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Tabelul 1
Numirul de companii producitoare de clectricitate
in intervalul 2003-2005 in Europa

Numirul de companii ce reprezinti
Tari 95% din producerea de energie
electrica _— ]
Anul 2003 | Anul 2004 | Anul 2005
Belgia 2 3 3
Bulgaria 13 14 14
Danemarca >1000 >1000 >1000
Germania >450 >450 >450
Estonia 2 2 2
Irlanda > 3 4
Grecia 1 1 1
Franta 4« 4 4
Italia 79 83 | 88 _
Cipru 1 1 1 |
| Letonia 5 7 6 |
Lituania 5 5 6
Luxemburg - 9 % ] >12
Ungaria 30 10 23
Malta 1 1 1
Olanda >87 >53 48 |
Austria 34 39 53 |
Poloma 31 54 70 T
| Portugalia 36 46 59
Romania 11 12 12 _‘{
Slovenia 3 3 3 |
Slovacia 6 \
Finlanda 25 29 27|
Suedia 7 14 14 |
Marea Britanie 22 20 17 |
Croatia 2 7 2 |\
Turcia 148 172 192 |
Norvegia 161 165 175 1
Cehia 20 17 8 !

Sursa: ZIF epp.eurostat.

Din analiza tabelului de mai sus se observa ca tarile din Europa au o piata de
productie dc energie electricd diversificatd. Astfel Danemarca arc pinja cu
concurcnta cea mai mare §i cu concentrarea cea mai mica, urmate de Gernania.

Norvegia si Olanda. In Europa din punct dc vedere al concentriri pictei
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productiei de energie electrici Romania se afli in Jjuinatatea superioard a acesteia
cu o concentrare moderatd citre 0 concentrare €xcesiva.

La polul opus se afla Grecia Malta si Cipru cu o piatd de monopol, urmate
cu 0 piata excesiv concentratd de Belgia, Croatia si Estonia. Avand in vedere
nevoile crescute de energie electrica la nivel mondial si curopean, obiectivelc de

crestere a numarului de capacitdti de producjie in Romania, este pe deplin

Justificat.
Bibliografie:
1. http://epp.eurostat.
2. www.ANRE ro
3. Codul comercial al Pietel angro de energie electrici
4. www.opcom.ro

ILLEGAL TO PUNISH OR PUNISH THE ILLEGALS - WHICH WAY
SHOULD UKRAINE AND MOLDOVA CHOOSE?

Tea IYHATPEH, drd. USM

Bened 3a eospocuum dasrenuest co CMOPOHBL HENe2AABHOT UMMUZDaYUY, Neped
KOMOpOT  IuyoM K Iy OKA3AWCH, paseumble cmpanst 6 NOcAeOHue  200bl,
npodoIcaemes QUCkyccus no Noeody moso, MPGeKmuena w notumura Hakazanus
Hem. Cywjecmeyem markse OUCKVCCUS OMHOCUMENbHO MO20, MoXcem N cospemennas
ROAUMUKA pACCMAMPUEAMbCS KAK dmudecku cripasediusas u vecmnas. Kozo credyem
Hakazvleamv, a Kkozo — nem? Kakom nymp ciedyem usGpams makum cmpawas, Kak
Vikpauna u Mondosa, ¢ Imom ommowenuu? B dannon cmamve 2 Pa3ecusan Mooets
MAKCUMUIAYUN NORCILHOCMU O3 MUZDAHINOG. NOCPEIHUKOE U npasumensemea. 3ame 1
NPUXOIHCY K ORMUMANIBIM (MEOPEeNuYeCKIM) PeUteHUIM.

Introduction

As Ukraine’s and Moldova’s economic development and integration with
the EU proceed. a number of European problems also arise. In irregular
migration, where Ukraine is both a sending. receiving and transit country, the
number of illegal immigrants has been growing in recent years. The total number
of illegal migrants detained by the MTA and the State Border Service units was
25,539 in 2004 and 32,726 in 2005 [5:10]. IOM ecstimates that only 5 (0 10% of
all migrants illegally transiting through Ukrainian territory are detained by the

Ukrainian government [ibid]. Often. people smugglers are involved in operations
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[3:11]. Young Moldovan migrants make use of these smugglers. illegally
crossing the Slovak border from the Ukrainian town of Stryi [3:16].

In the West, there is an ongoing debate on whether legislation against illegal
imnugration is working or not. There is also a discussion on whether policies of
punishment can be seen as ethically just. The current view adopted by most
recerving countries is that the illegal migrant should be considered as innocent,
or even as a victim. The migrant only wants to come and work in order to
survive, and to support himself and his family back home [6:4]. The people
smuggler, or facilitator, on the other hand is someone who should be brought to
justice since he is taking advantage of a person in despcrate need, and is making
money from breaking the law [ibid]. In most of today's developed nations. a
common policy is to deport the illegal migrant but to punish the facilitator,
sometimes giving the latter a jail sentence. In other countries. such as Malaysia,
anillegal immigrant can face a fine of $2,600, a mandatory jail term of five years
and six lashes with a rattan cane [4:168-1691. [n March 2002, Malavsia issued an
amnesty which lasted until August 2002. in order to give illegal immmigrants a
chancc to leave the country without fear of punishment. 318272 dlcgal
immigrants left the country [ibid]. Thus, there might be some evidence that harsh
punishments. directed not only against facilitators but also against illegal
imumigrants, are working. So what policy of punishment should countries like
Ukraine and Moldova choose? Who should be punished and who should not?
Generally:  How should European govermunents allocatc resources for
immigration between competing ends? An economist such as Garv Becker has
recently argued that Western governments currently have only two options. They
must either open up their borders and start allowing illegal immigrants or they
must begin to punish the latter as well, preferably with jail [2].

Objectives

In this article ] take on a neoclassical, Beckerian approach [1] of tndividuals
who can choose between earning an honest income and becoming illcgally in the
migration warket. In a general model, 1 study the conditions of a rauonal schenie
under which potential migrants, facilitators and a government are uaximising
thetr utilities. The market form resembles perfect competition as there are many

buvers tmierants) and sellers (facilitators). The sellers (facilitators) can for
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example be freelancers who live in some border area in the Westem Newly
Independent States — WNIS - such as the Carpathians in Ukraine, who know the
terrain and who are willing to take migrants across tle Schemer border for a
predefined sum of money. The aim of the article is to derive the conditions under
which migrants. intcrmediaries and governments maximise their utilities, find a
solution, and give a hint at what a choice of punislunent policies could look like
for host countries. The act of illegally crossing a state border and the
consequences thereof is described as a von Neumann-Morgenstern lottery.
The Model

We consider the case where there is a large number of facilitators F
working on a freelance basis in some given border area. Migrants (M) wanting to
cross the border illegally do not face any particular difficulty finding a facilitator.
The market structure somewhat resembles-perfect competition. We assume that
the facilitator has limited influence over the price and thai he cares about his
reputation (R).

From the potential migrant’s point of view. there are a limited number of
choices, given in the decision tree in fig. 1. The migrant can choose o hire the
services of a facilitator. If he does, then there is a probability P; that the
facilitator is honest and will, to the best of his ability and after having received a
fixed sum of money from the migrant, fulfill his obiigations and take him across
the border. There is a probability 1-P, that the facilitator is exploitative. In that
case, he will simply take the migrant’s money and “dump him in the forest”
before having crossed the border. If the facilitator is honest, then there is a
probability P, that the border crossing will be successful and a probability I-P,
that the party is caught. Likewise, all other options that the potential migrant has.
and their associated probabilities. are given in the tree:
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Fig. 2: If caught

Fig 2 represents what happens if a party is intercepted and caught by the

border patrol. There is a probability C, that only the migrant will get caught.

There is also a probability € that only the facilitator will be apprehended and the

rmigrant can run off. In addition, there is a scenario in which the whole party. L.¢.

M+F | is caught. which is represented by 1-C,-Ca. Naturally. if the mugrant travels
by himsclf and there is no facilitator. then the first branch of the tree in fig. 3 is
must occur with probabilin C,=1. Probabilities Q... represent the choices of
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punislunent that the host country has to choose from All combinations arc given

in the following table:

1 N | | J_Tl_' ‘
punishment Fine | = \
M CY) | -C(V)+Py) | «(CH+T*Zy) |
1
F R*Zs ARHPY) | -(RHT*Zy)
-(C(Y)+Ty*
+IF -(C +R | -C(Y)+P

T R et

The host country can choose not to punish the migrant and to simply deport
him. In this case the migrant will lose only the “costs for the road” C(Y), no
matter if these costs consist of personal expenditures or monev paid to the
facilitator. We assume that the host country also has the option to penalizc (P)
the migrant and have him pay a fine before deportation. A third alternative
would be to give the migrant a jail sentence of T moaths. or even years. before
deportation. In this case the migrant, in addition to his fixed costs C. will also
lose the income that he would have otherwise eamed, Z. The same gocs for the
facilitator, however for him, an important vanable is R. reputation. tven if the
facilitator is not punished and immediately deported. because of the failure. we
assume that his reputation will diminish and with it the possibiits to earn an
equal sum of money from prospective migrants the ncxt time.

Now, let us introduce the following notations:

Jo(x — . . . -y ’ S o)
L6 () _ the wtility function of the facilitator withUr($)>0 gpq Upx) <0

>0 0 [i (XYl

U4 () the utility function of the migrant with®» (> an

M
Pr j=1234 "

-the probability that the migrant chooscs the way of

crossing (P; - he does not go):

D = ) . i »
P 7=123 ihe probability of getting caught for MLE. and both of them respectis cly
@251~ _ the cost of border crossing when the migrant gocs by himsell:

k-Z, -

the wvage of the migrant in case of success;

(1

" -the cost of border crossing when the migrant uses reliative s informatior
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1~ the maximum possible sum for the migrant.

Let us indicate the cost of each branch of the tree for the migrant and for the

facilitator, going from up to down:
Probability
IHO)
P®=p" p by ps
P@)=p" P -(=p») PO
P@)=p" p p-(-p)pf -0
P@=p"-p’ p-(1-p)pf Qs
PSY=p" Pt p-U-pa)pi 0
P@)=p" p*-p (1= p)pS - 0s
PNy =p" - p¥-p,-Q=pps O
P@=p" p b, (= p)pT Ui,
29)y=p" -t p (- pa)ps 0,
P(10y=p"  p/ - p,- (- pypi 0.0,
PALy=p" - p{ - p, (L= p)pi Q.0

PU2)=p" - p ip, (L= p)pS 0.0,

Pa3y=p" - p p, (= p,)ps - 0.0,
PA&)y=p" -pM - p,-A-pypy 0.0,
PA3Y=p" - p¥ - py (L= py)pS - 00

1Q

PA6)=p" - pi - (1= py) 5 O,
PAT) = p? p (1~ pr
PU8)=p"pM - p)1-1)
PA9)=p" py - p,

P0)= p" - p¥ -(1- p)p{O,
PV =p" p¥ (- py)pf 0,

M

PR =p" - p¥ (- p) PO,

PR3)=p -p’-p-p

Migrant

c

Facilitator

F@

N

4
L

z;

1120y=p"p p (-7 -0, -pz; -C Bz}
[)(25):1{ '/’:«l"."y‘(]_[’z')/’:.'gz -ps ~C— Py ﬂ‘ZLF
P26y =p" - pi' py-(1- p)p¢ -0, - 2] =C=T :2, B-2;
P@ND=p" p¥ py-(- py)ps -0, k-Zy-p-£f p-zf-C

P28)=p" - pY p- (= p)pS -0, keZ,~-p 7] B-Z[-C-R-P,

P@9)=p" p¥ p (- pps 0, k-Zy-p-z{ B-2[-C-R-T.Z,
PBO=p -p" p (- p)ps Q0. -8z -C BZ{-C-R
PBH=p" - pi" p-(1- p,)pS 00, -B-z{ -C p-Z[ ~C-R-P,
PBY=p" p' - p-(1- p)pC -00, -B-zf-C Bzl -C-Rr-T-E,
PB3)=p" p{ p-(-p,)pt-0.0, -B-2;-C-p, B-2[-C-R
PGAY=p" - p} - py-(1- p)pf -0.0. ~pZ; -C-P, pzf -C-R-P,
P33y =p" i p (- pa)p 0.0, -pzf-C-»p, Bl -C-R-T -2,
PGB8 =p" - pl (1= p)pf 0,0, ~ff <C=T-2, pLf -C-R
PG =p" p¥py (- p)pS 00, gzl o2 Bzl -C-R-P,
P8 =p gl (- py)pf 0,0 -pZ]~C-T-2Z, B2} =C~R~T2,
P17y = p" pk 2y 0
P(78)= p' p’ Z, , 0

The probabilities P(39)~ P(76) are obtained from Py~ (38 by

substituting pL for p” and Z, for Z,; . The expected utility of the migrant

can be written as

78
E[U,ZD)] =D POV (2, () +C())»
i=l

where Z,, (i)=Z, fori= I,,.,,38,énd Z, (=12, for;i=39_ 76

The expected utility of the facilitator is
78
E[U(ZD)|=Y. POU(Z, +F())
=l

All values in the sums could be taken from the table. We come up with the

problem
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m-ﬁ[u,,(z[)“ﬁf-L‘j.r_-;,(zb]_m;[gx )

under constraints 0<z] <7, )

The optimisation problem (1-2) could be solved by taking the derivative of
(1) and put it equal to zero. The solution would appear either in the critical point
or in the end points. Taking the derivative of the left side of (1) wc get the first
order condition

13 38 el
=My POy (Zy +C@) =m- B3 P\ (Zy +Cl1)) - my P (7, +C() -
=} =23 -39
B ek ) (3)
-m- By PO, (Z,+C(i)+

ia61

18 38 s =
+f D PO AZ, + F(@)+ [ - BY PV (Z, +F )+ T PO AZ, + F(i))

I=1 =23

76
+B-f D POUL(Z, +F(i))=0

=61

Comparing the values of the utility function in (1) in the end points with the

value in the critical point we obtain the solution of ( 1-2)7."  This is an optimal

solution for illegal migrants and facilitators.

We now introduce the government of the host couniny into the model. The
government faces the problem of allocating scarce resources between competing
ends. We assume that the aim of the government is to minimize the maximum
expected utility of the migrant and the facilitator. The government has to do this
with respect to a fixed budget and a set of specificd constraints. For example,
though it might be desirable for the goverrunent to puish both the facilitator and
the illegal migrant with jail, thereby causing the highest possible negative utility,
building prisons and detention centres, and keeping people in them. is costly.
The government must also act with respect to human rights and immigrant lobby
groups in order not to lose votes.

To keep it simple, let the government tend to minimize the function

E[U @Y+ E[UL @2 ]+ /U (=P =Pr. =T,
where y is the weight of the lobby utility function (7, (-, P, -T) -

The constraints are the following:

P <B,sP ., P <P <P . T, <TsT

nmy ’ max > man max
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Let the utility functions of the migrant and facilitator be as follows
2 3

&) x:x—x—, <h H o .
M) =x-gp. x<h Urby=r- i<t

where x <A for the migrant and x <b, for the facilitator We assume that

values by and b, are sufficiently large and that (Zy + C() £ b, (Z+F{) £ b

If the utility functions are quadratic then equation (3) takes the form
18 . L » 38
—my P()=1=(Z, -C ()-27) ‘b)=m- -3 PUY=1~(Z, ~C (1)~ BZ)/ b)-
I =23 E

56
-y PG)(=1-(Z, -C ()=2[)ib))-

i=19
76
—m- By PUX-1=(Z, -C~ ()~ B2}V I8+
1=61
18 38
+fZ|:P(i)(I ~(Zp e FDFZ0)BN* S BY PO ~(Z, +F(5)+ BZ!)/ b))+
L =23 '

26, . 76
+f Y PO (2, + F () + LBy PUXN=(Z, + F(0)+ fZF)/8,)=0

i-39 16}
where C°()=C()+Z,. F()=F@)-2].
Collecling the terms with Z,F and without ZLF we have

. 1% % %
ZIEmY D )= £ YR R)-mY (1) B )-
- &

oz i
- [ if'\'u b ‘z‘iim. B f'/?z""‘")‘h:—fiﬂ')"'bz

£ ;‘%}m h)= miﬁlx-l—fls =C )/ B)+m - émx—l ~(Zy=C () B) wnf;f’ox-t—(;.(, ~C @)/ B+
*”"/’i‘:"(")f—"(” ~C (f))'h))-f‘lZ::P('Xl—(ZﬁF' O/ A)-f »ﬁinP(’xl—(z,+F(l))/q)-

J’:;f'('xl ~(Z+270) B)-p :‘E:P(le—<z,.+ff(f))/q)=o '

Llet B
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i 12 = e oo .
A=m PUXA~(Zy, ~C @O B)+m: By POX-1=(Z, =C () B)emy Ai=1-(Z, ~C )/ +
,‘__|, N 7 '—B‘ A:a
% 18 ~ ” . :
Y PO, ~C OV B =SS PO~y 4 F O = fIE AN 2 +F @) )
i=61 -

56 6 an
LS PUX1~(Z, +F (D))= B- £ PiXI(Z, +F (/)
A

39

1 18 6 B
B= —mZxP(i)/bl)—m-ﬁz P ) -mY P(i)/ b))~
i=l =23

=39

76 18 38 -
_m.ﬂ?.sz(i)/b‘-fZP(i)/b,‘f'/ﬂzp(f)/l’:‘fZ""‘ .

= = i
%
- 13 POE)
Thenif B=0,wehave7/ = 4/B
Including in the consideration the end pornis of (2y we have the solution of
(1-2) in the form
m-E[U,(Z[)]+ [ -E[U:Z]° )]
ZP" =argmax|m-E [(f Loy, )] +f-E [U #(Z, )] ;
m-E[U (Z,)]+ F-E[U.(Z; )]

where expected utilities in the brackets could be calculated using Table 1.
Concluding Remarks

In the model, [ have derived the conditions for nulity maximisation of the
migrant and the facilitator. An optinal (theoretical) solution was then found. For
the government, provided that the utility functions of the migrant and facilitator
are quadratic, an optimal (theoretical) solution was gained as well For policy
recommendations, we need no know the values m lable |1 Alternatively,
through computer simulations in a more advanced model. we could force a
solution. From the government's point of view. a very imiportant variable is 7.
the weight of the lobby group. There is no doubt tiut lobby groups favounng
immigration and human rights are both more numicrous d niore developed in
the EU than they are in Ukraine or Moldova. From the poimnt of view of these
countries. perhaps it would be reasonable to view the cntire EU as one glganuc
lobby group, considering its demands. We could. for cxample. xmagine a model

very similar to the above in which the Ukrainion and Moldovan governments
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have to maximise a number of “votes” from EU citizens and institutions in order

to win future membership. In such a case, ¥ would be large and it would be in

their best interests to adopt a more liberal legislation on illegal immigration.
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PRACTICIDE INOVARE ALE INTREPRINDERILOR
EUROPENE.

Silvia NOHAILIC, Lector Uni., Magistru, ULIM

L'innovation est | 'un des principaux moyens pour acquérir un avantage compélitif en
répondant aux besoins du marché. Innover, ¢'est créer de nouveaux produits. En général,
les entreprises commencent par I'innovation par projet, en utilisant des techniques et des
outils classiques de innovation itels que la créativité, le développement de produits
innovants, la protection indusirielie...) afin de développer un produit (ou service)
nouveau.

Dupa criza de la mijlocul anilor *70. tematica inovatiei tehnologice este din
ce in ce mai mult teoretizata. O datd ce cercetarea se hraneste cu suporturi
empirice, pentru a demonstra dupa zeci de ani ¢4 intreprinderile evolueazi intr-
un mediu tot mai globalizat unde consumatorii, bine informai czita in fata unei
oferte adesea excesive. fiind din ce in ce mai exigenti in ceea ce priveylc
asteptarile lor de diferenticre a ofertei. In acest context. intreprinderile sunt
constranse sa inovese pemru a nu dispirea de pe piatd. In zilele noastre
dimensiunea wmporald a concurenei este cruciali.  Viitorul apartine

Intreprinderilor ce inovedsd primele si mai ales eficient.
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