%

Mar ket share regarding | ong
Shar et runk di stance calls owned by a

conpany (%
Mar ket share regarding
Sharetonobil | calls to nobiles owned by a
0,
conpany (% Boyl and and Nicol etti 2000,
Mar ket share regarding Ni col etti 2001
Shar eEU international calls to the

EU owned by a conpany (%
Mar ket share regarding
Shar eUSA international calls to the
USA owned by a conpany (%

Shar ei nt er Mar ket share owned by a

conpany (%
Shar enobi | Mar ket share owned by a

conpany (%

Man N.unber. of admi nistrative- Not avail abl e
financial personnel

Com Nunber of conmmerci al Not avail abl e
per sonnel

Tech Number of technical Not avail abl e
per sonnel

Uedu Nurrber _of personnel wth Not avail abl e
uni versity degree

Bedu Nynber of personnel wth Not avail abl e
hi gh school degree

Dat a

We gathered our primary data as follows. Fromthe Conpanies’ Register
of the Hellenic Tel ecomunications and Post Conmi ssion (HTPC) we
identified a total of 108 providers of nmain telecommunication
services. Field research was conducted in 2005, in three phases.
During the first phase, the questionnaire was edited and inproved
with the help of a pilot interview. During the second phase tel ephone
contact was made with every conpany in the field followed by the
questionnaire which was sent by e-nmail. During the third phase
t el ephone contact was resuned in order to finalize the neetings wth
t he conpetent conpany executives. Finally, 44 conpanies took part in
t he research.

Resul ts and di scussi on
Descriptive statistics

The conplete liberalization of the Geek market triggered the
continuous introduction of new teleconmunication conpanies and the
conpetition's intensification. Froma single public conmpany active in
1992 the telecomunication conpanies in the three main services’
categories anmobunted to 108 in 2006. This devel opnment changed narket
structure fundanmentally (Table 2). Mre specifically, as far as fixed
tel ephony nmarket is concerned, concentration index Herfindahl fell
from 1 (nonopoly) in 2001 to 0.51 in 2005. In the nobile tel ephony
market the specific index fell from 0.40 in 1998 to 0.31 in 2005.
Finally, in the internet narket, the index fell from 0.50 in 1998 to
0.26 in 2005. As a conclusion, fixed telephony and internet markets
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showed the biggest rise in conpetition diachronically, whereas nobile
t el ephony market (which had an oligopolistic structure with intense
conpetition fromthe begi nning) exhibited the | owest rise.

Table 2: The level of market concentration regarding fixed tel ephony,
nobi | e tel ephony and Internet (Herfindahl | ndex)

[ 1998 [ 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005

Her fi ndahl | ndex

Fi xed t el ephony - - - 1 0,920,771 0,57 | 0,51
Mobi | e tel ephony 0,40 (0,34(0,33|(0,33]0,33|(0,32(0,31]0,31
| nt er net 0,50 (0,50 0,50 (0,44 ]0,37(0,30( 0,27 | 0,26

Source: Fixed tel ephony conpani es, Mobile tel ephony conpani es, |Internet conpanies

In general, Table 3 showed that 79.6% of the conpani es expressed the
view that the conpetition in the Geek tel ecomunication market was
markedly to very nmarkedly intense (average rate of responses 3.88).
The main conpetition fields were pricing policy (93.2% of the
conpani es, average rate of responses 4.60), pronotion and narketing
practices (93.2% 4.37) and quality in custoner’'s services (52.2%
3.47). On the contrary, conpetition regarding technology and
experi enced personnel was of |esser inportance, since young personne
with sem nar education was often enpl oyed.

Table 3: The conditions and characteristics of conpetition in the
Greek telecomunications market (high/low evaluations and average
rate of responses).

none or much or average rate of

scarcely very nuch responses
Conpetition intensity 2,3% 79, 6% 3,88
Conpetition in technol ogy 11, 4% 36, 3% 3,28
Conpetition in pronotion o
and marketing policies 0,0 93, 2% 4,37
Conpetition in quality of o o
custoners’ service 11, 4% 52,2% 3,47
Cbnpetltlon in pricing 0.0 93, 2% 4, 60
pol i cy
Conpetition in experienced 27, 3% 20, 5% 2 91
and expert personnel

Source: data research
Econonetric results

Qut of the total econonmetric nodels it is concluded that market's
structure nost inportant explanatory variables were private ownership
and commercial and technical personnel (Table 4). Then followed
conpany size and pricing of provided services. First of all, private
ownership influenced market share positively regarding local, |ong
di stance and international calls (at significance level 1% as well
as calls to nobiles (at significance level 10%. Hence, the narket
share of private conpanies substantially increased in relation to the
state owned ones.

Second, the conpany’s comercial and technical personnel had a
positive inpact on market share. This conclusion can be
satisfactorily explained, if related to the results in Table 3, where
nmarketing, customer service and technology constitute significant
conpetitive paraneters in this sector. To be nore precise, we
observed that the comercial personnel was related positively to the
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mar ket share concerning |long distance and international calls(at
significance level 10%, whereas the technical personnel found itself
at significance level 5% The internet services market fornmed an
exception, where the commercial and technical personnel influenced
nmar ket share negatively (at significance level 5%. W assune that
hi gh operational costs resulted from a vast nunber of enployees
count erbal anced any advantages relating to high comercial and

techni cal expertise in the specific subsector

Third, market share was influenced positively by the conpany size.
The |l arger a conpany was the |arger the nmarket share at |east in sone
subsectors such as internet and nobile telephony (at significance
level 1% respectively). Harper, (2002) used 554 conpanies from the
Czech Republic as a sanple to conclude that the big conpani es showed

a decrease in their sales, wthout however to trying to suggest any
correl ati ons between them
Fourth, the pricing of provided services presented a negative
relation to the market share. Specifically, the |lower a conpany
prices call services to nobiles and international calls was, the
higher its market share at significance level 5% and 10% The
internet market was an exception
Tabl e 4: Market structure
I ndependent Vari abl es
Dependent
Vari abl es Price Si ze Oomn Man Com Tech Uedu Bedu F-test
Sharel ocal  -697, 432 0, 690 14,764* 0,177 0,193 0,236 -0,160 -0,190 4, 975*
(1443,6)  (1,327) (4,376) (0,171) (0,136) (0,144) (0,142) (0, 139)
Sharetrunk -72,074 0,788 14,270* 0, 189 0,208***  0,256** -0,177 -0,204*** 6, 272*
(55,43)  (0,934) (3,375) (0,119) (0, 102) (0,107) (0,104) (0, 101)
Shar et omobi | -39, 120** 0, 854 8,643*** -0,014 0,034 0,056  -0,0004 -0,022 8,310*
(16,020) (0,960) (4,360) (0,152) (0, 127) (0,130) (0,130) (0, 130)
Shar eEU -48,010*** 0,520 11,668* 0,145 0,179***  0,223** -0,146 -0,169 6, 730*
(27,512) (0,765)  (3,652) (0,118) (0, 098) (0,102) (0,099) (0, 099)
ShareUSA  -45,195 0, 545 11,893* 0,148 0,181***  0,224** .0,147 -0,171 6, 671*
(26,609) (0, 777) (3,646) (0,119) (0, 099) (0,104)  (0,100) (0, 100)
Shareinter 2,123* 31, 830* 3,170  -0,852*** -1,135%* -1,033** 0,952** 0,924*** 9, 568*
(0, 639) (4, 586) (7,113) (0,462) (0,477)  (0,459) (0,436) (0, 469)
Shar empbi | -633, 011 24, 548* 1,753 0, 256 0, 159 0, 253 -0,211 -0,180 7, 396*
(1825,56) (6, 565) (9,866) (0,283) (0,285  (0,301) (0,283) (0,293)
Not e: Regressions have been estimated using Panel Feasible Generalised Least Squares
(FGLS) method with random effects. Regressions include a constant as well, which does

not appear on the table due to lack of space.
errors of the estimted paraneters.

Nunmbers in parentheses are the typical
F-test controls the joint statistical significance

of the independent variables. If the absolute value of the estimated variable is
<0,0001, then it is expressed with ~0. *** ** * jndjicate statistical significance at
level 10% 5% and 1% respectively.
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Concl usi on

In this article we have investigated if and to what extent the
liberalization of the telecomunication market in Geece influenced
its structure. In order to achieve this, we conducted an enpirical
research in 44 of the npbst inportant conpanies in the sector in 2005
and we gathered data for the period 1992-2005. W el aborated these
data descriptively and econonetrically using the FGS nethod within
the franmework of panel data analysis. This nmethod is regarded
appropriate for our sanple which is conpiled by intersectoral data
for nore than one tine periods and there is no correlation between
t he unobserved effects and interpretative vari abl es.

Qur descriptive research showed that market |I|iberalization indeed
i ncreased conpetition and decreased the concentration degree (based
on Herfindahl index). In this way, our results confirmed those of
other research studies conducted in developed as well as in
devel opi ng econonies (see inter alia the works of Mn, 1999, Athreya
1996 and Sinha, 1996, Haggarty and Shirley, 2003, Mn and Ypsilantis,
1999, Xavier, 1996, Sato and Ypsilantis, 2000, Hughes and Phillips,
1999, Wallsten, 2001, VYpsilantis and Mn, 2001, Sacripanti, 1999,
Vanyai, 1998, Xavier and Ypsilantis, 2001).

Econonetric analysis, on the other hand, took a step further to
investigate the npbst inportant explanatory variables of nmarket
shares. As regards market shares, the main conclusion was that within
the new liberalized tel econmunication market, private conpanies were
“the winners” to the disadvantage of the state conpanies. her
factors having a positive effect on the market shares were the expert
comercial and technical personnel, the size of conpanies and a
favorabl e to the consuners pricing policy.

W realized that during the present phase, in the corresponding
literature the econonetric research has some quantitative deficits
conparatively to the descriptive analyses. Consequently, in the

future the objective research shoul d be the extension of the research
also in other economic-political settings in order to have a better
conpari son and a possi bl e generalization of our concl usions.

Ref er ences

At hr eya, B. (1996) India's t el econmuni cati ons pol i cy,
Tel econmuni cations Policy, 20, pp.11-22.

Booz-Allen and Hamilton, (1997) Telekommunikation in der Wlt von
Morgen: Marktstrategi en, Konzepte und Konpetenzen fir das 21
Jahr hundert, IMK.

Boyl and, O and Nicoletti, G (2000) Regul ation, market structure and
performance in tel ecommuni cati on, OECD

Gasm, F., Laffont J.J. and Sharkey (2000) Conpetition, universal
service and teleconmunications policy in developing countries,
I nformati on Econonmics and Policy, 12, pp. 221 -248.

CGol dstein, A (2003) Wbdocs No 4: The Political Econony of
Regul atory reform — Tel econs in the Southern Mediterranean, OECD.
Gonenc, R, Maher M and N coletti G (2000) The Inplenentation and
the effects of regulatory reform past experience and current

i ssues, COECD.

M BES 2009 - Oral 41



Karamani s, 33-44

Qual , J. and  \Vaver nman, L. (1998) The Li beralization of
Tel econmuni cations in the EU Managing the Transition, Business
Strategy Review, 9, pp. 67-71.

Haggarty, L., Shirley, M and Willsten, S. (2003) Tel econmuni cations
Reform in Ghana, Wrld Bank.

Harper, J. (2002) The perfornmance of privatized firns in the Czech
Republic, Journal of Banking and Finance, 26, pp. 621-649.

Heracl eous, L. (1999) Privatization, International Journal of Public
Sector Managenent, 12, pp. 432-444.

Hsiao G (2003), Analysis of Panel Data, Canbridge University Press
(Ed.).

Hughes, P. and Phillips, B. (1999) Regulatory Reform in the
Tel econmuni cations Industry in the United States, OECD.

I nt ernati onal Chanber of Comer ce (1co, (2004) Tel econs
Li beral i zati on.

Jha, R and Majundar, S. (1999) A matter of connections: CECD
t el econmuni cations sector productivity and the role of cellular
technol ogy diffusion, Information Economics and Policy, 11, pp.
243-269.

Koski, H (2002) Technology policy in the tel ecomunication sector
nmar ket responses and economi c inpacts, European Conmi ssion.

Levi —Faur, D. (2003) The politics of Iliberalization: Privatization
and regulation — for — conpetition in Europe’'s and Latin Anerica’s
tel econs and electricity industries, European Journal of Political
Research, 42, pp. 705-740.

Li, W, Wi, Q, Zhen, C and Xu, L.C (2000) The Political Econony
of Tel ecommuni cations Reforms, Wrld Bank.

Madden, G, Savage, S. and Ng, J. (2003) Asia - Pacific
Tel econmuni cations Liberalization and Productivity Performance,
Austral i an Economi cs Papers, 42, pp. 91-102

Mn, W (1999) Regulatory Reform in the Tel ecomunications Industry
in Japan, CECD.

Mn, W and VYpsilantis, D (1999) Regulatory Reform in the
Tel econmuni cations Industry in the Netherlands, OECD.

Nestor, S. and Mahboobi, L. (1999) Privatization of Public Uilities:
The CECD Experience, OECD.

Nicoletti, G (2001) Regulation in services: OECD patterns and
econom ¢ inplications, OECD.

Nicoletti, G and Scarpetta, S. (2003) Regulation, productivity and
growt h: OECD evi dence, Economic Policy, 18 pp 9.

OECD, (1995) Conpetition, regulation and performance.

OECD, (1997) Recent Trends in Privatization: 1996.

Omwan, M (2004) The Perfornance of State — Owmed Enterprises and
Newl y Privatized Firns: Does Privatization Really Mtter?, World
Devel opnent, 32, pp. 1019-1041.

Parker, D. (2004) Editorial: Lessons from privatization, Economc
Affairs, 24, pp. 2-8.

Ramaswany, K. and Von dinow, M (2000) Organizational performance
following changes in ownership: nodelling post — privatization
out cones, Strategic Change, 9, pp. 297-310.

Ri cketts, M (2004) Further |Ilessons from privatization, Economc
Affairs, 24, pp. 9-14.

Ros, A. (1999) Does Omnership or Conpetition Matter? The Effects of
Tel econmuni cations Reform on Network Expansion and Efficiency,
Journal of Regul atory Economics, 15, pp. 65-92.

Sacripanti, A M (1999) Liberalizing telecomunications in Italy: the
role of the regulator, Info — The Journal of policy, regulation
and strategy for tel econmunications, 1, pp. 449-453.

Sato, K and Ypsilantis, D. (2000) Regulatory Reform in the
Tel econmuni cations | ndustry in Denmark, OECD.

M BES 2009 - Oral 42



Karamani s, 33-44

Sheshinski, E xot Lopez-Calva L.F. (1998) Privatization and its
Benefits: Theory and Evidence, Harvard University.

Shirley, M and Wl sh, P. (2000) Public versus Private Owership: The
Current State of the Debate, Wrld Bank.

Sinha, N. (1996) The political econony of India s teleconmunications
refornms, Tel ecomunications Policy, 20, pp. 23-38.

Smith, P. (1995) Subscribing to Monopoly, Wrld Bank.

Spiller, P. and Cardilli, C (1997) The Fronti er of
Tel econmuni cations Deregul ation: Snall Countries Leading the Pack,
The Journal of Econom c Perspectives, 11, pp. 127-138.

Staranczak, G, Sepulveta, E., Dlwrth, P. and Shaikh, S. (1994)
I ndustry structure, productivity and i nternational
conpetitiveness: the <case of telecomunications, Infornmation
Econom cs and Policy, 6, pp. 123-142.

Vanyai, J. (1998) A new era: the devel opnent of tel ecomunications in
Hungary, Technology in Society, 20, pp. 25-44.

Wallsten, S. (2001) An Econonetric Analysis of Telecom Conpetition,
Privatization and Regulation in Africa and Latin Anerica, Journal
of Industrial Economcs, 49, pp. 1-19.

Wlson, W and Zhou, Y. (2001) Teleconmunications deregulation and
subadditive <costs: Are local telephone nonopolies wunnatural,
International Journal of Industrial Organization, 19, pp. 909-930.

Wyol dri dge, J. (2002) Econonetric analysis of cross section and Panel
data, MT Press (Ed.).

Xavier, P. (1996) Mnitoring tel ecommuni cations deregul ati on through
i nternational benchnmarking, Telecommunications Policy, 20, pp.
585-606.

Xavier, P. and Ypsilantis, D. (2001) Regulatory Reform in the
Tel econmuni cations Industry in Czech Republic, OECD

Ypsilantis, D. and Mn, W (2001) Regulatory Reform in the
Tel econmuni cations Industry in Italy, OECD.

M BES 2009 - Oral 43



Karamani s, 33-44

ANNEX:  «RESEARCH QUESTI ONNAI RE»

1. To what extent do you think there is conpetition in the Geek
t el econmuni cati ons nar ket ?

[1 [ 2 E [ 4 |5

1= none, 2= scarcely, 3= fairly, 4= nuch, 5= very nuch

2. To what extent do you think that the current conpetition is about
t echnol ogy (technol ogi cal conpetition)?

[1 [ 2 |3 [ 4 |5

1= none, 2= scarcely, 3= fairly, 4= nuch, 5= very nuch

3. To what extent do you think that the current conpetition is about
pronoti on and marketi ng?

[1 [ 2 |3 [ 4 |5

1= none, 2= scarcely, 3= fairly, 4= nuch, 5= very nuch

4. To what extent do you think that the current conpetition is about
cust oner service?

[1 [2 |3 [ 4 |5

1= none, 2= scarcely, 3= fairly, 4= nuch, 5= very nuch

5. To what extent do you think that the current conpetition is about
pricing policy?

[1 [ 2 |3 [ 4 |5

1= none, 2= scarcely, 3= fairly, 4= nuch, 5= very nuch

6. To what extent do you think that the current conpetition is about
experienced and expert personnel ?

[1 [ 2 |3 [ 4 |5

1= none, 2= scarcely, 3= fairly, 4= nuch, 5= very nuch
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