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Abstract

An increasing share of world FDI is carried out by multinationals
from developing countries. These investors may have objectives and
constraints that differ from their developed country counterparts. In
this paper we focus on differences in attitudes to corruption, and how
these may shape the competition for the right to extract resources in a
developing country context. We show how differences in the investors’
level of technology and differences in the host country government’s
trade-off between bribes and taxes determine who wins the competi-
tion for the resource and the winning price. We find that the entry of
a corrupt investor may induce the honest investor to offer bribes in-
stead of taxes. Surprisingly, however, our analysis also demonstrates
that under some conditions, the entry of a corrupt investor may in
fact induce the honest investor to increase its tax payments.

Key words: Corruption, FDI, auction, natural resources
JEL classification: K2, K4, O1

1 Introduction

Foreign direct investment flows (FDI) are in flux. An increasing share of
world outward FDI flows originates from developing countries and is hosted
by oil and gas rich developing countries. These developments are illustrated
in Figure 1, tracking the development in the share of world FDI flows from
2000 to 2010, using data from UNCTAD.

Multinationals from developing countries bring not only different tech-
nologies but potentially also different attitudes to corruption. Table 1 reports
inclination to bribe abroad, measured by the Bribe Payers’ Index (BPI) and
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Figure 1: Yearly FDI flows, as a share of world flows, 2000-2010

the corresponding domestic corruption, measured as the Corruption Percep-
tion Index (CPI), for the top five and bottom five BPI countries, with data
from Transparency International (TI). For both measures, a lower number
means more corrupt. The table shows that multinationals from countries
where corruption is pervasive, typically developing and transition economies,
are more likely to bribe abroad.



Table 1. Corruption at home and bribes abroad

BPI CPI
Less inclined to bribe abroad
Netherlands 8.8 89
Switzerland 8.8 88
Belgium 87 7.5
Germany 8.6 8.0
Japan 8.6 8.0
Average 87 82
More inclined to bribe abroad
Russia 6.1 24
China 6.5 3.6
Mexico 7.0 3.0
Indonesia 71 3.0
United Arab Emirates 73 6.8
Average 6.8 38

Source: Transparency International

A reasonable interpretation of the positive correlation between BPI and
CPI that we observe in Table 1 is that firms located in countries where
corruption is (perceived to be) pervasive face lower risks, both legal and
market based, of bribing abroad. Developed countries have implemented
legislation that forbids foreign bribery.! In addition, the market response to
corruption, in the form of damaged reputation, drop in share prices, the risk
of class action or debarment from procurement, is likely to vary according to
the multinationals’ home countries. This interpretation is consistent with a
recent study of 166 corruption cases by Cheung et al. (2012), which concludes
that firms from countries where managers and/or firms are likely to face
negative reactions to involvement in corruption are less likely to offer bribes
abroad.

Hence, the increased share of world FDI originating from developing
and transition countries suggests increased prevalence of corrupt practices
in international investments. This increase in the “supply” of corruption is

'Such legislation includes the United States Foreign Corrupt Practices Act (FCPA),
the OECD Convention on Combatting Bribery of Foreign Public Officials, and parts of
the UN Convention against Corruption (UNCAC). See Transparency International (2012)
for facts about how the legislation is being enforced.



matched by an increase in the “demand” for corruption, as an increasing
share of world FDI is hosted by resource rich developing countries, where
corruption is typically prevalent.?

The present paper analyses how the growing importance of developing
country multinationals may affect the competition for natural resources in a
developing country context. The envision a situation with two firms, a devel-
oped country multinational and a developing country multinational, bidding
for an asset sold by a government which places weight on both bribes and
tax income. The developed county multinational is technologically more
advanced than its developing country counterpart, and faces a moral or pe-
cuniary cost of being involved in a corrupt transaction. For short, we shall
sometimes refer to the developed country firm as "honest". Regarding the
developing country multinational, we analyse both the case where it, like the
developed firm, faces a cost of corruption, and when it faces no such cost, in
which case we may refer to it as "corrupt".

One finding from our analysis is that competition with a corrupt investor
may induce the honest investor to also start paying bribes. More surprisingly,
however, we also demonstrate that competition with the corrupt firm under
certain circumstances may lead the honest investor to pay a higher tax to the
host country to acquire the resource. Intuitively, in corrupt host countries,
the corrupt investor may be a tougher competitor to the honest investor,
forcing the latter to raise its tax bid for the resource to compensate for the
‘disadvantage’ of not offering a bribe. As long as this is the winning bid, it
is good for the host country, which receives higher tax revenues from a high-
tech investor. But clearly, if the contract is signed with the corrupt firm,
the host country loses, since the investor is low-tech and on top of that pays
lower taxes. We explore which investor wins the contract as well as the terms
of this contract, highlighting the importance of host government emphasis
on bribes, the technology gap between investors, and the competing firm’s
bribe-aversion as critical factors.

Anecdotal evidence on corruption in natural resources abounds. Consider
for example the tender for a 30-year lease for operating the Aynak mine in
Afghanistan, one of the world’s biggest depositories of copper. A Chinese
firm, MCC, won the contract in competition with 14 international mining

20n the link between resource wealth and institutional quality, see for example
Brunnschweiler (2008), Leite and Weidemann (1999), Gelb (1988), Karl (1997), Ross
(1999), Robinson et al. (2006), McGuirk (2012), Busse and Groning (2012), Frankel
(2010) and Kolstad and Sgreide (2009) provide recent reviews.
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companies, including bids from the United States and Canada. According
to facts about the process and the other bids made public by the Afghan
government, the Chinese clearly outbid the other firms, partly with a high
signature bonus and partly with promises of investments in infrastructure
and a new power plant. However, according to leakages from US intelligence
reports, the Chinese paid a $30 million bribe to the Afghan Minister of Mines.
The Minister had to leave his post shortly after the event, allegedly because of
this corruption. The Chinese now operate the Aynak mine, but have failed to
meet their commitments regarding production, infrastructure developments
and the promised power plant. Tax revenues from the copper production
are far lower than forecasted when the tender took place in 2007. This story
shows how a new investor, in this case from China, uses bribes to outperform
investors from more developed countries, thereby enriching centrally placed
politicians but with a sub-optimal result for the country as a whole.?

Our paper is most closely related to Burguet and Perry (2007), who
analyse a situation where an auctioneer allows a supplier to revise its bid
upon information about other bids and in exchange for a bribe. This, they
find, has highly distortive consequences in cases when this supplier is weaker
in terms of what quality it can offer. When the briber is also the ex ante
strongest firm with regard to technology, the distortion is primarily on the
price offered to the buyer, which they find can be lower in the case of corrup-
tion compared to the case of no corruption. Also Burguet and Che (2004),
analyzing the impact of corruption on contract allocation, find that efficient
firms pay an overly high burden in competition with less honest firms. They
find corruption to distort the allocative outcome of procurement, meaning
that a bribe may compensate for significant technological inferiority, i.e. cor-
ruption makes it possible for less efficient firms to win contracts. Other
related literature includes Sgreide (2009), which analyses how attitudes to
risk may affect corrupt behavior, and Engel et al. (2012) who consider asym-
metric punishment and corruption.

3The story was reported by for instance Afghanistan News Center and Washington
Post, both on November 18, 2009. For more case studies, see Yates (1996) on Gabon,
Soares de Oliveira (2007) on Angola or Gboyega et al. (2010) on Nigeria. For details
of how corruption in petroleum is carried out, see McPherson and Searraigh (2007), Al
Kasim et al. (2008) and Rose-Ackerman (1997, 1999). For journalistic investigations of
how allocation of oil and gas concessions to firms have been influenced by diplomatic
pressures, see Shaxson (2007). For an overview of US investigated corruption cases by
sector and country, see www.fcpamap.com.



Our contribution adds to this literature by focusing on how the host coun-
try decision-maker’s trade-off between personal and social benefits influences
contract allocation and prices. The effect of bribe-biased preferences on the
auction outcome is far from trivial. For instance, we demonstrate that equi-
librium bribes may be lower in a setting where the politician focuses narrowly
on bribes compared to a situation where the politician places a larger weight
on social outcomes.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 presents
the model with the case of (a) symmetric and (b) asymmetric propensity
to offer bribes, Section 3 analyzes the equilibrium outcome, while Section 4
concludes.

2 Model

A developing country is auctioning out a license to explore a natural resource,
such as an oil field. The government of this country values bribes (B) and
taxes (t) that are derived from the auction, according to the following utility
function:

U=wB+(1-w)t, (1)

where w is the weight placed on bribes relative to tax income. Taxes
should be interpreted broadly to include any benefits that accrue to society
from the sale of the resource. We envision a setting where the decision
maker can freely determine the allocation of the resource and the terms
of the contract, without risking any repercussions. The decision maker may,
however, place a positive weight on the welfare of the population, for instance
to boost his popularity and reduce the risk of rebellion. In other words, even
a highly corrupt dictator is likely to have a w lower than one.

Two firms are interested in making a bid for the license. Firm ¢’s objective
function is given by:

I; = 3, — (Bi +t;) — fi, (2)

where the first term is the gross revenues from the resource (f3;), as de-
termined by the investor’s technology, the second term is acquisition costs,
consisting of bribes (B;) and taxes (¢;), and the third term is the burden f;,
moral or pecuniary (in expected terms), of paying a bribe.



Competition for the resource is structured as a second price auction, with
the winner being the player with the higher bid, and with the acquisition price
given by the bid of the losing party. Note that the price may consist of both
a bribe and a tax, and is defined in terms of government utility, see Bjorvatn
and Sgreide (2005).

We focus on two potential asymmetries between the firms; technology and
aversion to corruption. For concreteness, let firm a be the technologically
more advanced firm, and let 8, = 1,58, = < 1. We can think of firm
a as a developed country multinational and firm b as a developing country
multinational. As discussed above, the developed country multinational is
likely to face stronger pressure not to be involved in corruption. We model
this as f, > 0, and sometimes refer to this as the honest firm. Note, however,
that even the honest firm in our setting may be involved in corruption, if the
gains of a corrupt deal outweigh the (expected ) costs. We discuss both the
case where the developing country multinational is honest, that is, f, = f, >
0, and when it is corrupt, that is, when f, = 0.

2.1 Competition between two honest firms

We start out by analyzing the case where the two firms are equally bribe
sensitive, f, = f, = f. In this case, it is clear that the more efficient firm a
necessarily wins the auction, so the question is; how does it win the auction?

To answer this question, we first consider what firm b’s maximum bid is.
Clearly, if firm b makes a tax bid, the maximum government utility that it
can generate is UP™ () = (1 —w) B, where t{*** = (. Alternatively, the
maximum bribe bid that firm b can offer would generate government utility
Upax(Bpr®) = w (B — f), where Bj"®>* = g — f. Hence, we know that firm b
when offering its maximal bid is indifferent between paying bribes and taxes
when:

o  _
f= =5 3)

For 8 > [(3,, it makes a bribe bid, while for < 3, it makes a tax
bid. Note that 3, is a decreasing function of w; the more weight the host
government places on bribes, the more likely it is that firm b offers a bribe.
Also note that a higher 8 pulls in the direction of offering a bribe; the bribe
aversion becomes relatively less important when the economic stakes involved
in the auction increase, reflected by a higher f3.




In the second price auction, firm a wins the contract by matching the
government utility of firm b’s maximal bid. As we have seen above, the
maximal bid of firm b is the tax bid ¢;*** = 3 for 8 < 3;, and the bribe bid
Bpr#x = 8 — f for B > [3;. Starting with the former case, that is, 5 < 3, the
winning tax bid by firm a would be such that U, (t,) = U™ ("), which
can be expressed as (1 —w)t, = (1 —w) 3, which solving for t, gives the
equilibrium tax bid:

ta (™) = 5. (4)

Alternatively, it could win by offering a bribe bid determined by U, (B,) =
U (teX), which can be expressed as wB, = (1 —w) /3, which gives the
equilibrium bribe bid:

pl—w)

- (5)

Plugging these values, ¢ and B}, into firm a’s profit function, we find
that it is indifferent between the two when 8 = f3;, and strictly prefers to
make the tax bid ¢} when 5 < ;. This implies that whenever firm b chooses
to make a bribe bid, so does firm a. Turning to the case of § > [3; we can
derive firm a’s winning bid from the condition U, (B,) = U™ (B}**), which
equals wB, = w (8 — f), which solving for B, can be expressed as:

B (By™) =6~ F. (6)

Hence, in the symmetric bribe aversion case we can conclude that:

B (1) =

Observation 1. For § < [y, firm a wins the contract by offering a tax
t (tr®) = [ while for B > [, firm a wins the contract by offering a bribe
By (By™) =~ f.

Evidently, even an honest, technologically superior firm may not neces-
sarily win the contract by taxes alone. If the decision maker in the host
country is sufficiently corrupt, the investor may be tempted to win the deal
by offering a bribe instead of the tax, with the price discount associated
with the corrupt transaction more than outweighing the investor’s moral or
expected pecuniary costs.

2.2 Competition between an honest and a corrupt firm

We now introduce asymmetric bribe aversion. In order for there to be an
interesting trade-off between the two firms in the auction, we assume that
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the advanced firm a has a higher aversion against paying bribes than its less
advanced rival, for instance due to stricter anti-corruption legislation in the
home country of the advanced firm. Let f, = 0, while f, = f > 0.

In this case, it is not obvious which firm wins the contract; firm a clearly
has the higher ability to bribe, but firm b has the higher willingness to bribe.
Note, however, that this trade-off only applies for w > %, since in this case the
government actually values bribes more than taxes. For w < %, the auction
is trivial; firm a wins by offering a tax that is equal to the maximal bid by
firm b, that is, t, = 8. In the following, therefore, we limit ourselves to the
situation of w > %

2.2.1 The winner

We start by considering the maximal bid by firm 0. Clearly, since firm b
has no aversion to paying bribes, and since bribes, given our assumption of
w > %, are more efficient in generating government utility than paying taxes,
firm b always offers a bribe bid. The maximum utility it can generate is
Up (BP™) = wp.

Turning to firm a, by making a tax bid it can generate U (t7*) =
(1 — w), while by making a bribe bid it can generate U (B2*) = w (1 — f).
The tax bid of firm @ matches the bid of firm b when U (%) = U™ (B),
which can be expressed as:

p==""=p, (7

The bribe bid by firm a matches the bid by firm b when UM (BP&*) =
Upre (By*®), which can be expressed as:

f=1-f=5s (8)

Hence, when 8 > max (34, 35) firm b wins the bid, while for § < max (5, 55),
firm a wins the bid. Not surprisingly, the larger is the weight on bribe income
in the host government’s objective function, and the larger are the honest
firm’s costs of paying bribes, the more likely it is that the corrupt firm wins
the contract for any level of technology.



2.2.2 The price

Now that we have established the conditions for who wins the auction, we
turn to the equilibrium price. Given that firm a wins, does it pay a tax
or a bribe? Note that a winning bribe bid by firm a would be such that
U, (B.) = U™ (B*), which can be stated as wB, = w/3, or simply:

By (By™) = w. (9)
Alternatively, the winning tax bid by firm a would be such that U, (¢,) =
U (Bpr®), which can be stated as (1 —w)t, = wf3, implying that:

Kok max Bw
ta" (By™) = -

(10)

Plugging these into firm a’s profit function, we find that a is indifferent
between the two, i.e., I, (B}*) = II, (¢%*), when:

S —w)

b=

Hence, we can conclude that:

= A4 (11)

Observation 2. Given that firm a wins the contract, for f < (8, it does
so by offering a tazx t* (B™) = ﬁ—“’w , while for 5 > (B, it does so by offering
a bribe BX* (B"™) = w.

What about when firm b wins the contract, that is, for 5 > max (85, 53)?
We know that firm a is indifferent between offering a bribe and a tax as its
maximal bid when UM (BI**) = UM (¢t**), which can be expressed as.

w=-——=wi. (12)

where we have used the fact that B =1 — f and ¢ = 1. That is, for
w < wi the maximal offer by firm «a is defined by a tax bid, while for w > w;
the maximal offer by firm a is defined by a bribe bid. Hence, for w < wy,
firm b wins by offering a bribe such U, (B,) = UM (t2**), which simplifies
to:
1—w

By (tme) = —=. (13)

10



Note that the equilibrium bribe is falling in w, since a higher w reduces
the value of firm a’s tax bid. For w > wy, firm b wins by offering a bribe such
that U, (B,) = UM (B™*), which can be expressed as:

By (By™) =1—f. (14)
In this case, therefore, the bribe is constant, independent of w.

Observation 3. Given that firm b wins the contract, for w < wy it
1-w

does so by offering a bribe By* (t7%) = =2, while for w > w, it does so by
offering a bribe B;* (BX®) =1— f.

3 Analysis

The equilibrium outcome of the competition for resources in this corrupt
environment is illustrated in Figure 2. The figure shows the critical levels
of 5 defined in equations (3), (7), (8) and (11), and w; from equation (12),
for a given level of f. The different constellations of equilibrium buyer and
price are marked with different capital letters (A-D) in the figure, with the
properties of each area detailed in Table 2.

11
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Figure 2: Equilibrium buyer and price

Table 2 summarizes the key information from the various areas marked
in Figure 2.

Table 2. Winner, taxes, and bribes

Area in Figure 1 A B C D E
Two honest firms

Winner a a a a a

Bribe 0 0 0 B—f 0

Tax g B B 0 B
Honest and corrupt firms

Winner a a b b

Bribe 0 B 1—f 1—f 1_7“’

Tax L0 0 0

In area A, firm a wins the auction. Interestingly, taxes are now increasing

in w, the government’s emphasis on bribes. In fact, taxes are higher when
competing against a corrupt firm (¢, = f_—“’w) than when competing against

another honest firm (¢, = ). The reason is that competition for assets

12



sold by a corrupt government places the corrupt firm at an advantage. To
compensate for the rival’s advantage, the honest firm may have to pay a
higher tax.

In area B, too, firm a wins the auction. But, while it wins by offering a
tax (t, = @) when competing against another honest firm, it wins by offering
a bribe (B, = () when competing against a corrupt firm. Note, therefore,
that areas A and B are radically different when it comes to how the type of
competition affects the equilibrium outcome: In area A, competing against
a corrupt firm leads to increased taxes. In area B, however, it leads to the
complete erosion of taxes.

In area C firm a wins the competition against an honest rival but not
against a corrupt competitor. Again, competition with a corrupt firm com-
pletely erodes taxation, and in this case also leads to an inefficient outcome,
in the sense that the low-tech firm wins the auction.

In area D, firm a wins the auction when competing against an honest
rival (this time by offering a bribe), while it loses when competing against a
corrupt rival. In the former case, firm a wins by offering a bribe B, = 5 — f,
while in the latter case, the corrupt rival wins by offering B, = 1— f. Clearly,
the level of bribes is higher in the latter case.

In area E firm a wins over an honest rival, and does so by paying a tax
(ta = (). In contrast, a corrupt rival wins over a and does so by paying
a bribe (B, = :=¢). Note that the bribe is falling in w; in effect, a more
bribe-focused host government increases the comparative advantage of the
corrupt firm, allowing it to offer a lower bribe and still win the contract.

4 Conclusion

The rise of transition and developing country multinationals presents new
challenges to multinationals headquartered in the developed world and new
possibilities for (more or less) corrupt governments in resource rich countries.
Developing country investors are likely to be disadvantaged in terms of tech-
nology, but may be more willing and able to offer bribes to access resources
abroad. Our analysis shows how this asymmetric competition plays out in
an auction for a resource in a corrupt host country. We analyze who wins the
auction and whether the payment is in the form of taxes or bribes, focusing
on how the technology gap between investors and the degree of government
corruption affect the outcome.
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Not surprisingly, the entry of a corrupt investor may make a corrupt deal
more likely, especially if the technological gap is not too wide and if the host
government places a large weight on bribes relative to taxes. By reducing tax
income and lowering the quality of investments, corruption may thus erode
the positive welfare effects that could have been derived from the natural
resource. More surprisingly, however, our analysis shows that competition
with a corrupt investor does not necessarily lead to higher bribes and lower
taxes compared the situation with two honest investors. In fact, given that
the government is not too corrupt, the developed country investor wins the
contract by offering higher taxes than it would have done competing against
another honest investor.

In a larger perspective, our paper can be seen as shedding light on the
mechanisms underlying the so-called resource curse, that is, the negative link
between natural resource and economic development, which is particularly
evident for countries with weak institutions. We have shown why corruption
may lead to a loss of tax revenues and the use of less efficient technology
for a country auctioning out a license to explore its resources. Clearly, these
distortions may have macroeconomic implications. Moreover, as shown by
Asiedu and Lien (2011), Robinson et al. (2006) and others, corruption in
resource related FDI may have a negative impact also on the institutional
development of a country, with damaging impacts on its long-term growth
potential.
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March, Sigbjern Birkeland d.y., “Negotiation under possible third party
settlement”.

April, Fred Schroyen, “ Attitudes towards income risk in the presence of
quantity constraints”.

April, Craig Brett and Laurence Jacquet, “Workforce or Workfare?”

May, Bjern Basberg, “A Crisis that Never Came. The Decline of the European
Antarctic Whaling Industry in the 1950s and -60s”.

June, Joseph A. Clougherty, Klaus Gugler, and Lars Sergard, “Cross-Border
Mergers and Domestic Wages: Integrating Positive ‘Spillover” Effects and
Negative ‘Bargaining’ Effects”.

July, @ivind A. Nilsen, Arvid Raknerud, and Terje Skjerpen, “Using the
Helmert-transformation to reduce dimensionality in a mixed model:
Application to a wage equation with worker and ...rm heterogeneity”.

July, Karin Monstad, Carol Propper, and Kjell G. Salvanes, “Is teenage
motherhood contagious? Evidence from a Natural Experiment”.



13/11

14/11

15/11

16/11

17/11

18/11

19/11

20/11

21/11

22/11

23/11

24/11

25/11

26/11

August, Kurt R. Brekke, Rosella Levaggi, Luigi Siciliani, and Odd Rune
Straume, “Patient Mobility, Health Care Quality and Welfare”.

July, Sigbjern Birkeland d.y., “Fairness motivation in bargaining”.

September, Sigbjorn Birkeland d.y, Alexander Cappelen, Erik O. Serensen,
and Bertil Tungodden, “Immoral criminals? An experimental study of social
preferences among prisoners”.

September, Hans Jarle Kind, Guttorm Schjelderup, and Frank Stahler,
“Newspaper Differentiation and Investments in Journalism: The Role of Tax
Policy”.

Gregory Corcos, Massimo Del Gatto, Giordano Mion, and Gianmarco I.P.
Ottaviano, “Productivity and Firm Selection: Quantifying the "New" Gains
from Trade”.

Grant R. McDermott and Jivind Anti Nilsen, “Electricity Prices, River
Temperatures and Cooling Water Scarcity”.

Pau Olivella and Fred Schroyen, “Multidimensional screening in a
monopolistic insurance market”.

Liam Brunt, “Property rights and economic growth: evidence from a natural
experiment”.

Pau Olivella and Fred Schroyen, “Multidimensional screening in a
monopolistic insurance market: proofs”.

Roger Bivand, “After “Raising the Bar”: applied maximum likelihood
estimation of families of models in spatial econometrics”.

Roger Bivand, “Geocomputation and open source software:components and
software stacks”.

Simon P.Anderson, @ystein Foros, Hans Jarle Kind and Martin Peitz, “Media
market concentration, advertising levels, and ad prices”.

Liam Brunt, Johs Lerner, and Tom Nicholas, “Inducement Prizes and
Innovation”.

Jivind Anti Nilsen and Katrine Holm Reiso, “Scarring effects of
unemployment”.



01/12

02/12

03/12

04/12

05/12

06/12

07/12

08/12

09/12

10/12

11/12

12/12

13/12

14/12

2012

February, Ola Honningdal Grytten, “The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of
Capitalism the Haugian Way”.

February, Alexander W. Cappelen, Rune Jansen Hagen, Erik O. Sgrensen,
and Bertil Tungodden, «Do non-enforceable contracts matter? Evidence from
an international lab experiment”.

February, Alexander W. Cappelen and Bertil Tungodden, “Tax policy and
fair inequality”.

March, Mette Ejrnees and Astrid Kunze, «Work and Wage Dynamics around
Childbirth”.

March, Lars Mathiesen, “Price patterns resulting from different producer
behavior in spatial equilibrium”.

March, Kurt R. Brekke, Luigi Siciliani, and Odd Rune Straume, “Hospital
competition with soft budgets”.

March, Alexander W. Cappelen and Bertil Tungodden, “Heterogeneity in
fairness views - a challenge to the mutualistic approach?”

March, Tore Ellingsen and Eirik Gaard Kristiansen, “Paying for Staying:
Managerial Contracts and the Retention Motive”.

March, Kurt R. Brekke, Luigi Siciliani, and Odd Rune Straume, “Can
competition reduce quality?”

April, Espen Bratberg, @ivind Anti Nilsen, and Kjell Vaage, “Is Recipiency of
Disability Pension Hereditary?”

May, Lars Mathiesen, Jivind Anti Nilsen, and Lars Sergard, “A Note on
Upward Pricing Pressure: The possibility of false positives”.

May, Bjorn L. Basberg, “ Amateur or professional? A new look at 19th century
patentees in Norway”.

May, Sandra E. Black, Paul ]. Devereux, Katrine V. Leken, and Kjell G.
Salvanes, “Care or Cash? The Effect of Child Care Subsidies on Student
Performance”.

July, Alexander W. Cappelen, Ulrik H. Nielsen, Erik . Serensen, Bertil
Tungodden, and Jean-Robert Tyran, “ Give and Take in Dictator Games”.



15/12

16/12

17/12

18/12

August, Kai Liu, “Explaining the Gender Wage Gap: Estimates from a
Dynamic Model of Job Changes and Hours Changes”.

August, Kai Liu, Kjell G. Salvanes, and Erik &. Sgrensen, «Good Skills in
Bad Times: Cyclical Skill Mismatch and the Long-term Effects of Graduating
in a Recession”.

August, Alexander W. Cappelen, Erik @. Serensen, and Bertil Tungodden,
«When do we lie?».

September, Kjetil Bjorvatn and Tina Sgreide, «Corruption and competition for
resources”.
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