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Abstract
In this paper, I study whether there is any evidence that the market scale surrounding a central administrative o±ce (CAO), which includes corporate headquarters,
in°uences a ¯rm's cost-e®ectiveness in procuring business services. By linking plantlevel data from the 1992 Annual Survey of Manufactures with CAO information from
the Survey of Auxiliary Establishments, I examine manufacturing plants' practice of
outsourcing services in relation to the size of the local service market surrounding the
plant and that surrounding the plant's CAO. I found statistically signi¯cant evidence
that the greater the size of local market surrounding a CAO, the higher the plant's
probability of relying on the CAO for outsourcing advertising, bookkeeping and accounting, and legal services. These results are found even after controlling for the size
of the local market surrounding a plant and plant characteristics.
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Introduction

Much of urban economics literature treats the ¯rm as a single-establishment entity. Within
such a framework, agglomeration economies in a city are considered to bene¯t only ¯rms
located in that city.1 In reality, however, many ¯rms are composed of multiple establishments, which are not necessarily located in the same geographic area. This paper examines
the possibility of an establishment bene¯ting from agglomeration economies not only in its
local market but also in other markets where a±liated establishments are located.
In my earlier work (Ono [20]), I use data on manufacturing plants to examine the possibility that plants in larger local markets enjoy more cost reducing bene¯ts by outsourcing
administrative services than plants in smaller local markets. Looking at a manufacturing
plant's outsourcing probability as a function of the local market scale, and controlling for
plant characteristics, I found that a signi¯cant proportion of the variation in outsourcing
across U.S. counties can be explained by the variation in local market scale. However, I
also found that even after controlling for market scale in a location, there remains enormous
variation in a plant's outsourcing probability based on plant characteristics. In particular,
a plant's outsourcing probability drops signi¯cantly if it is a±liated with other plants or establishments.2 This indicates that a manufacturing plant which has a separate head o±ce or
other plants owned by the same company relies on these establishments in procuring services.
Moreover, it suggests that a plant can bene¯t if the market price of services is lower not only
1

For empirical evidence of agglomeration economies, see Ciccone and Hall [5], Henderson [10],
Moomaw [18] and Glaeser et al.[7].
2

Take, for example, advertising and bookkeeping and accounting. The results for these services in Ono [20]
indicate that the probability that a plant directly outsources a service drops by 17% and 37%, respectively.
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in its own local market but also in the markets surrounding a±liated establishments.
In this paper, I explore the mechanism behind intra-¯rm sharing of procuring services, focusing on the role played by a Central Administrative O±ce (CAO). CAOs include corporate
headquarters and other o±ces that perform clerical, administrative, and managerial tasks,
which are essential to any ¯rm. These services can be performed either at the ¯rm's main
operating o±ces or at its factories. Many ¯rms, however, locate their CAOs separate from
their main production facilities, possibly to take advantage of characteristics of other cities
such as the access to information, knowledge spillover from other CAOs, or access to more
competitive suppliers of business services, which are suited to tasks of CAOs. While these
factors are often pointed out in the literature of multi-plant ¯rms and of headquarters (Fujita
and Ota [8], Brecher et al. [4]), little empirical testing of their e®ects has been performed.
This study will focus on the CAO's access to competitive suppliers of services.3 While CAOs
can perform administrative services in-house, they also source such services from an outside
market.4 Therefore, the more competitive the market surrounding a CAO is, the more likely
that outsourcing is performed at a CAO location rather than a plant location, allowing a
¯rm to source services inexpensively. There might be, however, some services which are tied
to the location of the production facility. The e®ects of the market size of a CAO location
in such a case will be also discussed in the paper.
Using data from Fortune 500, Holloway and Wheeler [11] provide evidence that a metropolitan economy's concentration in producer services provides the resources necessary to encour3

Davis [6] provides evidence that corporate headquarters bene¯t from the existence of other headquarters
within a mile.
4

By using the Bureau of Labor Statistics' Contract-Out Survey, Murphy [19] found that corporate headquarters are more likely to outsource services than non-headquarters establishments.
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age growth in the number of corporate headquarters. Using more complete data from the
Survey of Auxiliary Establishments (see Section 3 for more detailed description of the data),
Davis [6] also provides evidence that a ¯rm will locate its CAOs in a city with more service
suppliers, even after controlling for the population in the city. However, whether or not the
location of CAOs in°uences the e±ciency of remote plants has not yet been studied. In this
paper, I test the hypothesis that a bigger local market scale surrounding a CAO allows its
a±liated manufacturing plants to rely on the CAO for outsourcing services.
To test this hypothesis, I use plant-level data from the 1992 Annual Survey of Manufactures (ASM) portion of the Longitudinal Research Data Set (LRD) [29], which provides
information on manufacturing plants' outsourcing of administrative and clerical services.5
Outsourcing of such services has been a serious concern of many ¯rms [17]. The corresponding high growth of service industries is also an important economic phenomenon in
recent decades. However, the Census Bureau only started collecting data on the cost of
outsourced services for such services in 1992. In this paper, I use this cost information to
identify whether or not a plant outsourced a given service. Included in this study are four
white-collar services; advertising, bookkeeping and accounting, legal services, and software
and data-processing services.6
In addition to the ASM, I use the Survey of Auxiliary Establishments (SAE) [30], which
provides information on supporting establishments, including CAOs.7 In 1992 in the U.S.,
5

Plant-level data from the 1997 ASM were not available to this study.

6

Siegel and Griliches [9] utilized the cost data of purchased services from the ASM of 1977 and 1982.
However, in these earlier years, the survey included only repair services and communication service, which
are not the focus of this paper.
7
Most of the existing literature on corporate headquarters use the data from Fortune 500, which include
only public companies (Silton and Stanley [25], Shilton and Webb [24], and Holloway and Wheeler [11]).
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there were about 47,000 supporting establishments (including CAOs). Firms with such
supporting establishments accounted for 40% of U.S. employment (calculated based on the
1992 Enterprise Statistics) [28]. Of all supporting establishments, about 70% are CAOs,
which are the focus of this paper. Note that the CAOs in the SAE can be linked to the ASM
plants at the ¯rm level by using the common ¯rm identi¯er in both data sets; this provides
a unique opportunity to investigate the intra-¯rm sharing of the role of procuring services.
From these data, however, it is not possible to determine whether a plant relies on its CAO
for outsourcing services. That is, if a plant did not outsource any amount of a given service,
the data do not indicate whether a plant relied on its CAO for the service, or performed the
service in-house. Therefore, in order to examine whether the market conditions surrounding
a CAO have some in°uence on a plant's reliance on the CAO for outsourcing services, I use a
model which links a plant's probability of outsourcing to the market conditions of its CAO.
In Section 2, I present a theoretical model which, unlike the model in Ono [20], allows
a plant to have access not only to its local market but also to the market surrounding its
CAO. In the model, greater local demand for a service induces the entry of more suppliers,
which in turn increases competition and lowers the market price of the service. Thus, if
demand for a particular service is greater in the market surrounding a CAO, more suppliers
will enter that market, lowering the market price of the service at the CAO's location. As
a result, the plant will be more likely to depend on the CAO to outsource the service, and
less likely to outsource the service in its local market.8
In contrast, the SAE is essentially a population survey which contains all auxiliary establishments (which
include CAOs) of multi-plant ¯rms in the U.S Economic Census.
8

While some services are not transacted only within a local market, my aim here is not to capture the
e®ect of a whole market size. Signi¯cant coe±cients obtained for my measure of local market scale (at a
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I begin my empirical analysis by constructing an index to measure local market scale as
in Ono [20]. Why this index is created, how it plays an important role in identifying the
e®ect of market size and how the index is constructed are reviewed in Section 4.1. Using the
index, I examine a plant's likelihood of outsourcing a given service in relation to the local
market scale of both the plant's and its CAO's locations. The empirical results presented
in Section 5 show that, for advertising, bookkeeping and accounting, and legal services, the
greater market scale at a CAO location does decrease the plant's probability to outsource
the service from its own local market; this indicates that a greater market scale surrounding
the CAO allows a plant to source the service more inexpensively.9
For software and data-processing services, however, the results contradict the prediction
of my theoretical model. The results indicate that as the market scale at a CAO's location
increases, a plant is more likely to directly outsource from \its own" local market instead of
relying on the CAO. A possible reason for this is discussed in Section 5, with a comparison
between software and data-processing services and the three other services.

2

Theoretical Model

Let us consider a city with plants who are ¯nal producers and whose choice of city is exogenous to the model and intermediate service suppliers whose choice of city is endogenous.
I assume that plants use a service as a production input, and that the market transactions
county-level) prove that the local clustering of business activities in°uences a plant's decision of outsourcing.
9

Note that the results of my empirical testings are also consistent with a Dixit-Stiglitz type variety story
in which variety increases with local market size (as in Homes [12]). My results are also consistent with
Hubbard [14], who investigated the contractual form in local trucking markets and found that contracts, or
more vertically integrated organization structure, are more likely to be chosen than simple spot arrangements
when local markets are thin.
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of the service are possible only within the same city. In the model, the technology and the
number of plants in the city determine the local demand for the service, which will determine
the number of service suppliers who decide to enter the local market. The entry process of
service suppliers is modeled using the 2-stage Cournot oligopoly game. Note that I consider
only plants who have a CAO owned by the same parent ¯rm.

Plant's Probability of Outsourcing a Service: In order to procure a service, a plant
can (i) perform the service in-house, (ii) purchase the service from the local market, or (iii)
have its CAO purchase the service in the market in which the CAO is located.10 Comparing
the cost for each case, a plant chooses one of the above three alternatives. I assume that the
plant and the CAO are located in di®erent cities, so that they face di®erent local market
prices.
Let us assume that a plant's in-house production of a service requires only marginal costs
- it occurs in a facility which has already been set up for ¯nal production. I specify marginal
costs of plant i, ±i , as
±i = ±(Ai ) + ui ;

(1)

where Ai is the set of characteristics of plant i and ui a zero-mean random disturbance.
Let us call the CAO of plant i, CAOi , and denote the unit cost of a service when a plant
relies on a CAO for outsourcing the service by ci . ci is essentially the price that the CAO
pays in its local market, which I denote by p~. However, taking into account that a plant
10
The CAO could also produce the service in-house. However, not introducing this alternative does not
in°uence the main hypothesis derived from the model.
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might not have accurate information on the market price that its CAO faces, I specify ci as
ci = p~ + ²i ;

(2)

where ²i is a random component.
Let p stand for the local market price of the service that plant i faces in its local market.
Assuming that services are purchased only from suppliers in the same city, plant i outsources
the service when p < ±i \ p < ci . Assuming that ui and ²i are independent and have
distribution functions F (¢) and G(¢), respectively, from (1) and (2), the probability that
plant i outsources by itself, P rios , is written as
P rios = (1 ¡ F [p ¡ ±(Ai )])(1 ¡ G[p ¡ p~]):

(3)

The plant's probability to outsource to its local market increases when the market price is
lower in its own local market. However, the probability decreases when the market price is
lower at the CAO's location, since the plant will then be more likely to depend upon the
CAO for procuring the service.

Potential Demand and Outsourcing Demand for a Service: Based on (3), I derive
the demand schedule that service suppliers face. First, suppose all plants were hypothetically
to outsource the service by themselves. Then, for any market price, p, there would be a
resulting demand for the service which I call potential demand. This demand essentially
determines the extent of a market for a service and plays a key role in the empirical testing.
Let us assume that plants have an identical demand function for the service and specify it
as µa(p), where µ is the demand shifter,11 and a(p) is a downward sloping function of price.
11

µ can be seen as a share parameter of an underlying Cobb-Douglas production function in a special case
(see Ono [20]).
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In a city with N plants, the aggregate potential demand of the service, Dp is written as
Dp = µNa(p):

(4)

Since plants could perform the service in-house or ask its CAO to outsource, in order
to derive the actual demand that service suppliers face, we should consider the probability
that plants outsource by themselves; I call this actual demand the outsourcing demand. By
multiplying the potential demand Dp by the average probability of outsourcing (see (3)), the
city's outsourcing demand for the service is written as
D(p; µ; N ) = µN a(p)(

N
1 X
) (1 ¡ F [p ¡ ±(Ai )])(1 ¡ G[p ¡ p~]):
N i

(5)

Here I assume that Ai and p~ are exogenous to the determination of the demand schedule of
a city where plant i is located.12 Then, the inverse demand function is written as
p = P(

Q
; fAi g; p~);
Nµ

(6)

where Q is the total amount of the outsourced service in the city.

Intermediate Service Suppliers: Facing the city's outsourcing demand schedule, service
suppliers who have entered the local production maximize their pro¯ts with respect to (w.r.t.)
production. Denoting the pro¯t of supplier j in Stage 2 by ¼j , the output level of supplier
Q
j by qj , and the marginal cost by a, we can write ¼j as ¼j = P ( Nµ
)qj ¡ aqj . Note that,

while the marginal cost, a, might vary across locations, its relation to the city size is not
clear. While the high wage in a big city might increase a, it should be o®set by higher
labor productivity due to, for example, the knowledge spillover in a big city. Thus, in the
12

As I present later, the potential demand shifters, which play an important role in capturing the local
market size, are not correlated between a plant's and its CAO's locations.
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theoretical model, I assume that the marginal cost is the same across geographical areas. In
the estimation, these e®ects are controlled by population.
Supplier j maximizes ¼j w.r.t. qj . The ¯rst order condition (FOC) for this maximization
is:
@¼j
Q
Q qj
= P(
) + P 0(
)
¡ a = 0:
@qj
Nµ
Nµ N µ
For simplicity, let us assume symmetry among the suppliers; qj = q =

(7)
Q
M

8j. Substituting q

for qj in (7), p is solved as a function of M :13
p = p(M):

(9)

The typical solution for the Cournot oligopoly tells that as there are more suppliers in a
market, the price approaches the marginal cost a.
The number of service suppliers M is determined in Stage 1, in which potential suppliers
decide to enter production if their anticipated pro¯ts in Stage 2 exceed the sunk cost of entry
®. Under the assumption of symmetry, M is determined by the zero-pro¯t condition:
¼ = (p ¡ a)

Q
= ®:
M

(10)

From (6), (7), and (10), the equilibrium number of suppliers M ¤ is solved as a function of
potential demand attributes, µ and N. Using (9), the equilibrium price is also solved as a
13

Let R stand for the second derivative of ¼j w.r.t. qj . From (7), the second order condition (SOC) is
P0
P 00
satis¯ed as long as R = 2 N
µ + (N µ)2 q < 0: To ensure well-behaved outcomes, I also assume the following
condition which ensures that marginal revenue facing supplier j is steeper than the demand function (Long
P 00
P0
P0
and Soubeyran [16]): 2 N
µ + (Nµ)2 q < N µ , that is simpli¯ed as
MP0 +

P 00 Q
< 0:
Nµ

(8)

Note also that, in a more general case where the price elasticity of the demand changes with µ and N , p
is solved as a function of M , µ, and N .
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function of µ and N:
p = p¤ (µ; N ):

(11)

Equilibrium Price at the CAO Location: Then, how is the price determined at the
market surrounding plant i's CAO? Analogous to the process described above, the market
price at CAOi 's location is determined by two potential demand attributes in the CAO's city.
These attributes are the demand shifter and the number of plants in the market surrounding
~ , respectively. Let us denote the market price which
the CAO, and I denote them by µ~ and N
~:
CAOi faces by p~. Analogous to (11), p~ is written as a function of µ~ and N
~N
~ ):
p~ = p¤ (µ;

(12)

In principle, the number of all business establishments, including CAOs who require services,
as well as the intensity of their use of the service would in°uence the market price of the
service. How I deal with this issues in empirical testing is explained in Section 4.1. (See also
footnote 16.)14

Comparative Statics In this section, I show how the equilibrium value for a plant's probability of outsourcing is changed by the local market size at both the plant's and its CAO's
locations. Note that it is not feasible to empirically test the e®ect of the number of suppliers
M on the probability of outsourcing. Since M is jointly determined with the probability of
outsourcing, M will be correlated with the error term with respect to a presence of ¯xed
14

A CAO's purchase of the service could be a very small fraction of the total service transacted in the city.
For example, Davis [6] shows that, even in New York City, total legal services purchased by N.Y. auxiliaries
(which includes CAOs) in 1992 accounts for only 3.6% of all service receipts by law ¯rms in the city. For
accounting services, it is only 1.6%.
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e®ects speci¯c to a local market.15 Therefore, I use the exogenous variables, µ and N, which
determine the level of potential demand, and examine how these local potential demand attributes at a plant's and its CAO's locations in°uence the plant's probability of outsourcing.
~ from those of N (N).
~ BeNote also that, it is important to distinguish the e®ect of µ (µ)
~ which is measured by county population in the empirical section,
cause, as opposed to N (N),
the potential demand shifter (µ) will be calculated for each of four services and will more
narrowly connect the local market scale to a plant's outsourcing decision for a speci¯c service.

From the previous section, under the assumption of symmetry, we know that (6), (7),
and (10) must be met in equilibrium. First, in order to evaluate the impact of µ on the
equilibrium price, I totally di®erentiate the system ((6), (7), (10)) w.r.t. p, q, M, and µ, and
use Cramer's law, which yields the following expression:
dp¤
®2
= ¤3 ;
dµ
µq R

(13)

where q ¤ is the equilibrium output level of a supplier and R is the second derivative of ¼j
w.r.t. qj . Since R is negative as long as the SOC holds,
between µ and N in the model, (13) also implies that

dp¤
dN

dp¤
dµ

< 0. Because of symmetry

< 0. Unlike the typical positive

e®ect of the demand upward shift on the price level, in my model, demand increase through µ
and N attracts more service suppliers and enhances the competition among them, resulting
in lower local market price. From (3), the lower market price at a plant location, p, increases
15

The state of the local transportation system is one example of such ¯xed e®ects. A better local transportation system might enhance communication between demanders and suppliers and encourage outsourcing, which would attract more service suppliers. The better transportation system at a CAO's location
might also encourage a ¯rm to decide to outsource at the CAO's location as well as increase the number
of suppliers there, which will lead to a super¯cial (negative) relationship between the market scale at the
CAO's location and the plant's outsourcing probability.
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the plant's probability of outsourcing.
Now, let us examine how a plant's probability of outsourcing is a®ected by the exogenous
increase in the local demand in the market where the plant's CAO is located. Analogous
to the relationship between µ (or N ) and the market price at a plant's location, greater µ
and/or N at a CAO location lowers the market price in that local market. From (3), this
will make the plant more likely to rely on the CAO for procuring the service, and decreases
the probability that the plant will outsource the service from its own local market, which I
test in Section 5.16

3

Data

I use plant-level data from the ASM compiled in 1992, the ¯rst year when data on the outsourcing of white-collar services were collected. While the Census of Manufactures canvases
every manufacturing plant with a limited set of questions, the ASM is a sample survey from
that plant population asking a longer set of questions. Out of the plants in the ASM sample, I choose those whose data are not subject to imputation. I also focus on plants in the
contiguous, continental U.S. states; this leaves us 45,144 plants.
I supplement these data with the 1992 Survey of Auxiliary Establishments (SAE ), which
provides information on CAOs. The SAE collects data on supporting establishments, which
perform services for other establishments of the same company rather than for other companies. This survey is essentially a population survey and inquiries are sent to all auxiliary
establishments of multi-plant ¯rms in the U.S Economic Census. The survey provides a va16

Mathematically, we can write

dP r os
@P r os d~
p
=
< 0:
~
@ p~ dµ~
dµ

13

(14)

riety of information, such as establishment location, employment by function, and so forth.
The survey also speci¯cally asks about the principal activity of each auxiliary establishment,
which includes central administration, data-processing, R&D, warehousing, trucking, and so
on. Included in this paper as CAOs are those which indicated their principal activity as
central administration.
Using the common ¯rm identi¯er in the ASM and the SAE, I link the ASM plants to the
CAOs which belong to the same parent ¯rm. Since the SAE covers essentially the population
of auxiliary establishments, merging it with the ASM sample will enable us to categorize the
ASM plants depending on whether there are a±liated CAOs. As shown in Table 1, of 45,144
ASM plants (spread over 2,500 counties), 14,321 plants (31.7%) are single-plant ¯rms, which
I call non-a±liate plants. The rest, 30,823 plants (68.3%), are a±liate plants, which belong
to multi-establishment ¯rms. Of those a±liate plants, 19,788 plants have one or more CAOs
in the same ¯rm. For these plants with CAOs, we can also identify each CAO's location
based on the SAE. This allows us to control for the market conditions at a CAO location in
the estimation.
In Table 2, I show the geographical relationship between plants and CAOs. Of 19,788
ASM plants that have CAOs, most have CAOs in di®erent counties, with many CAOs more
than 250 miles away. This suggests that most plants face di®erent local market conditions,
and therefore di®erent local market prices of services, than their CAOs. In what follows, I
use county as the de¯nition of a local market.17
17

Using county instead of PMSA, I could increase the number of geographical units nearly 10 times. This
provides more variability in my measure of the local market scale. The signi¯cant coe±cients obtained for
the measure created at county-level also prove that the clustering of business activities within a county
matters for a plant's choice of outsourcing. Note, however, that analyses at PMSA-level were performed for
the model presented in Ono [20], in addition to the county-level analyses. The qualitative results were not
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Table 1: ASM plants by organizational structure
Total
A±liate Plants
Plants with CAOs

Number of Plants
45,144
30,823
19,788

Source: Author's calculations based on data from LRD and the SAE

Table 2: ASM plants and CAOs location
Plants with CAOs
Plants with all CAOs in di®erent counties
Plants with CAOs 250+ miles away

Number of Plants
19,788
16,998
9,151

Source: Author's calculations based on data from LRD and the SAE

Outsourcing Propensities: Next I report the outsourcing propensity of the plants in
our sample. Using the 1992 ASM, I employ the observed cost of outsourcing in determining
whether a plant outsources a given service.18 As shown in Table 3, outsourcing propensities
di®er signi¯cantly, depending on whether or not a plant has a CAO. The percentage of
plants which outsource by themselves is smaller for those which have CAOs, and greater for
those which do not have CAOs. This supports the view that CAOs play a signi¯cant role in
procuring services for their plants.19
di®erent between two cases.
18

Plants are asked to report the costs of each service purchased from other companies that are paid directly
by this establishments. Note that when we observe that some amounts are outsourced, it is possible that a
plant also performs a fraction of the service in-house and/or asked the CAO to perform. Assuming that the
fraction is exogenously determined, this will not qualitatively a®ect the main results of the estimation.
19

Note also that the outsourcing decision of plants varies within a ¯rm. For example, of the ¯rms with
¯ve ASM plants in the sample, the fraction of those within which all plants outsource was .18.
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Table 3: Percentage of Plants which Outsource
Number of plants
Advertising
Bookkeeping and Accounting
Legal Services
Software and Data-Processing

Total
45,144
.51
.45
.52
.46

Plants with CAOs
19,788
.37
.16
.38
.45

Plants without CAOs
25,356
.61
.67
.63
.47

Source: Author's calculations based on data from LRD and the SAE

4

Empirical Implementation

In this section, I derive the empirical model to test my hypotheses. Since we observe only
whether or not a plant directly outsources by itself, we rely on equation (3) for empirical
testing. Using (11) and (12), assuming the linearity between variables and using standardization over the random components speci¯ed in (1) and (2), we can rewrite the probability
that plant i outsources from its local market (see (3)) as follows:
P rios = P1i P2i ;

(15)

where P1i = ©[(1; µ; N; Ai )¯];
~N
~ )¿ ];
P2i = ©[(1; µ; N; µ;
~ and N
~ are county level variand ¯ and ¿ are vectors of coe±cients. Note that µ, N , µ,
ables. In the above equation, P1i represents the probability that plant i chooses to directly
outsource instead of performing the service in-house, and P2i represents the probability that
plant i chooses to directly outsource instead of depending on its CAO. As discussed in Section 2, we expect the coe±cients for µ to be positive and those for µ~ to be negative. Allowing
the variances of u and ² in (1) and (2) to be di®erent, the coe±cients of µ and N in P1 are
di®erent from those in P2 , but only in scale.
16

As for plant characteristics, I control for plant size, age, industry and a±liation type. I
measure plant size by Beginning-of-Year Asset, which is determined before the decision is
made and is therefore considered exogenous, at least in the short run. Plant age is calculated
based on the ¯rst year a plant started the current business. Both plant size and age are in
logarithmic form. Industry is controlled by 2-digit SIC industry dummies. Another dummy
is used to control for a±liation type.
~ , I use population of counties where plant i and CAOi are located, respecFor N and N
~)
tively. Note that in the theoretical model where I assumed all plants are identical, N (N
stands for the number of plants. However, considering that plant size is di®erent in reality,
the use of population should capture total demand more realistically.
Note that plants in the data set often have multiple CAOs. Of all the CAOs in a ¯rm,
however, the CAO which in°uences a plant's outsourcing decision about a given service would
be the one which is located in a city with a market price lower than that of other CAOs.
To select such a CAO, based on (11) and coe±cients estimated for µ and N in Ono [20],
I choose the CAO which has the lowest inferred market price among all CAOs in the same
¯rm.
Note also that, instead of limiting the sample only to plants with CAOs, I used all 45,144
plants include plants without CAOs; this will increase the e±ciency of parameters commonly
estimated for all categories. For such plants, P2, the probability that a plant chooses local
outsourcing instead of relying on CAOs, is set to 1. I also assume P2 to be 1 for plants
whose selected CAOs are in the same county as the plants.20
20

Of 19,788 plants that have CAOs, the number of those that have a selected CAO in the same counties
are about 1,400.
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Based on (15), the likelihood function is written as
ln L =

X

i2B

[ln P1i P2i ¤Yi +ln(1¡P1i P2i )¤(1¡Yi )]+

X

i2C

[ln P1i ¤Yi +ln(1¡P1i )¤(1¡Yi )];
(16)

where B stands for the group of plants which have CAOs in di®erent counties, and C stands
for all other plants. Yi is an indicator variable which equals to 1 if plant i directly outsources
the service, and 0 otherwise.

4.1

Index for µ

Here, I summarize how I measure µ for each county. In Ono [20], I showed that the demand
shifter µ is a cost share parameter of the underlying Cobb-Douglas production function. The
cost share parameter represents the intensity of the use of the service, which is likely to be
di®erent across industries. Thus, in order to calculate the demand shifter of a particular
county, I take the average of the intensity of the use of a service over local industries with
share of industry as a weight.
More speci¯cally, let °l stand for the cost share of a given service of industry l at a
national level, and ¾kl the share of industry l in the total output of ¯nal producers in county
k. Following Ono [20], with the assumption of Cobb-Douglas production function, µ in
county k, which I denote by µk , is constructed as
µk =

X

°l ¾kl :

(17)

l

Since the use of a service di®ers across industries, di®erent industrial composition across
counties produces di®erent intensities of the use of a service.21 Note that µ~ is µ of the
county where the CAO is located.
21

Ono [20] provides a table which shows industrial composition di®ers across U.S. counties.
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To calculate µ, it would be ideal to take all industries' potential requirements of a service
into consideration. However, since cost data for services, which allow me to calculate share
parameters, are available only from the data on manufacturing industries to this study, µ
is calculated based only on information of manufacturing sector. The exclusion of other
industries does not change the qualitative result of the empirical estimation, as long as a
service's cost share outside of the manufacturing sector is not systematically di®erent from
that of the manufacturers.22
Based on the cost data from the 1992 ASM, I ¯rst calculate °l for each of 140 3-digit
manufacturing industries. To obtain ¾, I calculate each manufacturing industry's share of
county manufacturing production using the Census of Manufactures in the LRD data set.
Then, to obtain µ for each county, following (17), I take the weighted average of ° by using
¾ as a weight. Table 4 shows the summary statistics for potential demand shifters calculated
for U.S. counties. The standard deviations of the potential demand shifters are quire large
- as much as 30 to 49% of their means.
The plants in the sample are spread over 2,500 counties; this provides variation in µ for
the estimation. Moreover, CAOs of the ASM plants are distributed across more than 500
counties instead of being located in a few major cities, which would also provide variation
~ for the estimation. Note that the correlation between µ and µ~ is quite small;
in µ~ and N
22
More speci¯cally, µ can be written as µ = µ(µ M ; µ S ; µO ), where µM is the demand shifter of the
manufacturing sector, µS is the demand shifter of the service sector, µ O is the demand shifter of other
sectors. Therfore,
dP r os
@P ros dµ
=
:
dµM
@µ dµM

Since dµdµM > 0 as long as µ S and µO are not systematically (negatively) correlated with µM . By examining
os
r os
the sign of dP
, we could also infer the sign of @P@µr (how the probability of outsourcing changes with
dµM
the demand shifters) based on all sectors.
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Table 4: Variation in Potential Demand Shifters across Counties
All Counties (over 3,000 counties)
Mean S.D.
Advertising
.0098 .0048
Bookkeeping & Accounting
.0044 .0016
Legal Services
.0040 .0012
Software & Data-Processing .0024 .0010
Source: Author's calculations based on data from LRD

it is 0.0722 for advertising, 0.0306 for bookkeeping and accounting, 0.1081 for legal services,
and 0.0546 for software and data-processing services. This precludes the possibility of multicollinearity in estimating the parameters in (15). Note also that in Ono [20], I also examined
how µ correlates with the number of suppliers. I regressed the number of suppliers on µ
and N for each of the four services.23 µ obtained positive and signi¯cant coe±cients, which
justi¯es my use of µ in capturing the e®ect of local market scale.

5

Empirical Results

Table 5 presents the results of the estimation. As discussed in Section 4, note that the
coe±cients of µ and N in P1 must be proportional to those in P2 . I performed the estimations both with and without the restriction. For all four services, however, the likelihood
ratio tests suggest the structure is the same for both constrained and unconstrained cases.24
Here I present only the results from the unrestricted maximum likelihood analyses.25 Notice
that, as shown in Table 5, the result obtained for software and data-processing services is
23

The data of the number of suppliers are provided in the County Business Patterns.

24

The null hypothesis that coe±cients of µ and N in P1 are di®erent from these in P2 only in scale passes
the LM test at 10 % level.
25

Note that I also performed the analysis by controlling for the distance between a plant and its CAO.
However, the qualitative results for the variables of interest remained the same.
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somewhat di®erent from that of the other services in terms of the coe±cients obtained for
demand shifters. Below, I discuss each case separately.
Table 5: E®ect of Local Market Surrounding CAO

P1

Dependent Variable=1 if a plant outsources a service
Advertising Bookkeeping
Legal
and Accounting Services
µ
4.835**
17.534*
39.205***
(2.49)
(1.70)
(4.47)
N
.015***
.0434***
.0419***
(3.06)
(7.85)
(8.11)
Plant Size
.107***
.065***
.237***
(32.40)
(12.53)
(46.79)
Plant Age
.240***
.244***
.237***
(22.63)
(21.20)
(21.47)
Dummy: A±liate Plant -.204***
-.792***
-.383***
(-11.48)
(-41.93)
(-20.47)

Software and
Data-Processing
24.330**
(2.30)
.063***
(11.45)
.252***
(53.88)
.131***
(13.26)
-.163***
(-9.58)

In°uence of the Location of a Selected CAO
µ
N
P2

µ~
~
N
Likelihood Ratio

6.313
(1.61)
.114***
(11.26)
-9.800***
(-4.55)
-.011
(-.83)
2.53

41.925**
(2.21)
.067***
(6.75)
-52.699***
(-3.62)
-.020
(-1.61)
0.18

55.414***
(3.79)
.036***
(3.87)
-93.837***
(-6.86)
-.015
(-1.18)
0.72

75.112**
(2.19)
.013
(.74)
54.824***
(3.20)
.0863***
(4.26)
2.53

Source: Author's calculations based on data from LRD and the SAE
( ): Z-statistics
¤: Signi¯cant at 10% Level
¤¤: Signi¯cant at 5% Level
¤ ¤ ¤: Signi¯cant at 1% Level
Note: industry (2-digit SIC) dummies are also included to control for these variables.

Advertising, Bookkeeping and Accounting, and Legal Services: For these three
services, µ~ obtained positive and signi¯cant coe±cients, which is consistent with my hypoth~ have the expected
esis. In addition, while they appear insigni¯cant, the coe±cients of N
~ are both negatively associated with the market price at the CAO
sign. Recall that µ~ and N
location. Thus, the result suggests that, for these three services, the lower the market price
21

that a CAO faces the more likely a plant is to have its CAO outsource the services. Given
the size of the market at a plant's location, the greater scale of the market surrounding the
CAO makes it more cost e®ective to outsource services at the CAO location.
~ , both µ and N of a plant's location have negative signs,
Note that, in contrast to µ~ and N
which are again consistent with my hypothesis. A plant's probability for a local outsourcing
increases with the size of its own local market and decreases with the size of the market
surrounding its CAO. Plants bene¯t from agglomeration economies in both their own and
their CAO's localities. Recall that, by de¯nition given in (17), the potential demand shifter
represents the intensity of the use of a service averaged over the industries in a market.
Therefore, the statistically signi¯cant coe±cients obtained for both µ and µ~ indicate that a
plant's outsourcing decision is in°uenced by the industrial composition not only of its local
market but also of its CAO's. High concentration of industries that require intensive use of a
given service will attract more suppliers and lower the market price of the service. Through
intra-¯rm linkage, a plant can enjoy the concentration of such industries in both its CAO's
locality and its own.
Based on Table 5, I calculate the elasticities of the probability of a plant's direct outsourcing w.r.t. µ~ and µ. Di®erentiating P r os w.r.t µ~ and µ in (15), I obtain:
@P ros
~ N
~ )¿ ]¿ ~
= ©1 [(1; µ; N; A)¯]Á2 [(1; µ; N; µ;
µ
@ µ~

(18)

@P r os
~ N
~ )¿ ]¿µ
= ©1 [(1; µ; N; A)¯]Á2 [(1; µ; N; µ;
@µ

(19)

~ N
~ )¿ ]Á1 [(1; µ; N; A)¯]¯µ :
+ ©2 [(1; µ; N; µ;
Based on these expressions, I calculate the elasticities presented in Table 6. These numbers
are evaluated at the mean of the characteristics of 19,788 plants with CAOs, which are
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summarized in Appendix A. In Table 6, P^r1 is the hypothetical outsourcing probability
if a plant did not have a CAO. P ^
r os is the predicted outsourcing probability, taking into
account that a plant actually has a CAO. P ^
r os is much smaller than P^r1 , re°ecting the
fact that a CAO plays a signi¯cant role in sourcing services. For advertising, the probability
drops by as much as 27 percentage points, for bookkeeping and accounting, 38 points, and
legal services, 30 points. The numbers in the last two rows show the elasticities of P ^
ros
w.r.t. µ~ and µ, respectively. Doubling the intensity of use of a service at a CAO location
decreases a plant's likelihood of outsourcing by 10% to 34. Doubling the intensity of use of
a service at a plant location increases a plant's likelihood of outsourcing by 8% to 24. For
example, suppose there are two plants A and B with average characteristics, located in the
same city, but with CAOs in di®erent cities. If, in plant A's CAO's locality, the intensity of
use of advertising services is twice as large as that in plant B's CAO's locality, then plant A's
probability to directly outsource advertising in its own locality is lower than that of plant
B by 10%. However, the outsourcing probabilities for both plants A and B are increased by
8% if the intensity of use of advertising is doubled in their own city.
Table 6: E®ect of µ and µ~ on the Probability of Outsourcing
Advertising
P^r1
^os
Pr
Elasticity w.r.t. µ~
Elasticity w.r.t. µ

0.64
0.37
-.104
.076

Bookkeeping
and Accounting
0.54
0.16
-.307
.26

Source: Author's calculations based on data from LRD and the SAE
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Legal
Services
0.70
0.40
-.335
.24

Software & Data-Processing Services: Let us now examine the result obtained for
software and data-processing services. From Table 5, we can see that the coe±cient for µ~
~ obtain positive and signi¯cant coe±cients, suggesting that, for software and dataand N
processing services, the lower the market price a CAO faces, the more likely it is that a
plant will outsource the service by itself instead of relying on the CAO. This is contrary
to my hypothesis. One might suspect that this was caused because some data-processing
performed at CAOs might have been reported by a plant. However, the inquiry that the
Census Bureau sent out to each plant clearly asked the plant to exclude the services provided
by other establishments of the same company, including a separate central data processing
unit. I performed the same estimation while controlling for whether a plant has a separate
data-processing center in addition to CAOs. The result, however, was qualitatively the same.
It could be the case that the costs reported by plants include the signi¯cant amount
of costs spent to purchase software and computer-programming services which directly
help their manufacturing. Examples of such purchases are computer-aided design (CAD),
computer-aided engineering (CAE), computer-aided manufacturing (CAM), digital data representation, °exible manufacturing system, technical data network and so forth. When a
plant requires new manufacturing software, the plant will also require its employees (software users) to be trained by a software vendor so that they can implement the new software.
For training purposes, it would be convenient for a plant to deal with local suppliers
who are more accessible than those who are in the market surrounding its CAO. In such a
case, when a CAO learns the market price is low, it would just advise its plant to outsource
the service instead of performing it in-house. Such e®ects could in principle also exist for
advertising, bookkeeping and accounting, and legal services. The result shows that, however,
24

for these three services, the e®ect that the lower market prices of a CAO make the CAO
outsource these services for its plants, dominates the e®ect that a CAO advises plants to
outsource.

Summary of the E®ects of Other Plant Characteristics: Finally, I summarize some
interesting ¯ndings on the e®ects of plant size and plant age shown in Table 5. While it
is not a focus of this paper, further examination of these attributes would make interesting
future research.
For plant size, I obtain positive and signi¯cant coe±cients. As discussed in Ono [20],
this indicates the possible existence of scale economies in outsourcing services, which probably arise from ¯xed costs in service transactions and the searching process for compatible
suppliers.
The coe±cients for plant age are also positive and signi¯cant even after controlling for
plant size. This indicates that older plants have a relative advantage in outsourcing services. While this might just re°ect the possibility that older plants renew their outsourcing
contracts, it also suggests that younger plants face di±culties in ¯nding compatible suppliers.

6

Conclusion

While many ¯rms have CAOs which deal with management and administration of ¯rms, little
empirical testing has been performed to identify their in°uence on total e±ciency of ¯rms. In
this paper, I examine one aspect of the CAOs role and provide empirical evidence that a CAO
helps its plants source services inexpensively. In particular, by examining manufacturing
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plants' decisions to outsource business services and how those decisions are in°uenced by
local market conditions surrounding a CAO, I ¯nd that, for advertising, bookkeeping and
accounting, and legal services, the lower the market price to which the CAO has access, the
more likely it is for a plant to rely on the CAO in outsourcing services.
I use industrial composition to construct an index to capture the market price in local
markets. The results show industrial composition has signi¯cant impact in determining
the market price of service. Moreover, it is shown that not only the industrial composition
surrounding the plant but also the composition surrounding the CAOs are important for cost
e®ectiveness of the plant. In particular, this result suggests that, when a CAO is located in
the city with industries which use a given service intensively, suppliers of that service will
be attracted into the city, and lower the market price that the CAO faces. Through the
intra-¯rm provision of services from CAOs to plants, the lower market price at the CAO
location will bene¯t plants located elsewhere.
The empirical ¯nding of this study can be also interpreted as the result of a ¯rm's
choosing its CAO's location so that the CAO can better serve the rest of the ¯rm by sourcing
services inexpensively. The choice of the CAO's location might be important, especially when
locations of operating plants are restricted by factors such as proximity to the consumer
market and accessibility to resources. Having a CAO which specializes in supporting the
rest of a ¯rm might enable the ¯rm to take advantage of a wider range of intermediate service
markets and thus to overcome the limited choices of the location for operating plants.
Then, what are the variables which make a ¯rm decide whether or not to separate business administration from operation? How does a ¯rm's size, industrial type, and the number
of plants in°uence such decisions? Examination of these topics would require a model in
26

which a \¯rm" is an explicit decision maker which simultaneously chooses both the CAO
and the plant location and where to outsource services. Such research is important for a
greater understanding of the role of CAOs as well as understanding various phenomena such
as geographical concentration and the relocation of headquarters to suburban areas,26 as
well as location decisions of business service industries.27 Studying CAOs would also provide
insight into the role of other supporting establishments such as research & development,
data-processing, and trucking services, and how the location of these establishments in°uences the e±ciency of the overall ¯rm. These will be investigated in future research.

26
See Aksoy and Marshall [3], Brecher et al. [4], Rogerson [21], Semple et al. [22], and Semple and
Phipps [23]
27

See Kolko [15].
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Appendix
A

Selected Services included in the 1992 ASM
ln (Beginning-of-year asset (thou.))
ln (County population)
ln (Age)

mean
8.9
12.2
2.8

s.d.
1.8
1.6
.7

These numbers are calculated for the sample of 19,788 plants with a CAO

References
[1] K. G. Abraham and S. K. Taylor. \Firms' Use of Outside Contractors: Theory and
Evidence", Journal of Labor Economics, 14(3), July 1996, pp.394{424, 1996.
[2] H. Abdel-Rahman and M. Fujita. \Product Variety, Marshallian Externalities, and
City Sizes", Journal of Regional Science, Vol.30, No.2, pp.165{183, 1990.
[3] A. Aksoy and N. Marshall. \The Changing Corporate Head O±ce and its Spatial
Implications", Regional Studies, Vol. 26.2, pp.149{162, 1992.
[4] C. Brecher, R. Cohen, M. Drennan, E. Ginzberg, and T. Stanback. \The Corporate
Headquarters Complex in New York City", The Conservation of Human Resources
Project, Columbia University, December 1977.
[5] A. Ciccone and R. E. Hall. \Productivity and the Density of Economic Activity",
American Economic Review Vol.87, No.1, pp.54{70, 1996.
[6] J.C. Davis \Headquarters, Localization Economies and Di®erentiated Service Inputs," Brown University mimeo, 2000.
[7] E. Glaeser, H. D. Kallal, J. A. Scheinkman, and A. Shleifer \Growth in Cities",
Journal of Political Economy, Vol.100, Issue.6, Centennial Issue, pp.1126{1152.
1992.
[8] M. Fujita and M. Ota. "Communication technologies and spatial organization of
multi-unit ¯rms in metropolitan areas", Regional Science and Urban Economics,
Vol.23, pp.695-729. 1993.
[9] Z. Grilliches and D. Siegel. \Purchased Services, Outsourcing, Computers, and
Productivity in Manufacturing", in Zvi Griliches ed.,Output Measurement in the
Service Sectors, The University of Chicago Press. 1992.
[10] J. V. Henderson. \E±ciency of Resource Usage and City Size", Journal of Urban
Economics, Vol.19, pp.47{70, 1986.

28

[11] S. R. Holloway and J. O. Wheeler. \Corporate Headquarters Relocation and
Changes in Metropolitan Corporate Dominance, 1980-1987", Economic Geography,
Vol.67, No.1, pp.55-72, 1991.
[12] T. Holmes. \Localization of Industry and Vertical Disintegration", In Federal Reserve Bank of Minneapolis Research Department Sta® Report 190. 1995.
[13] W. J. Howe. \The business services industry sets pace in employment growth",
Monthly Labor Review, April 1986.
[14] T. N. Hubbard. \Contractual form and market thickness in trucking", RAND Journal of Economics, Vol.32, No.2, Summer 2001, pp.369-386
[15] J. Kolko. \Can I Get Some Service Here?: Transport Costs, Cities, and the Geography of Service Industries", 1999.
[16] N. V. Long and A. Soubeyran. \Existence and Uniqueness of Cournot Equilibrium:
a Contraction Mapping Approach", Economic Letters. 2000, Vol.67, pp.345-348
[17] J. Mike. Outsourcing in brief, 1997, Butterworth-Heinemann
[18] R. L. Moomaw. \Productivity and City Size: A Critique of the Evidence", The
Quarterly Journal of Economics, November, pp.675{688. 1981.
[19] J. D. Murphey. \Business Contracting-Out Practice: Evidence from a BLS survey",
presented at the Eastern Economic Association Meetings, March 3-5, 1989.
[20] Y. Ono. \Outsourcing Business Services, the Scope of Local Markets, and Agglomeration Economies", 2001, Working Papers Series WP-01-09, Federal Reserve Bank
of Chicago
[21] C. M. Rogerson. \Dispersion within concentration: The changing location of corporate headquarter o±ces in South Africa", Development Southern Africa, Vol 13.
No 4. August, 1996.
[22] R. K. Semple, Diane J. F. Martz, and M.B. Green. \Perspective on Corporate
Headquarters Relocation in the United States," Urban Geography, Vol.3, pp.25879, 1982
[23] R. K. Semple and A. G. Phipps. \The Spatial Evolution of Corporate Headquarters
within an Urban System," Urban Geography, Vol.6, pp.370-91, 1985
[24] L. Shilton and J. R. Webb. \Headquarters, O±ce Employment, and the Wave of
Urbanization in the New York City Region", Journal of Real Estate Finance and
Economics, Vol.10, pp.145-159, 1995.
[25] L. Shilton and C. Stanley. \Spatial Patterns of Headquarters", Journal of Real
Estate Research, Vol 17, pp.341-364, 1999
[26] U.S. Census Bureau, the 1997 County Business Patterns
29

[27] U.S. Census Bureau, the 1990 Census of Population
[28] U.S. Census Bureau, the 1992 Enterprise Statistics
[29] U.S. Census Bureau, Longitudinal Research Database (LRD). Con¯dential data set
maintained by the U.S. Census Bureau's Center for Economic Studies. The LRD
may be used only at secure Census Bureau facilities by researchers with approved
projects. For more information, see http://www.ces.census.gov.
[30] U.S. Census Bureau, Survey of Auxiliary Establishments. Con¯dential data set
maintained by the U.S. Census Bureau's Center for Economic Studies. The
Survey of Auxiliary Establishments may be used only at secure Census Bureau facilities by researchers with approved projects. For more information, see
http://www.ces.census.gov.
[31] U.S. Census Bureau, Statistical Abstract 1997

30

Working Paper Series
A series of research studies on regional economic issues relating to the Seventh Federal
Reserve District, and on financial and economic topics.
Extracting Market Expectations from Option Prices:
Case Studies in Japanese Option Markets
Hisashi Nakamura and Shigenori Shiratsuka

WP-99-1

Measurement Errors in Japanese Consumer Price Index
Shigenori Shiratsuka

WP-99-2

Taylor Rules in a Limited Participation Model
Lawrence J. Christiano and Christopher J. Gust

WP-99-3

Maximum Likelihood in the Frequency Domain: A Time to Build Example
Lawrence J.Christiano and Robert J. Vigfusson

WP-99-4

Unskilled Workers in an Economy with Skill-Biased Technology
Shouyong Shi

WP-99-5

Product Mix and Earnings Volatility at Commercial Banks:
Evidence from a Degree of Leverage Model
Robert DeYoung and Karin P. Roland

WP-99-6

School Choice Through Relocation: Evidence from the Washington D.C. Area
Lisa Barrow

WP-99-7

Banking Market Structure, Financial Dependence and Growth:
International Evidence from Industry Data
Nicola Cetorelli and Michele Gambera

WP-99-8

Asset Price Fluctuation and Price Indices
Shigenori Shiratsuka

WP-99-9

Labor Market Policies in an Equilibrium Search Model
Fernando Alvarez and Marcelo Veracierto

WP-99-10

Hedging and Financial Fragility in Fixed Exchange Rate Regimes
Craig Burnside, Martin Eichenbaum and Sergio Rebelo

WP-99-11

Banking and Currency Crises and Systemic Risk: A Taxonomy and Review
George G. Kaufman

WP-99-12

Wealth Inequality, Intergenerational Links and Estate Taxation
Mariacristina De Nardi

WP-99-13

Habit Persistence, Asset Returns and the Business Cycle
Michele Boldrin, Lawrence J. Christiano, and Jonas D.M Fisher

WP-99-14

Does Commodity Money Eliminate the Indeterminacy of Equilibria?
Ruilin Zhou

WP-99-15

A Theory of Merchant Credit Card Acceptance
Sujit Chakravorti and Ted To

WP-99-16

1

Working Paper Series (continued)
Who’s Minding the Store? Motivating and Monitoring Hired Managers at
Small, Closely Held Firms: The Case of Commercial Banks
Robert DeYoung, Kenneth Spong and Richard J. Sullivan

WP-99-17

Assessing the Effects of Fiscal Shocks
Craig Burnside, Martin Eichenbaum and Jonas D.M. Fisher

WP-99-18

Fiscal Shocks in an Efficiency Wage Model
Craig Burnside, Martin Eichenbaum and Jonas D.M. Fisher

WP-99-19

Thoughts on Financial Derivatives, Systematic Risk, and Central
Banking: A Review of Some Recent Developments
William C. Hunter and David Marshall

WP-99-20

Testing the Stability of Implied Probability Density Functions
Robert R. Bliss and Nikolaos Panigirtzoglou

WP-99-21

Is There Evidence of the New Economy in the Data?
Michael A. Kouparitsas

WP-99-22

A Note on the Benefits of Homeownership
Daniel Aaronson

WP-99-23

The Earned Income Credit and Durable Goods Purchases
Lisa Barrow and Leslie McGranahan

WP-99-24

Globalization of Financial Institutions: Evidence from Cross-Border
Banking Performance
Allen N. Berger, Robert DeYoung, Hesna Genay and Gregory F. Udell

WP-99-25

Intrinsic Bubbles: The Case of Stock Prices A Comment
Lucy F. Ackert and William C. Hunter

WP-99-26

Deregulation and Efficiency: The Case of Private Korean Banks
Jonathan Hao, William C. Hunter and Won Keun Yang

WP-99-27

Measures of Program Performance and the Training Choices of Displaced Workers
Louis Jacobson, Robert LaLonde and Daniel Sullivan

WP-99-28

The Value of Relationships Between Small Firms and Their Lenders
Paula R. Worthington

WP-99-29

Worker Insecurity and Aggregate Wage Growth
Daniel Aaronson and Daniel G. Sullivan

WP-99-30

Does The Japanese Stock Market Price Bank Risk? Evidence from Financial
Firm Failures
Elijah Brewer III, Hesna Genay, William Curt Hunter and George G. Kaufman

WP-99-31

Bank Competition and Regulatory Reform: The Case of the Italian Banking Industry

WP-99-32

2

Paolo Angelini and Nicola Cetorelli

Working Paper Series (continued)
Dynamic Monetary Equilibrium in a Random-Matching Economy
Edward J. Green and Ruilin Zhou

WP-00-1

The Effects of Health, Wealth, and Wages on Labor Supply and Retirement Behavior
Eric French

WP-00-2

Market Discipline in the Governance of U.S. Bank Holding Companies:
Monitoring vs. Influencing
Robert R. Bliss and Mark J. Flannery

WP-00-3

Using Market Valuation to Assess the Importance and Efficiency
of Public School Spending
Lisa Barrow and Cecilia Elena Rouse
Employment Flows, Capital Mobility, and Policy Analysis
Marcelo Veracierto
Does the Community Reinvestment Act Influence Lending? An Analysis
of Changes in Bank Low-Income Mortgage Activity
Drew Dahl, Douglas D. Evanoff and Michael F. Spivey

WP-00-4

WP-00-5

WP-00-6

Subordinated Debt and Bank Capital Reform
Douglas D. Evanoff and Larry D. Wall

WP-00-7

The Labor Supply Response To (Mismeasured But) Predictable Wage Changes
Eric French

WP-00-8

For How Long Are Newly Chartered Banks Financially Fragile?
Robert DeYoung

WP-00-9

Bank Capital Regulation With and Without State-Contingent Penalties
David A. Marshall and Edward S. Prescott

WP-00-10

Why Is Productivity Procyclical? Why Do We Care?
Susanto Basu and John Fernald

WP-00-11

Oligopoly Banking and Capital Accumulation
Nicola Cetorelli and Pietro F. Peretto

WP-00-12

Puzzles in the Chinese Stock Market
John Fernald and John H. Rogers

WP-00-13

The Effects of Geographic Expansion on Bank Efficiency
Allen N. Berger and Robert DeYoung

WP-00-14

Idiosyncratic Risk and Aggregate Employment Dynamics
Jeffrey R. Campbell and Jonas D.M. Fisher

WP-00-15

Post-Resolution Treatment of Depositors at Failed Banks: Implications for the Severity
of Banking Crises, Systemic Risk, and Too-Big-To-Fail

WP-00-16

3

George G. Kaufman and Steven A. Seelig

Working Paper Series (continued)
The Double Play: Simultaneous Speculative Attacks on Currency and Equity Markets
Sujit Chakravorti and Subir Lall

WP-00-17

Capital Requirements and Competition in the Banking Industry
Peter J.G. Vlaar

WP-00-18

Financial-Intermediation Regime and Efficiency in a Boyd-Prescott Economy
Yeong-Yuh Chiang and Edward J. Green

WP-00-19

How Do Retail Prices React to Minimum Wage Increases?
James M. MacDonald and Daniel Aaronson

WP-00-20

Financial Signal Processing: A Self Calibrating Model
Robert J. Elliott, William C. Hunter and Barbara M. Jamieson

WP-00-21

An Empirical Examination of the Price-Dividend Relation with Dividend Management
Lucy F. Ackert and William C. Hunter

WP-00-22

Savings of Young Parents
Annamaria Lusardi, Ricardo Cossa, and Erin L. Krupka

WP-00-23

The Pitfalls in Inferring Risk from Financial Market Data
Robert R. Bliss

WP-00-24

What Can Account for Fluctuations in the Terms of Trade?
Marianne Baxter and Michael A. Kouparitsas

WP-00-25

Data Revisions and the Identification of Monetary Policy Shocks
Dean Croushore and Charles L. Evans

WP-00-26

Recent Evidence on the Relationship Between Unemployment and Wage Growth
Daniel Aaronson and Daniel Sullivan

WP-00-27

Supplier Relationships and Small Business Use of Trade Credit
Daniel Aaronson, Raphael Bostic, Paul Huck and Robert Townsend

WP-00-28

What are the Short-Run Effects of Increasing Labor Market Flexibility?
Marcelo Veracierto

WP-00-29

Equilibrium Lending Mechanism and Aggregate Activity
Cheng Wang and Ruilin Zhou

WP-00-30

Impact of Independent Directors and the Regulatory Environment on Bank Merger Prices:
Evidence from Takeover Activity in the 1990s
Elijah Brewer III, William E. Jackson III, and Julapa A. Jagtiani
Does Bank Concentration Lead to Concentration in Industrial Sectors?
Nicola Cetorelli

WP-00-31

WP-01-01

4

On the Fiscal Implications of Twin Crises
Craig Burnside, Martin Eichenbaum and Sergio Rebelo

WP-01-02

Working Paper Series (continued)
Sub-Debt Yield Spreads as Bank Risk Measures
Douglas D. Evanoff and Larry D. Wall

WP-01-03

Productivity Growth in the 1990s: Technology, Utilization, or Adjustment?
Susanto Basu, John G. Fernald and Matthew D. Shapiro

WP-01-04

Do Regulators Search for the Quiet Life? The Relationship Between Regulators and
The Regulated in Banking
Richard J. Rosen
Learning-by-Doing, Scale Efficiencies, and Financial Performance at Internet-Only Banks
Robert DeYoung
The Role of Real Wages, Productivity, and Fiscal Policy in Germany’s
Great Depression 1928-37
Jonas D. M. Fisher and Andreas Hornstein

WP-01-05

WP-01-06

WP-01-07

Nominal Rigidities and the Dynamic Effects of a Shock to Monetary Policy
Lawrence J. Christiano, Martin Eichenbaum and Charles L. Evans

WP-01-08

Outsourcing Business Service and the Scope of Local Markets
Yukako Ono

WP-01-09

The Effect of Market Size Structure on Competition: The Case of Small Business Lending
Allen N. Berger, Richard J. Rosen and Gregory F. Udell

WP-01-10

Deregulation, the Internet, and the Competitive Viability of Large Banks and Community Banks
Robert DeYoung and William C. Hunter

WP-01-11

Price Ceilings as Focal Points for Tacit Collusion: Evidence from Credit Cards
Christopher R. Knittel and Victor Stango

WP-01-12

Gaps and Triangles
Bernardino Adão, Isabel Correia and Pedro Teles

WP-01-13

A Real Explanation for Heterogeneous Investment Dynamics
Jonas D.M. Fisher

WP-01-14

Recovering Risk Aversion from Options
Robert R. Bliss and Nikolaos Panigirtzoglou

WP-01-15

Economic Determinants of the Nominal Treasury Yield Curve
Charles L. Evans and David Marshall

WP-01-16

Price Level Uniformity in a Random Matching Model with Perfectly Patient Traders
Edward J. Green and Ruilin Zhou

WP-01-17

Earnings Mobility in the US: A New Look at Intergenerational Inequality

WP-01-18

5

Bhashkar Mazumder
The Effects of Health Insurance and Self-Insurance on Retirement Behavior
Eric French and John Bailey Jones

WP-01-19

Working Paper Series (continued)
The Effect of Part-Time Work on Wages: Evidence from the Social Security Rules
Daniel Aaronson and Eric French

WP-01-20

Antidumping Policy Under Imperfect Competition
Meredith A. Crowley

WP-01-21

Is the United States an Optimum Currency Area?
An Empirical Analysis of Regional Business Cycles
Michael A. Kouparitsas

WP-01-22

A Note on the Estimation of Linear Regression Models with Heteroskedastic
Measurement Errors
Daniel G. Sullivan

WP-01-23

The Mis-Measurement of Permanent Earnings: New Evidence from Social
Security Earnings Data
Bhashkar Mazumder

WP-01-24

Pricing IPOs of Mutual Thrift Conversions: The Joint Effect of Regulation
and Market Discipline
Elijah Brewer III, Douglas D. Evanoff and Jacky So

WP-01-25

Opportunity Cost and Prudentiality: An Analysis of Collateral Decisions in
Bilateral and Multilateral Settings
Herbert L. Baer, Virginia G. France and James T. Moser

WP-01-26

Outsourcing Business Services and the Role of Central Administrative Offices
Yukako Ono

WP-02-01

6

