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Non-compete Agreements: Barriers
to Entry … and Exit?*

Matt Marx, MIT Sloan School of Management
Lee Fleming, Harvard Business School and Institute for Quantitative Social Science
Executive Summary
This chapter describes recent research on postemployment covenants not to com-
pete, as well as potential policy implications of such research. We propose that
non-competes are an underappreciated lever for policy makers to wield in effect-
ing entrepreneurial outcomes. We review theory and models as well as qualita-
tive and quantitative evidence from ourselves and others, at three levels of
analysis. First, how do non-competes impact individual careers? Second, why
do firms adopt non-compete agreements, and how do they affect the behavior
and performance of firms? Third, what do we know of the regional implications
of non-competes for entrepreneurship, productivity, and other measures?We ob-
serve that non-competes are generally favorable for established firms though less
so for firms that are young, small, or not yet established. These benefits to firms
appear to be offset by costs to individual workers, who are often unaware of non-
competes when they accept an employment offer and end up with reduced op-
portunities for employment or entrepreneurship going forward. At the regional
level, evidence is thinner but points again to the tension between the interests of
established firms and those that do not yet exist. Ultimately, policy makers’ de-
cisions whether or not to enforce non-competes should be driven by the extent to
which they want to optimize for the preservation of established firms versus in-
dividual career flexibility and the founding and growth of new start-ups.

I. Introduction

Given the central role of entrepreneurs in fostering innovation and pro-
ductivity growth (Schumpeter 1975; Acs and Audretsch 1988), it is no
wonder that policy makers seek to spur the founding and growth of
start-up companies. Yet dozens of attempts to recreate the entrepreneurial
dynamics of Silicon Valley have failed, in part because of the direct-
subsidy model in which politicians attempt to stimulate a particular
sector or even “pick winners” within an industry. The ineffectiveness
of science parks (Wallsten 2001) and other such measures can be traced
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in part both to the inefficient allocation of capital in the political process

Marx and Fleming40
and to the vagaries of the electoral cycle.
An alternative to the direct-subsidy approach is to focus on improving

the entrepreneurial climate by removing barriers to the commercializa-
tion of technology and the establishment of new firms. Such initiatives
typically do not target a particular industry but rather involve policy re-
forms that facilitate the transfer of technology, streamline the process of
incorporation, and make resources available for implementation of the
business plan to the population of (would-be) entrepreneurs. For exam-
ple, several countries have reduced the number of steps required to
incorporate. Likewise, the Bayh-Dole Act of 1982 greased the rails for
commercializing inventions fromU.S. universities, by giving universities
clear property rights and incentives to commercialize. This paper ex-
plores a policy issue that has the potential to influence the entrepreneur-
ial climate, including the ability of would-be entrepreneurs to leave their
jobs and the capability of small firms to recruit relevant talent.
Once a company is incorporated and the initial opportunity identified,

founders must marshal both financial and human resources to grow the
business. New ventures rely on an influx of expertise skilled in the art
in order to grow (Haveman and Cohen 1994; Klepper 2001; Gompers,
Lerner, and Scharfstein 2005); indeed, failed efforts to build biotech clus-
ters can in many cases be traced to the lack of local scientific personnel
(Lerner 2009,113–14). But even if skilled talent exists in a region, start-ups
still face challenges in attracting key workers due to their uncertain life
chances and limited resources. Unless they are content to recruit talent
from universities or from the ranks of the unemployed, start-ups must
attract workers from existing firms. Thus entrepreneurial regions rely
heavily on fluid interorganizational mobility of workers.
The demise of internal labor markets following the globalization and

deregulation of the 1980s would, if anything, seem to ease the challenge
of staffing start-ups, asworkers pursuewhat have been called “boundary-
less careers” (Arthur and Rousseau 1996), moving without friction from
firm to firm. To the extent that workers are free to circulate among firms,
start-ups may take advantage of the supply of labor with relevant skills.
As Nobel-prize-winning economist Gary Becker observed, “You cannot
separate a person from his or her knowledge, skills, health, and values
the way it is possible to move financial and physical assets while the
owner stays put” (1964,16). But it may nonetheless be possible to sepa-
rate workers from the use of their skills. This paper focuses on a legal re-
striction to interorganizational mobility: postemployment non-compete
agreements (hereafter, “non-competes”) and their potential implications
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at three levels: individual careers, firm performance, and regional eco-

Non-compete Agreements 41
nomic productivity. The desirability and impact of non-competes differ
for actors across these three levels of analysis; consequently, it is not
straightforward to pick an optimal policy given competing interests. In-
stead, policy makers should consider the enforceability of such contracts
depending on which constituents they seek to satisfy.
This chapter proceeds as follows. First, in Section II we provide a non-

legalistic introduction to and overview of non-compete agreements,
pointing out how they differ from other techniques used to protect intel-
lectual property. Next, in Sections III–V we describe how non-competes
affect individuals, firms, and regions, respectively. In doing so, we re-
view the work of several scholars and offer particular detail regarding
our own studies, which exploit an inadvertent reversal of non-compete
policy in Michigan during the 1980s to facilitate causal identification of
the non-compete effect. Finally, in Section VI we analyze choices facing
policy makers. We do not offer a preferred policy prescription but rather
propose that the decision regarding whether or not to enforce non-
competes should be determined by the desire to optimize for the interests
of established firms over the founding and growth of new firms aswell as
individual workers’ career flexibility.

II. Background on Non-competes

A non-compete is an employment contract in which an employee pledges
not to work for a competitive firm for a period of time after resigning or
being terminated. Firms use non-competes to protect their interests, in-
cluding confidential information such as trade secrets and customer
identities. Hardly new, non-competes have been used since the 15th cen-
tury. Following the decimation of the European labor supply by the bu-
bonic plague, the Ordinance of Labourers made it unlawful not to work
in England. Thus the English judge reviewing the first non-compete
infringement,Dyer’s Case of 1414, was less than sympathetic to the plain-
tiff’s request that his former apprentice—a dyer of clothes—be enjoined
from setting up shop in the same town (contrary to his non-compete em-
ployment contract). In fact, the judge threatened the plaintiff with jail
time for having dared to prohibit someone from working (Decker 1993).
The 1711 decision in Mitchel v. Reynolds established the initial prece-

dent for non-competes. Although sentiment remained strong against
“general” prohibitions on the ability of workers to exercise their exper-
tise, the court allowed that workers should have the right to bargain over
“particular” restraints such as restricting the practice of their trade in a
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certain geographic area or for a given length of time (Blake 1960). As

Marx and Fleming42
such, non-competes incorporated limitations on their scope of expertise,
geographic reach, and duration.
Regarding expertise, non-competes typically either list a set of compa-

nies at which the employee may not work or define a “field of service” in
which the ex-employeemaynot perform. The disadvantage of the former
approach is that firms unknown to the employer may compete with it in
the future. The latter approach can be made difficult to pin down by
vague definitions of a technical field.
Regarding geography, non-competes in fieldswhere competition is cir-

cumscribed by distance typically specify the spatial range beyond which
competitive activity is sanctioned. In medicine, where competition for
clients takes place locally, the range is frequently defined as a radius
around the practice. In technological fields, however, a looser scope is
adopted—often the entire country or even anywhere in the world.
Given the particular importance of protecting trade secrets in high-

tech industries, the geographic restriction is less salient than the duration
of the agreement. A non-compete must spell out the length of time for
which the ex-employee is bound after leaving the firm. Data from a
survey of 1,029 members of the Institute of Electrical and Electronics
Engineers (IEEE) reveal that the term of a non-compete is typically 1 or
2 years, though often longer (Marx 2009a).

A. Comparison with Other Means of Protecting Intellectual Property

If a chief objective of requiring non-compete agreements is to guard
against the leakage of trade secrets, one might reasonably question
whether this is not already accomplished by nondisclosure agreements
(NDAs). Although NDAs are employed widely, it can be difficult if not
impossible to know whether an ex-employee is abiding by the agree-
ment.Moreover, several courts have allowed that ex-employeesmay “in-
evitably disclose” proprietary information to their subsequent employer
(Whaley 1999). Thus the onlyway firms can fully protect against the leak-
age of trade secrets and other proprietary information such as customer
lists is to block ex-employees from joining firms where said disclosure
could harm the company. It is easier to determinewhether an ex-employee
is working at a particular company than to establish whether that same
employee is misappropriating confidential information.
Non-competes also differ from other forms of intellectual property

protection in the way they operate. Patents, trademarks, and trade secret
protection effectively enable inventors to set a monopoly price for their
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intellectual property, which would otherwise be available at near zero

Non-compete Agreements 43
cost to consumers given the ease of duplication. While such protection
creates an incentive to invest in innovation, it also creates a “deadweight
loss” for consumers whose willingness to pay is greater than marginal
cost but lower than the monopoly price and who consequently cannot
consume the good (Scotchmer 2004). In the case of drug discovery, for
example, many patients might benefit from a particular medication if it
were free or less expensive but cannot because firms are able to maintain
high(er) prices given their patent portfolio. The deadweight loss is often
rationalized ex ante in that the good never would have been invented in
the first place if not for promise of monopoly pricing. In the case of non-
compete agreements, however, the deadweight loss bears a less direct re-
lationship to the incentive to invest. Most forms of intellectual property
protection restrict access to the output of the innovative process. For ex-
ample, employees signing an NDA promise not to divulge specific trade
secrets. But by forbidding ex-employees to work in the same field, non-
compete agreements deny others use not only of the outputs but the
inputs as well: namely, the relevant expertise of those who created the
trade secrets. Non-competes essentially enable firms to set a monopoly
price on the skills of ex-employees. (Firms are of course are free to set a
lower price, as when Nortel paid Motorola $11 million to release its
COO from his non-compete so that he could become Nortel’s CEO
[McMillan 2006].)
The use of non-competes is not tracked by a central authority such as

the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office, as firms are not required to report
which employees are subject to non-competes. But multiple surveys sug-
gest that non-competes are quite common. Garmaise (2011) observed
that 70.2% of Execucomp firms use non-competes with their senior ex-
ecutives, likely a lower bound as firms are not required to report use of
non-competes in public filings. Kaplan and Strömberg (2003) found that
90% of venture capital contractsmandated that their portfolio companies
use non-competes. Regarding nonexecutives, the first author found that
nearly half the respondents in a survey of IEEE members said they had
been asked to sign a non-compete (Marx 2011).

B. Enforceability

Firms are free to write any sort of employment contract, but the enforce-
ability of the contract is another matter. In the United States there exists
no federal law governing the administration of non-competes; instead,
policy decisions are left to the states. Most states have elected to sanction
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the use of non-competes by firms, provided that they pass a “reason-
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ableness” test, primarily with regard to the duration of the agreement.
Several states however have passed laws restricting the enforceability
of non-competes. Most famously, California has strictly prohibited non-
competes since its incorporation as a state (Gilson 1999) via its Business
and Professions Code Section 16600, which states: “Except as provided
in this chapter, every contract by which anyone is restrained from en-
gaging in a lawful profession, trade, or business of any kind is to that
extent void.”
A select number of states have changed their non-compete policies.

Most dramatically, Michigan inadvertently reversed its non-compete pol-
icy in 1985 by repealing several antitrust statutes, one of which contained
a little-noticed provision similar to California’s Section 16600 that was
quickly identified by lawyers eager to profit from the now legal enforce-
ment of non-compete litigation. Michigan’s inadvertent repeal provides
a natural experiment that can be used to establish causal evidence of
the impact of non-competes. The evidence emerges from estimation of
a “difference-in-differences”model, which sets up a baseline comparison
with states that never enforce non-competes, and Michigan, which
(seemingly) exogenously changes from prohibiting to allowing enforce-
ment. Without such a natural experiment, observational scientists—
in this case, those who cannot run laboratory experiments and must rely
on after-the-fact archival data sets—can only report correlations. In the
case of non-competes, this limitation presents a problem because it is
hard to separate the success of individual states from the non-compete
enforcement. For example, do engineers emigrate to California because
of non-compete enforcement in their home state? Or are their choices
driven by the availability of jobs—or perhaps the weather? Without
a natural experiment (or strong instrumental variable; see Samila and
Sorenson 2011), it becomes very difficult to isolate causal effects. Re-
search published before the discovery of the Michigan policy reversal
was appropriatelymeasured regarding causal claims: “Wehave no direct
evidence that the California effect on mobility is due to the absence of
enforceable non-compete agreements. As a result we cannot assess the
role that other factors (such as local culture) may play in sustaining high
rates of employee turnover” (Fallick, Fleischman, and Rebitzer 2006,
481).1 Variation in enforcement across time and space creates an empir-
ical opportunity to assess the impact of non-competes on individuals,
firms, and regions. As argued above, however, correlation does not im-
ply causality, and findings of variation in policies and outcomes over
time must be interpreted with caution.
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III. How Non-competes Affect Individual Careers

Non-compete Agreements 45
Perhaps the most robust finding regarding non-competes is that they
bind employees to their employers. Although this may seem obvious,
skeptics have questioned whether non-competes have any effect at all.
Kim and Marschke (2005) cite legal literature stating that courts will be
reluctant to enforce non-compete agreements given the potential for
hardship on workers. Wood (2000) proposes that regions can develop
alternate mechanisms for mobility and spillovers.
Others have argued and provided evidence, however, that non-

competes do matter. The first evidence regarding mobility was supplied
by Fallick et al. (2006), who analyzed Current Population Survey data.
They modeled cross-sectional variation in job-hopping according to re-
gional enforcement of non-competes. They found an effect only in the
California computer industry, which they argued resulted from the ad-
vantages of job-hoppingwithin amodular industry (an employee’s skills
are more easily transferred in such an industry). Garmaise (2011) found
similar effects among the executives of publicly held companies; because
non-competes restrict the market for the most relevant outside job op-
portunities, firms are under less pressure to pay competitive wages.
Garmaise also finds that executivesworking under stronger enforcement
regimes move less and have longer tenures. They receive less compensa-
tion and less increase in compensation when they move. In addition,
compensation is more salary-based.
Along with our colleague Debbie Strumsky, we took advantage of

Michigan’s inadvertent policy reversal and found similar results among
patenting inventors (Marx, Strumsky, and Fleming 2009). Our analysis
using the “Michigan experiment” proceeded in two steps. The setup of
a natural experiment is not unlike a clinical trial, where a treatment group
of subjects are administered a new drug while a control group receives a
placebo (i.e., no treatment). Then the results for the two groups are com-
pared. The control group is essential because the treatment group might
get better (or worse) for reasons unrelated to the new drug. To examine
whether the apparently inadvertent Michigan policy reversal affected
outcomes, we also use a treatment and a control group. For example,
when assessing whether non-competes impact interorganizational mo-
bility, we specify a “treatment” group of inventors who filed patents in
Michigan before the reform. (Including thosewhose first patent was after
the reformwould not enable us to perform the before-and-after test.) For
our “control” group, we include those who had filed patents outside of
Michigan before Michigan’s reform. Again, if we did not have a control
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group we might incorrectly attribute rising (or falling) mobility within

Marx and Fleming46
Michigan to the policy reversal when in fact mobility was rising (falling)
everywhere. To ensure that the control group’s conditions are as similar
as possible to those of the treatment group, we limit the states repre-
sented in the control group to those that had placed restrictions on the
enforcement of non-competes (as had Michigan) and moreover contin-
ued not to enforce non-competes (these are Alaska, California, Nevada,
Washington, Oklahoma, Montana, North Dakota, Minnesota, West Vir-
ginia, andConnecticut). Thuswe are able to compare themobility patterns
of two groups of patenting inventors, starting in states where non-
competes were unenforceable, and then to observe whether there is a shift
in their relativemobility onceMichigan begins to enforce these contracts.
Note that this approach assumes that the policy changewas unexpected,

which we believe to be true for two reasons. First, dozens of pages of leg-
islative analysis of theMichiganAntitrust ReformAct (hereafter,MARA)
(Bullard 1983a, 1983b) fail to mention non-competes although they ex-
haustively document other aspects of the antitrust reform; we could
not locate any reference to“non-competes,”“non-competitionagreements,”
“postemployment restraints,” or the like. (Again, the reversal was due to
the repeal of a previous prohibition, that was but one section of a larger
bill.) An employment lawyer active at the time and author of aMichigan
Bar Journal article highlighting the mistake, Louis Rabaut (2006), said:
“There wasn’t an effort to repeal non-competes. We backed our way
into it. We were not even thinking about non-compete language.”
Given the inadvertent nature of the repeal, onemight wonder whether

and how firms became aware of their newfound capability to enforce
non-competes. Multiple articles appeared in the Michigan Bar Journal
later in 1985, specifically citing the change in the law and communicating
(to practicing lawyers) the possibility of prosecution and other billable
legal work (see, e.g., Sikkel and Rabaut 1985). Perhaps it is not surprising
that practicing lawyers would scour the text of repealed bills to find any
unanticipated consequences of new legislation. As one of the authors of
these Michigan Bar Journal articles (Sikkel 2006) said, “All of a sudden
the lawyers saw no proscription of non-competes. We got active and the
legislature had to go back and clarify the law.” It is important that the
1987 “clarification” of the non-compete law did not reinstate the prior
ban; it merely (retroactively) stipulated that a “reasonableness test” be
applied—a standard common to other states that also allow enforceable
non-competes.
For all of these reasons, we believe that the Michigan experiment is a

useful laboratory for evaluating the impact of non-compete agreements
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on a variety of outcomes. Other states, including Texas, Florida, and
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Louisiana (Garmaise 2011), have shifted their enforcement policies
somewhat, butMichigan is the only state we know to have inadvertently
effected a wholesale change in its enforcement practices. Our first appli-
cation of the Michigan experiment was to exploit synthetic matching
methods pioneered byAlberto Abadie and colleagues (Abadie, Diamond,
and Hainmueller 2007) to inspect visually whether the rate of job-
hopping inMichigan had changed noticeably comparedwith the control
group. In this approach, one constructs a “synthetic Michigan” from a
weighted average of the control states—again, those that continued not
to enforce non-competes. The hope is that, prior to the policy rever-
sal or treatment, the trend of interorganizational mobility in synthetic
Michigan approximates that of the actual Michigan reasonably closely.
Indeed, figure 1 shows that aweighted average of the other nonenforcing
states mimics Michigan’s trend of worker mobility before the MARA
reformof 1985. If therewere no impact of the non-compete policy change,
we would expect Michigan’s mobility rate to continue to match the
weighted average rather closely. FollowingMARA, however,Michigan’s
mobility rate drops relative to the syntheticMichigan, suggesting that the
inadvertent imposition of non-compete enforcement indeed had the ef-
fect of binding employees to their employers.
In a second step, we used statistical methods to analyze trends more

precisely and also to obtain a sense of the magnitude of the effect of non-
competes on jobmobility.We found that, relative toworkers in states that
Fig. 1. Annual patenting rates of U.S. inventors with at least one patent before MARA
in a nonenforcing state. Yearly moves/patents for Michigan and other non-compete
states. Includes all inventors whose first application predates MARA (before 1986).
“Synthetic Michigan” represents predictions of patenting in post-MARA Michigan, based
on a weighted average of pre-MARA patenting in other nonenforcing states. MARA
passed in 1985. Source: Marx et al. (2009), 889.
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continued not to enforce non-competes, the mobility of Michigan work-

Marx and Fleming48
ers dropped by 8.1% followingMARAand the repeal of the non-compete
ban. Moreover, Michigan workers with highly specialized skills were
twice as likely to remain loyal to their employers following the imple-
mentation of non-compete enforceability. This result is likely due to the
difficulty workers with specialized skills experience in finding work
within their industry, as opportunities to use those skills are explicitly
foreclosed by non-compete agreements. These results were robust to a
wide variety of controls, including working in the auto industry (trou-
bled and a big part of the Michigan economy around MARA).
In follow-on work, the first author conducted 52 interviews randomly

sampled from the population of patent holders in the automatic speech
recognition industry (Marx 2011). Whereas previous studies relied on
measuring the overall impact of policy changes but without knowing
whether individuals signed a non-compete agreement, the interviews
from this field study provide a full work history for each informant along
with an indicator for whether a particular employer required a non-
compete. These data reveal that one-quarter of those who signed non-
competes and then changed jobs also changed industries—leaving their
field of expertise to take a “career detour.” By comparison, thosewho did
not sign non-competes were considerably less likely to change industries
when they changed jobs. Those who took career detours reported re-
duced compensation, atrophy of their skills, and estrangement from their
professional networks. One interview with the technical cofounder of a
speech recognition start-up revealed why he left the industry after being
fired by his cofounder (who assumed the CEO role):2 “I had a very strong
anticompetition agreement with [former employer] … so for 2 years I
couldn’t have gotten involved in another speech recognition company
in any case. The employees were very much aware of these noncompeti-
tion agreements. And many of them, certainly the more sophisticated
ones, on a regular basis would sort of do a gut check and say, ‘Well, if
I’m ever gonna leave, what would I do for 2 years if I couldn’t do speech
recognition?’ (Marx 2011, 704).
Another engineer who left the industry because of a non-compete said

that she “intentionally looked for general-purpose programming, and…
took a substantial pay cut to go there” (Marx 2011, 705).
In important ways, non-competes function differently from NDAs,

which govern only information transmitted toworkerwhile they are em-
ployed at the firm. Ex-employees are free to share any industry-related
information they had before joining the firm. Non-competes however as-
sume jurisdiction not only over training and skills given the employee
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while at the firm but also any prior relevant skills or experience of the
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worker whether these were obtained through prior employment or the
worker’s own education. This distinction was cast in sharp relief by a
speech recognition professional who was reduced to performing data-
entry tasks after leaving her job because of the non-compete she had
signed: “I’ve been in this industry for 20 years. I have a PhD in the field.
I walked in the door with an enormous amount of experience, and while
I worked there for a year in a half they added maybe, what, 2% to that?
And now theywant to preventme fromworking in speech and using any
of what I know?” (Marx 2011, 705).
Important to note is that none of the interviewees who took a career

detour or other action were actually sued by their ex-employer. Nor
did any of them appear in a court of law. Rather, they acted on the expec-
tation of what might happen if they refused to act in accordance with the
employment agreement they had signed. This “chilling effect,” indepen-
dent of what a judge or court might decide, is key to understanding how
non-competes affect individual workers’ job mobility decisions. This
may be one reasonwhywe and other scholars have found non-competes
to have such a strong impact, despite the speculation of legal scholars
that judges would be reluctant to enforce such contracts.
Moreover, we have some reason to believe that the negative conse-

quences of non-competes for individual careers are not inadvertent by-
products of a desire to protect trade secrets; rather, firms strategically
manage the process of obtaining non-compete signatures. This suggests
that firms are aware of these deleterious outcomes. In the IEEE survey
referenced above, barely 3 in 10 workers reported that they were told
about the non-compete in their job offer. In nearly 70% of cases, the
worker was asked to sign the non-compete after accepting the offer—
and, consequently, after having turned down (all) other offers. Nearly
half the time, the non-compete was not presented to employees until or
after the first day at work. One employee said, “I never received any in-
formation ahead of time before showing up to my first day. And then it
was the first day when I had all the paperwork in front of me: health in-
surance, 401(k), and the non-compete. It was either ‘sign it andwork here
or don’t sign it and don’t work here.’” An independent contractor who
found that the non-competes he was asked to sign routinely ran longer
than his consulting engagements related a similar experience: “In the
11th hour they just try to bully me into signing it” (Marx 2011, 706).
While we know a considerable amount about how non-competes

affect the careers of individual workers, several open questions remain.
Given that firms can price discriminate, onemight imagine that thosewith
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greater wealth might be able to “buy out” their non-compete and thus be
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less affected either in their mobility or wage structure. Moreover, unlike
those who rely on steady income to make ends meet, wealthy individuals
might be able to “wait out” the duration of a non-compete by placing
themselves in effect on an involuntary sabbatical. One interviewee in the
above study, although hewas eager to start a new company following the
acquisition of his former firm—which he had founded—was blocked
from doing so for 1 year. He instead took an unpaid position as a visiting
researcher at a local university while waiting for the non-compete to
expire; however, he was only able to do so given the liquidity provided
by the recent acquisition. As another example, Microsoft executive Vic
Gundotra chose not to contest his non-competewhen leaving for Google.
Instead, he decided to remain unemployed for 1 year, as described in
Google’s official statement: “Mr. Gundotra has resigned from Microsoft
and entered into an agreement with Google. Though the financial ar-
rangements are confidential, he will not be a Google employee for one
year and intends to spend that time on philanthropic pursuits. We are
uncertain what precise role he will play when he begins working for
Google, but he has a broad range of skills and experience which we be-
lieve will be valuable to Google” (Romano 2006). If so, then non-competes
may exacerbate social stratification as those without substantial financial
means are limited in their professional mobility.
Further, it is possible that non-compete enforcement influences the

wiring of professional networks. Although large-sample systematic
evidence on this point is still to be assembled, accounts from field data
indicate that non-competes complicate themaintenance of interorganiza-
tional ties. An engineer who worked at a firm that strictly enforced non-
competes against ex-employees said, “People would quit and not say
where they were going, so I lost touch with a lot of colleagues in my
field.” Indeed, workers reported that they intentionally withdrew from
professional contacts in order that they might remain undetected. “We
were hiding very low. [Current employer] had an automated system –
somethingwhere you could dial people’s names, andwewere not in that
because they didn’t want [former employer] to find outwhowas actually
working at [current employer]. I think you could dial XXX and then our
names, and you could get to us. And if we ran into people we knewwho
were still at [former employer], we’d like hem and haw and say, ‘Well, I
don’t really want to tell you where I’m working right now.’”
Asworkers becomemore aware of the consequences of non-competes,

it is possible that theywill be less eager to invest in specialized skills they
may not be able to utilize after changing jobs. They may also invest less
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effort overall, as they see less reward for their effort (see Amir and Lobel
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2010 for experimental results on this question). One way to study this
would be to look at careers inside and outsideMichigan, before and after
MARA. Individual-level choices could impact regional innovation dy-
namics; if, for example, highly motivated or specialized expert engineers
were more likely to invent and commercialize breakthroughs, then re-
gions with more hard-working experts would be more innovative.
A couple of important caveats are in order. First, it is possible that some

workers bargain explicitly over the terms of non-compete agreements,
perhaps seeking increased compensation in return for entering into a re-
strictive covenant. Although in the interviews mentioned above not one
interviewee described such bargaining—instead, they often related hav-
ing been asked to sign long after they accepted their job offer—it remains
an open question whether the signing of non-competes bring bargaining
opportunities to workers. Second, the results of the fieldwork and the
Michigan experiment should be considered in the case of high-technology
industries. Non-competes may be used in nontechnical industries—
indeed, Garmaise’s use of the Execucomp data set indicates that they
are—but we have less insight into the dynamics of such employment
contracts where technical trade secret protection is of less concern.

IV. Firm-Level Effects of Non-competes

The canonical motivation for firms to use non-competes is to protect
trade secrets. But as is evident from the discussion above regarding their
impact on individuals, firms benefit from non-competes in other ways as
well. Easier retention of employees not only protects trade secrets but
provides other advantages. First, the firm avoids costly turnover and
recruiting expenses. Second, competitors are blocked from accessing
valuable talent (even when proprietary information is not considered).
Both of these help to sustain the firm’s competitive position.
Non-competes assist in preserving the firm’s competitive position by

discouraging entry. As Stuart and Sorenson (2003) showed in the biotech
industry, the enforcement of non-competes discouraged the founding of
new firms following liquidity events such as acquisitions or initial public
offerings, which should enable senior executives and key technical per-
sonnel to leave and start a new company. Given that the most important
assets of technology companies can be their employees, it follows that
acquisitions are more likely to occur when non-compete agreements
are sanctioned. Younge, Tong, and Fleming (2011) use theMichigan exper-
iment to demonstrate a significant increase in the likelihood thatMichigan
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firms would be acquired after non-compete enforcement strengthened.
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Consistent with a model where acquiring firms hope to retain human
capital following acquisition, they demonstrate positive interactions for
firms in industries with greater human capital and competition and a
negative interaction for firms in industries with strong intellectual prop-
erty protection (the latter argument depending on the availability of
other mechanisms to protect the firm’s intellectual capital). Also consis-
tentwith thismodel, and against concerns that the failingMichigan econ-
omydrives the results, they also find a positive interactionwith return on
assets. (To date, all the research relying on the Michigan experiment has
controlled explicitly for the auto industry, and this control has only
strengthened the non-compete results.) Current research aims to under-
stand the influence of non-competes on the prices for these acquisitions.
Moreover, non-competes may favor large firms over smaller ones be-

cause of the asymmetric costs of the legal system. Lerner (1995) documents
that smaller firms file patents “in the shadow” of competitors, likely due
to the threat of expensive litigation. While a $500,000 lawsuit might be
small for a multinational conglomerate, the same (or threat of the same)
could substantially deplete the resources of a start-up. Marx (2009b)
found that inventors who changed jobs after Michigan began enforcing
non-competes were considerably more likely to join larger firms. Thus
non-competes not only serve to retain employees; they may tilt the re-
cruiting playing field in favor of larger firms.
Althoughmost of the empirical predictions on non-competes have fol-

lowed from informal models, Garmaise (2011) develops two formal (and
competing) models of firm and manager interaction. In the first, firms
can invest in the human capital of their employees. In the second, man-
agers can also invest in their own human capital. Garmaise thenmodels a
variety of outcomes under weak or strong non-compete enforcement
regimes and derives sometimes conflicting predictions from the two
models. To test his models, Garmaise uses Execucomp data on the execu-
tives of publicly traded firms, an increase in enforcement in Florida in
1996. and a decrease in enforcement in Louisiana in 2002 and Texas in
1994. While his data are time-series and cross-sectional variation, he
finds a consistent interaction effect between the strength of enforcement
and the amount of industry competition in a state. His (to us quite con-
vincing) argument is that non-competes will matter more in states with
greater competition.
Garmaise’s secondmodel, where both firms and employees can invest

in human capital development, is more successful in predicting a variety
of outcomes. His empirical work confirms, not surprisingly, that firms
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are more likely to invest in the human capital of their employees under
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strong enforcement and, as also might be expected, managers are less
likely to invest personally. Stronger enforcement also leads to lower com-
pensation and less mobility. Correspondingly, executive tenure is longer,
and increases in compensation and rank are less, within strong enforce-
ment regions. Executives in enforcing regions receive a greater portion of
their compensation in salary, and they are less likely to move up in rank
when they change firms. There is no significant effect either way for the
impact of non-compete enforcement on profitability, but firms within re-
gions that do not enforce appear to benefit more from the arrival of a new
CEO.
One might imagine that the benefits of non-competes outlined above

would lead firms to invest more aggressively in innovation. However,
Garmaise (2011) found the opposite: that research and development
(R&D) investment within publicly traded firms was lower, not higher,
where non-competes are enforceable. His explanation was that employ-
ees have less personal incentive to invest in their human capital in re-
gions that enforce non-competes. In turn, firms were less likely to invest
in high-skill production processes, of which R&D and heavy capital ex-
penditure investments are prime examples. This puzzling result raises a
number of unanswered questions regarding firm-level outcomes of non-
competes. Do they discourage employee effort, as Motta and Roende’s
(2002) model suggests? Do non-competes affect the risk aversion of the
firm, and if so, how? Moreover, is collaboration within the firm—and
even across firms—shaped by the use of such contracts (Fleming, King,
and Juda 2007)?
Of course, the flip side of being able to retain employees more easily is

that it becomes more difficult for firms to recruit talent away from com-
petitors. Our sense is that prospect theory (Tversky andKahneman 1974)
applies here: firms thinkmore about the possible losses (of talent or trade
secrets) than about the potential for capitalizing on the absence of non-
competes. One might consequently speculate that weaker firms rely
more heavily on non-competes to retain employees than do more attrac-
tive employers. Strong firms might seek to capitalize on this fact, trying
to attract the best engineers by not requiring their hires to sign non-
competes, even in regions that allow enforcement.
There is likely variation to be explored in the use of non-competes by

firms, asmost studies have relied on policy changes but lack data regard-
ing which firms use non-competes and which do not. Given that non-
competes favor large firms, is it the case that large firms use them more
often? Even if small firms use non-competes, are there differences in the
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likelihood of prosecution? These questions await the building of a data
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set that records individual firms’ usage of non-competes and other related
human resource policies. Of course, firms may be less than forthcoming
regarding their use of non-competes, so it is unclearwhat the response rate
or reliability of such a survey might be.

V. Regional Implications of Non-compete Enforcement

Gilson (1999) was the first to suggest that California’s long-standing ban
on non-competes as a “causal antecedent” for Silicon Valley’s rise to en-
trepreneurial prominence. Subsequent work has identified regional im-
plications of the above findings. Samila and Sorenson (2011) are the first
directly to measure regional outcome variables. They measure the effect
of a marginal dollar of venture capital investment on patent filings, new
business establishments, and job creation. They address endogeneity
concerns by instrumenting with national average university endowment
returns, multiplied by the number of limited partners in a region before
the study period. Their argument for the validity of the instrument is that
for a fixed allocation of investments across asset classes, the amount of
capital available to invest should change exogenously to the region. Their
results indicate that states that enforce non-competes experience a lower
return on venture capital investment than states that proscribe enforce-
ment. The results remain robust when Silicon Valley andCalifornia are ex-
cluded. Samila and Sorenson point out that their study captures only the
impact of venture capital,which is but one component ofR&D investment.
Moreover, venture capital may seem less concerned with creating large
numbers of jobs and firms andmorewith creatingwealth in a small number
of firms. That said, these “early indicators” regarding regional productivity
do not appear to support the enforcement of non-competes. But other
measures, including total factor productivity, have yet to be examined.
Another regional measure of interest addresses the canonical reason

for using non-competes: to counter the diffusion of knowledge. Singh
and Marx (2011) find that the diffusion of knowledge is muted where
non-competes are enforceable (Beleznon and Schankerman 2011 report
similar results for the subset of patents granted to universities). Given
that technological spillovers are one of Marshall’s (1920) three precondi-
tions for agglomeration economies, this result suggests that regions
where non-competes are allowedmay not experience the strength of pos-
itive externalities so important to the emergence of clusters.
Likewise, non-competes discourage Marshall’s second mechanism—

labor pooling—in two ways. First, as described above, by tying workers
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to their firms, non-competes attenuate the availability of relevant skilled
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labor (Marx et al. 2009). Second, given the career hazards imposed by
non-competes, with our colleague Jasjit Singh we find evidence of a
“brain drain” from enforcing states to nonenforcing states (Marx, Singh,
and Fleming 2011). We establish this result both cross-sectionally for all
U.S. states 1975–2005 and using the Michigan experiment. There is a net
migration from states that enforce non-competes to those that do not, and
we see increased emigration fromMichigan to other states that continued
not to enforce non-competes following the MARA reform. Of course one
might wonder whether the exodus fromMichigan is due to the troubles
of the auto industry or the growth of Silicon Valley, but the effect is robust
to controlling for automotive patents or excluding moves to California.
Moreover, we do not see the same migration pattern for employees who
are transferred to a new state but keep the same job (as we would not
expect thesemoves to be governed by non-competes). Performing a “pla-
cebo test” by pretending that the Michigan reform happened in other
states such as Ohio and Pennsylvania fails to recreate the result as well.
Moreover, and as depicted in table 1, the brain drain appears to be

more pronounced among the most productive and collaborative knowl-
edge workers. (As a baseline, table 2 provides univariate statistics for all
inventors.) Those with an above-average number of citations per patent
were more likely to emigrate fromMichigan than from other nonenforc-
ing states, as compared with those with a fewer citations per patent.
Moreover, when looking at “degree” (number of co-inventors) one
notices not only that more collaborative inventors are more likely to
emigrate from Michigan following the introduction of non-competes,
but that the same event actually kept less collaborative inventors in
Michigan.
Thus non-competes not only are responsible for a general exodus of tal-

ent but are driving away some of the best and brightest—understandable
given their higher opportunity cost of being captive to a single firm. To
the extent that these effects play out over time, the brain drainmay rebal-
ance the distribution of technical talent across regions. Indeed, figure 2
shows that the proportion of patenting inventors in states that do not en-
force non-competes has grown steadily since 1975. Evenmore interesting—
since the number of inventors is surely a function of industrial shifts over
the time period studied—the extent of redistribution is increasing in the
productivity of the inventor. As in our statistical analysis, those with
above-median productivity are more likely to be found in nonenforcing
states, and the effect is amplified further for those in the top 10% and top
5% of the distribution. Although many factors may contribute to this
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Domestic Emigration from Michigan vs. Baseline States Not Enforcing Non-competes:
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portant role.

VI. Implications for Policy

Determining the optimal enforcement policy for non-competes is far
froma simplematter.Were it so, state statuteswould long since have con-
verged. Even as recently as 2008, various states have taken conflicting
paths regarding the enforceability of non-compete agreements. Idaho

Table 2

Domestic Emigration from Michigan vs. Baseline States Not Enforcing Non-competes:

Comparison for All Inventors
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(S.B. 1393 [Idaho 2008]) and Louisiana (La. Rev. Stat. Ann. sec. 23:921)
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extended the ability of firms to enforce non-competes, while Oregon
(S.B. 248 [Or. 2007]) and New York (S.B. S02393 [N.Y. 2008]) restricted
their ability to do so. To be sure, the deliberation of these reforms pre-
ceded much of the recently published work on non-competes and thus
could not be informed by all of the above findings. But even given robust
research results, policy determination is far from straightforward.
It is perhaps best to start by stating what we do not know. Neither we

nor other scholars purport to have performed a full welfare analysis that
yields a definitive answer regarding whether non-compete enforcement
is a net positive or negative. Rather, our aim in this section is to summa-
rize tensions and considerations for policy makers who are evaluating
how to handle non-competes within their jurisdiction. Important to keep
in mind is that a one-size-fits-all approach is not required; different pol-
icies may be adopted for different industries. For example, most lawyers
are exempt from non-competes. Some states including Arizona and
Illinois exempt broadcasters from postemployment restraints, and sev-
eral states exempt physicians.

A. Incumbents versus Entrants

Afundamental tension exists between firms that alreadyexist and those that
do not. Established firms understandably seek enforceable non-compete
Fig. 2. Percentage of U.S. inventors residing in a state that does not enforce non-compete
agreements. The thick line represents all inventors. The dashed line represents inventors
with an above-average number of citations. The dotted-dashed line and the thin line
represent inventors in the top 10% and top 5% of patenting, respectively.
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agreements in order to protect their interests: guarding trade secrets,
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retaining employees, paying lower wages, and stalling new entrants.
Moreover, large firmsmay be able to sidestep non-compete infringement
when hiring from within the industry by placing such employees in a
“holding tank”—giving them a job in a different division for the term
of the contract. Sustaining existing firms—whether via subsidy or by
legal protection—may have the unattractive externality of discouraging
entrepreneurial activity. Entry is less likely to occur given non-competes
becausewould-be founders find itmore difficult to start companies in the
same industry. Moreover, even once founded it is more difficult for
nascent ventures to attract talent from companies that use non-competes
because they are less able to reliably promise a robust defense against a
lawsuit from the former employer. Thus policy makers whose aim is a
dynamic entrepreneurial ecosystem may be less sympathetic to non-
competes, whereas those interested in sustaining existing firms in their
region will likely look on such contracts more favorably.

B. Locus of Economic Experimentation

In his seminal work, Hirschman (1970) observed that customers gener-
ally have three options when they are dissatisfied with the output of a
firm. First, they may simply exit. Second, they may voice their objections
in hopes of effecting change. Third, they may remain loyal despite their
dissatisfaction. Employees of a firm have an analogous set of options. But
as this article describes, non-compete agreements make the exit option
less attractive because outside employment or entrepreneurial opportu-
nities are constrained to those that are not competitive with the current
employer. (Moreover, as highlighted above, the inability to reallocate to
local opportunitiesmay leadworkers to relocate outside the region.3) The
performance of any economy relies in part on its ability to reallocate
factors of production according to supply and demand; arguably, non-
competes introduce friction into the reallocation process across firms.
Hence, the value of non-compete enforcement for a particular region or
industry may depend critically on whether economic experimentation
generally occurs within firms or across firms. In industries with large cap-
ital requirements and long development cycles, it may be efficient to allow
firms more control over human capital so that the firm can take greater
risks without worrying that employees will leave following failed initia-
tives. Conversely, in settings where a single firm more often represents
a single experiment, it may be advantageous to promote greater mobility
so that workers can reallocate themselves to more promising firms (as
This content downloaded from 198.71.7.169 on Fri, 30 May 2014 11:14:33 AM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp


founders/entrepreneursmay have nonpecuniary reasons to perpetuate a
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failing firm). Although research has not established this point definitively,
it may be the case that unrestrained mobility of workers accelerates the
weeding out of weak firms as talent is reallocated to stronger ones.

C. Bargaining and Consideration

In theory, the option to include a non-compete as part of an employment
contract should expand the space of possible contracting outcomes. Bar-
gaining over non-compete terms should result in employees’ being com-
pensated for accepting a limit on future employment or entrepreneurship
opportunities. As indicated by the IEEE survey, however, it is the excep-
tion not the rule that potential hires learn of the request for a non-compete
before accepting a job offer. Thus it appears that only aminority of work-
ers are able to engage in such bargaining. Indeed, fewer than 1 in 10 IEEE
survey respondents who signed a non-compete reviewed the contract
with a lawyer, nearly half of them reporting that they were placed under
time pressure to agree or told that the non-compete was nonnegotiable.
Oregon recently stipulated that non-compete agreements must be pre-
sented with the job offer (S.B. 248 [Or. 2007]), but it is the only U.S. state
to have such a requirement. When policy makers adopt such provisions,
they help to ensure that bargaining takes place and ameliorates the afore-
mentioned negative consequences for workers.

D. Intellectual Property Protection Alternatives

Non-competes are ostensibly designed to protect against the misappro-
priation of trade secrets, an aim likely to be supported by many policy
makers. Although NDAs are widely used, it can be difficult if not impos-
sible to know whether an ex-employee is complying. A non-compete
gives the ex-employer at least some assurance that the ex-employee is
not working where said disclosure would be damaging to the firm.
Yet, as illuminated by the work of several scholars, non-competes carry
several externalities including the restriction of career flexibility for
workers and are thus in some sense a “blunt instrument” for accomplish-
ing the goal of protecting trade secrets. Hence, deciding to allow non-
competes to afford firms greater protection of confidential information
must be viewed in the light of the full set of costs and benefits. In indus-
tries where intellectual property protection via the patent or trademark
system is less reliable (e.g., software), trade secrets may bemore valuable
and non-competes may consequently be more important.4
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We anticipate that non-competes will continue to be controversial. The
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several benefits to incumbents seem opposed to the interests of new en-
trants and, to a large extent, of workers (althoughmeasures that promote
open bargaining may help to ameliorate such concerns). Ultimately, the
optimal non-compete policy will involve a delicate balance among these
interests according to the needs of a particular region or industry.
For those who seek to spur entrepreneurial activity, restricting the use of

non-competes may be a lever to that end.Without the fear of being sued by
an ex-employer simply for founding or joining a start-up in a similar field,
executives and engineers seeking to commercialize ideas rejected by their
firms (Klepper and Thompson 2010) may be more willing to strike out on
their own given the more favorable entrepreneurial climate. That said, an
effort toward looser non-compete enforcementmay result in objections from
established firms (whether large or small), which may prove adept at or-
ganizing to lobby policy makers and influence voters.5 It is less clear who
might advocate for “unborn” firms—perhaps venture capital associations.
More broadly, the question of non-compete enforcement raises the

larger issue regarding the proper limits of intellectual property enforce-
ment and balancing the incentives for inventors against the benefits of
cumulative innovation and rapid diffusion. As one example, the Amer-
ican Industrial Revolution arguably would have been delayed if
Samuel Slater had not violated what amounted to a “national non-
compete” when he illegally departed England with his knowledge of
the Arkwright spinning machine. England coupled an aggressive policy
of recruiting skilled labor—by granting national monopolies to the intro-
ducers of pirated technology—with strict restrictions that forbade skilled
artisans from leaving the country (Ben-Atar 2004). Slater disguised him-
self as an unskilled farm boy and slipped past emigration controllers in
1789 on his voyage to Pawtucket, Rhode Island, where he would found
the Slater Mill along the Blackstone River.
Although we do not wish to imply that entrepreneurship is merely a

zero-sum game versus the interests of incumbents, myriad studies doc-
ument that founders typically exploit ideas they came across in their
previous employment (Anton and Yao 1995; Bhide 2000; Klepper and
Thompson 2010). Consequently, many entrepreneurs start firms in fields
similar to those of their ex-employers, whether or not their activity is of-
ficially sanctioned. To the extent that non-competes are enforced strictly,
the bulk of entrepreneurial activity will likely be composed of three
types: (1) university spinouts, where non-competes are not used; (2) ex-
employees working in very different fields that do not infringe on their
non-competes; (3) and sanctioned, (perhaps) partially owned subsidiaries
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of incumbent firms. Thus the non-compete enforcement decision faced by
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policy makers can affect not only the rate but also the direction of entre-
preneurial activity. Local policymakers are in the best position to judge the
level of non-compete enforcement to address the economic objectives suit-
able for their region.

Endnotes

*For acknowledgments, sources of research support, and disclosure of the
author ’s material financial relationships, if any, please see http://www.nber
.org/chapters/c12452.ack.

1. Other states that have altered their non-compete policies—albeit deliberately—
include Texas (1994), Florida (1996), Louisiana (2001, 2004, and 2008), New York
(2008), Idaho (2008), Oregon (2008), and Georgia (2010). China recently added a
requirement (PRC Labor Contract Law of 1 January 2008, article 23) that firms
enforcing non-competes against ex-employees compensate them during the term
of the agreement.

2. Non-compete agreements are generally written to be enforceable regardless
of the reason for separation from the firm.While we do not know of any data that
would show how likely a court is to enforce a non-compete against someonewho
has been involuntarily terminated, the practice is not generally illegal. When
DavidNeelemanwas fired from Southwest Airlines, e.g., he abided by the 5-year
non-compete he had signed as a precondition of Southwest’s acquiring his prior
firm. He worked outside the United States during that time, returning exactly
5 years later to launch JetBlue (Wells 2002).

3. We should note that anecdotes abound of headhunters and hiring managers
specifically telling potential hires in enforcing states that joining this company will
bring them to a state where they no longer have to worry about non-competes.

4. Although beyond the scope of this article, policy makers may also want to ex-
plore mechanisms for protecting trade secrets that are at once more reliable than
NDAs and less impactful on workers than non-competes. One possibility is that
adopted in the settlement of IBM’s lawsuit to block ex-employeeMark Papermaster
from joining Apple. The term of Papermaster’s non-compete was reduced in ex-
change for his agreement to certify in writing at 3-month intervals that he had
abided by his NDA. In this way, IBM’s trade secrets were protected without
blocking Papermaster from taking a new job (Elmer-Dewitt 2009).

5. In the summer of 2010, Georgia employers pooled funds and hired a public
relations firm to urge passage of a constitutional amendment worded as follows:
“Shall the Constitution of Georgia be amended so as to make Georgia more eco-
nomically competitive by authorizing legislation to uphold reasonable compet-
itive agreements?” ( Jones 2010). Despite the several deleterious consequences of
non-competes for individual workers detailed above, the amendment passed
with 68% of the popular vote.

References
Abadie, A., A. Diamond, and J. Hainmueller. 2007. “Synthetic Control Methods
for Comparative Case Studies: Estimating the Effect of California’s Tobacco
Control Program.” Working Paper no. 12831, NBER, Cambridge, MA.
This content downloaded from 198.71.7.169 on Fri, 30 May 2014 11:14:33 AM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp


Acs, Z., and D. Audretsch. 1988. “Innovation in Large and Small Firms: An
Empirical Analysis.” American Economic Review 78, no. 4:678–90.

Marx and Fleming62
Amir, O., and O. Lobel. 2010. “Innovation Motivation: Behavioral Effects on
Post-employment Restrictions.” Working paper, University of San Diego,
Rady School of Management.

Anton, James J., and Dennis A. Yao. 1995. “Start-Ups, Spin-Offs, and Internal
Projects.” Journal of Law, Economics and Organization 11:362–78.

Arthur, M., and D. Rousseau. 1996. The Boundaryless Career: A New Em-
ployment Principle for a New Organizational Era. Oxford: Oxford University
Press.

Becker, G. 1964. Human Capital: A Theoretical and Empirical Analysis, with Special
Reference to Education. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Beleznon, S., and M. Schankerman. 2011. “Spreading the Word: Localization of
University Knowledge Spillovers.” Working paper.

Ben-Atar, D. 2004. Trade Secrets: Intellectual Piracy and the Origins of American
Industrial Power. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

Bhide, Amar. 2000. The Origin and Evolution of New Business. New York: Oxford
University Press.

Blake, H. 1960. “Employee Agreements Not to Compete.” Harvard Law Review
78, no. 4:625–91.

Bullard, P. 1983a. Michigan Antitrust Reform Act: House Bill 4994, first analysis.
M.S.A. Sec. 1-8.

———. 1983b. Michigan Antitrust ReformAct: House Bill 4994, second analysis.
M.S.A. Sec. 1-4.

Decker, K. 1993. Covenants Not to Compete. New York: Wiley.
Elmer-Dewitt, P. 2009. “IBM Settles; Papermaster to Join Apple in April.”

CNNMoney/Fortune, 27 January. http://tech.fortune.cnn.com/2009/01/27
/ibm-settles-papermaster-to-join-apple-in-april/.

Fallick, B., C. Fleischman, and J. Rebitzer. 2006. “Job-Hopping in Silicon Valley:
Some Evidence Concerning the Micro-Foundations of a High Technology
Cluster.” Review of Economics and Statistics 88, no. 3:472–81.

Fleming, L., C. King, and A. Juda. 2007. “Small Worlds and Regional Innova-
tion.” Organization Science 18, no. 2:938–54.

Garmaise,M. 2011. “Ties That Truly Bind: Noncompetition Agreements, Executive
Compensation, and Firm Investment.” Journal of Law Economics and Organiza-
tion 27, no. 2:376–425.

Gilson, R. J. 1999. “The Legal Infrastructure of High Technology Industrial Dis-
tricts: Silicon Valley, Route 128, and Covenants Not to Compete.” New York
University Law Review 74:575–629.

Gompers, P., J. Lerner, and D. Scharfstein. 2005. “Entrepreneurial Spawning:
Public Corporations and the Genesis of New Ventures, 1986 to 1999.” Journal
of Finance 60, no. 2:577–614.

Haveman, H. A., and L. E. Cohen. 1994. “The Ecological Dynamics of Careers:
The Impact of Organizational Founding, Dissolution, and Merger on Job
Mobility.” American Journal of Sociology 100, no. 1:104–52.

Hirschman, A. 1970. Exit, Voice, and Loyalty. Cambridge, MA: Harvard Univer-
sity Press.

Jones, W. 2010. “Georgia Employers Lobby for Non-compete Amendment.”
Florida Times-Union, October 14.

Kaplan, Steven N., and Strömberg, Per, 2003. “Characteristics, Contracts and
Actions: Evidence from Venture Capitalist Analyses.” SIFR Research Report
Series 14, Institute for Financial Research, Stockholm.
This content downloaded from 198.71.7.169 on Fri, 30 May 2014 11:14:33 AM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp


Kim, J., and G. Marschke. 2005. “Labor Mobility of Scientists, Technological
Diffusion, and the Firm’s Patenting Decision.” RAND Journal of Economics

Non-compete Agreements 63
36, no. 2:298–317.
Klepper, S. 2001. “Employee Startups in High-Tech Industries.” Industrial and

Corporate Change 10, no. 3:639.
Klepper, S., and P. Thompson. 2010. “Disagreements and Intra-industry Spinoffs.”

International Journal of Industrial Organization 28:526–38.
Lerner, J. 1995. “Patenting in the Shadow of Competitors.” Journal of Law and

Economics 38, no. 2:463–85.
———. 2009. Boulevard of Broken Dreams: Why Public Efforts to Boost Entrepre-

neurship and Venture Capital Have Failed—and What to Do about It. Princeton,
NJ: Princeton University Press.

Lewis, T., and D. Yao. 2001. “Innovation, Knowledge Flow, andWorker Mobility.”
Unpublished paper, Warrington School of Business, University of Florida.

Marshall, Alfred. 1920. Principles of Economics. 8th ed. London: MacMillan.
Marx, M. 2009a. “Essays on Employee Non-compete Agreements.” Doctoral

Dissertation, Harvard Business School.
———. 2009b. “Good Work If You Can Get It … Again: Non-compete Agree-

ments, Technical Expertise, and Staffing Small Firms.” Working paper pre-
sented at the NBER Summer Institute Enterpreneurship Group, July.

———. 2011. “The Firms Strike Back: Non-compete Agreements and the Mobil-
ity of Technical Professionals.” American Sociological Review, forthcoming.

Marx, M., J. Singh, and L. Fleming. 2011. “Regional Disadvantage? Non-compete
Agreements and Brain Drain.”

Marx, M., D. Strumsky, and L. Fleming. 2009. “Mobility, Skills, and theMichigan
Non-compete Experiment.” Management Science 55, no. 6:875–89.

McMillan, R. 2006. “Nortel Appoints Ex-Motorola Exec as Operations Chief.”
Computerworld, 20 January.

Motta, M., and T. Roende. 2002. “Trade Secret Laws, Labour Mobility and
Innovations.” CEPR Discussion Paper no. 3615, Center for Economic Policy
Research, London.

Rabaut, L. 2006. Personal interview via phone from Cambridge, MA, to Grand
Rapids, MI, November 7.

Romano, B. J. 2006. “Microsoft Loses Another to Google.” Seattle Times, June 30.
Samila, S., and O. Sorenson. 2011. “Non-compete Covenants: Incentives

to Innovate or Impediments to Growth.”Management Science 57, no. 3: 425–38.
Schumpeter, Joseph. 1975. Capitalism, Socialism, and Democracy. New York:

Harper.
Scotchmer, S. 2004. Innovation and Incentives. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.
Sikkel, R. 2006. Personal interview via phone from Cambridge, MA, to Grand

Rapids, MI, November 7.
Sikkel, R. W., and L. C. Rabaut. 1985. “Michigan Takes a New Look at Trade

Secrets andNon-competeAgreements.”MichiganBar Journal (October): 1069–73.
Singh, J., and M. Marx. 2011. “A Closer Look at the Geography of Knowledge

Spillovers: Spatial Proximity, Political Borders, and the Role of Non-compete
Enforcement.”

Stuart, T., and O. Sorenson. 2003. “Liquidity Events and the Geographic Distribu-
tion of Entrepreneurial Activity.” Administrative Science Quarterly 48:175–201.

Tversky, A., and D. Kahneman. 1974. “Judgment under Uncertainty: Heuristics
and Biases.” Science 185:1124–31.

Wallsten, S. 2001. “The Role of Government in Regional Technology Develop-
ment: The Effects of Public Venture Capital and Science Parks.” Discussion
Paper no. 00-39, Stanford Institute for Economic Policy Research.
This content downloaded from 198.71.7.169 on Fri, 30 May 2014 11:14:33 AM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp


Wells, M. 2002. “Lord of the Skies.” Forbes, October 14.
Whaley, S. 1999. “The Inevitable Disaster of Inevitable Disclosure.” University of

Marx and Fleming64
Cincinnati Law Review 67:809–57.
Wood. J. 2000. “A Comparison of the Enforceability of Covenants Not to Com-

pete and Recent Histories of Four High Technology Regions.” Virginia Journal
of Law and Technology 14:1552–1687.

Younge, K., T. Tong, and L. Fleming. 2011. “How Anticipated Employee Mobil-
ity Affects Acquisition Likelihood: Evidence from a Natural Experiment.”
Working paper, University of Colorado at Boulder and Harvard Business
School.
This content downloaded from 198.71.7.169 on Fri, 30 May 2014 11:14:33 AM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp



