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Abstract

Traditionally, the impacts of the rights of financial institutions and workers on corporate
performance have been analyzed independently. Yet theory clearly indicates that it is the
combination of (changes in) relative powers of different stakeholders that affects a firm
overall performance. Using U.S. state level and state-industry level data, we investigate how
output growth is affected by bank branch deregulation, and change in equity rights and
employment protection occurring over the period 1972-1994. We find that financial
liberalization positively and greater workers’ rights ambiguously impact overall state growth.
In terms of channels, while the effect of financial liberalization does not differ across
industries that vary in external financing dependency, employment protection promotes those
industries that are more knowledge (skilled-labor and intangibles)-intensive. The results hold
controlling for changes in shareholders’ rights, which itself is not significant. They suggest
that financial liberalization operates mostly through an efficiency channel (re-allocating
resources better), while employment protection creates better incentives and encourages
more sector-specific, human capital investments. Overall, the results show that the strength
of stakeholders’ protection affects performance through efficiency channels and provide
support for a stakeholders’ view of corporate governance.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Many, although mostly in theory, have debated the merits of a shareholders’ versus stakeholders’
view of corporate governance. Is corporate governance sufficiently framed in terms of only
shareholder’s value maximization? Or should good corporate governance be defined in a broad
sense on the basis of the contributions of all stakeholders? The first view, especially prevalent in
the US and other Anglo-Saxon countries, is that shareholders’ value maximization alone is a
sufficient definition of corporate governance. In this view, if there are no frictions in contracting
with other stakeholders in a firm, e.g., when markets for finance and labor are well-developed
and transparent, maximizing shareholders’ value is also socially optimal. Under this view, the
regulatory system only needs to assure that shareholders have the means to maximize share
value. The second view is that all stakeholders together need to be considered for a firm to
maximize its performance. This view is prevalent in many countries, especially continental
Europe as well as Japan, with otherwise well-developed factor markets. Under this view,
regulatory interventions aimed at increasing stakeholders’ rights are desirable because they
maximize overall stakeholders’ welfare, and firms will do better than with share value
maximization alone." A negative-sum version of this view also exists, however. It describes the
outcome of a political economy process that protects certain interest groups and overall welfare

is consequently not (necessarily) maximized.

In this paper, we do not expect to resolve this (controversial) debate on which view is “right” or
whether governments should adjust the regulatory environment to promote a stakeholders’ view.
Rather, we want to address the more specific, but related issue whether certain regulatory
interventions aimed at enhancing stakeholders’ rights can be justified on efficiency grounds.

Shareholder value maximization does not mean a manager of a firm should not consider other

! We also abstract here from valid public policy objectives such as protecting consumers from
fraud and the environment from pollution that can require government interventions and
regulations, regardless whether a shareholders’ or stakeholders’ view is taken.



stakeholders’ inputs. On the contrary, she needs to make sure that other stakeholders contribute
as much as possible to the firm’s performance. As such, a firm will care not just about its
employees’ current provision of labor, but more generally about their welfare so that they
perform well in the long run. Similarly, the firm will need to consider and treats its creditors,
suppliers and customers from a long-run value maximization point of view. It is also generally
agreed that not all contracting problems can be resolved through private agreements. In the
context of stakeholders’ contribution to firm performance, this means that a good judicial
framework can help firms derive the most value from their stakeholders. Akin to laws and courts
providing shareholders with some forms of protection, laws standardizing employee contracts
and courts adjudicating ex-post negotiations may enhance firm performance. Laws and courts
may, for example, save transactions costs in private contracting. They may also serve as external
commitment devices. Workers or suppliers, for example, may only agree to make firm-specific
investments if their relationships can not be terminated unilaterally by the firm. And a greater
commitment may also enhance workers’ and suppliers’ monitoring of the firm and management,

helping overcome agency issues facing shareholders, and thereby increasing output.

Regulatory interventions in labor, financial and other factor markets can thus be justifiable from
an efficiency point of view even if one adopts a pure shareholders’ view. We investigate the
validity of these efficiency arguments empirically by studying the effects of (relative) changes in
legal protection for classes of stakeholders in the US. Doing this analysis for the US has several
advantages. First, we can take advantage of some natural experiments. There have been
relatively large changes in the last four decades in the US with banks being deregulated
gradually, while workers have become more protected over time. Those changes have occurred
on a state by state basis, but at different points in time. Shareholder protection laws, although
more similar across states, have changed as well over time, varying by state. These legal changes
may affect firm performance as they affect the protection and bargaining powers of banks and
workers—with local bankers getting less and workers more protected over time. At the same

time, given the nature of these changes, we have to concern ourselves less about reverse



causality, e.g., when performance is driving changes in stakeholders’ rights at the individual firm

level (as when better performing firms give greater employment protection).

Second, we can investigate the effects of (changes in) shareholders’, creditors’ and workers’
rights in one consistent empirical framework. So far, the empirical literature on corporate
governance has primarily focused on shareholder protection and to some degree on creditor
protection, but almost always investigated either aspect independently. By using changes in
multiple stakeholders’ rights, we can reduce potential omitted variable biases. We can also
explore the interactions among (changes in) stakeholders’ rights, since one can expect that only
in certain combinations laws defining stakeholders’ rights and positions affect firm performance.
Third, and importantly, the US state case is useful since relatively uniform and high levels of
information, contracting, and enforcement environments prevail across all states. Changes in
stakeholders’ formal rights varying by states can therefore be expected to show up in economic
outcomes. It also means that we can be reasonably confident that effects identified by states are

relevant across states as well as for other countries with US-like institutional environments.

To investigate the effects of changes in financial liberalization, shareholders’ rights and
employment protection at the state level for the period 1972 to 1994, we use as a measure of the
collective welfare of all stakeholders the growth of state-level GDP or state-industry level GDP.
To identify the channels by which judicial changes may affect firm performance, while avoiding
potential simultaneity biases, we use a modified Rajan-Zingales (1998) methodology, where we
consider the natural external financing dependency and knowledge-intensity of the various
industries using benchmark data from a later period. We find consistent evidence that judicial
changes altering the powers of stakeholders affect output growth. We find a large positive effect
of bank branch deregulation and ambiguous effects of employment protection on state level
output growth. For state-industry level output growth, we find a large positive effect of bank
branch deregulation and a negative effect of employment protection. Equity rights protection

does not seem to affect state or state-industry level output growth.



These results are broadly consistent with the existing literature, although they indicate the
presence of some omitted variable biases in previous studies since our empirical magnitudes
differ. In terms of channels, financial liberalization does not have industry-specific effects
varying with firms’ external financing dependency. It means that financial liberalization more
improves the efficiency of resources allocation than increases the volume of external financing, a
channel somewhat different from Rajan and Zingales (1998). Since banks had tight control over
their borrowers prior to deregulation, it also suggests that too strong rights for some stakeholders
can hurt output. Judicial changes enhancing employment protection promote relatively the
growth of more skilled-labor, knowledge and intangible intensive industries, but hurt overall
output growth. By highlighting the efficiency channels of employee rights’ enhancement, we
shed some new light on the literature on industry-specific growth related to real factors (Buera

and Kaboski, 2006).

We interpret these channel findings as evidence that enhancing some stakeholders’ rights,
especially employment protection, can be justified on efficiency grounds, at least for certain type
industries. While there is a negative overall impact for general employment protection and bank
branch (over-) regulation, there is a positive one for employment protection in knowledge-
intensive industries. Besides the efficiency arguments, we also shed light on the more general
stakeholders’ debate. The positive coefficients we find on cross-terms between bank branch
deregulation for external financial dependent industries and employment protection for skilled-
labor industries suggest some complementarity among the roles of stakeholders in firm
performance. This may reflect channels suggested by the incomplete contract-based theories,
such as workers monitoring management, or more generally that firm performance and growth
are influenced by the relative bargaining powers of multiple stakeholders. We interpret this as

some supporting evidence of the stakeholders’ views of corporate governance:

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we describe the related literature. In
Section 3 the database used is described and the methodology used. Section 4 includes the main

results and various robustness tests. The last Section concludes.



II. RELATED LITERATURE

The financial liberalization literature for the U.S. has focused on how changes in bank power and
market structure affect economic performance. Jayaratne and Strahan (1996) describe the history
of branch deregulation in U.S. banking. Before the first wave of deregulation, unit banking was
the rule which meant that banks could not open any branch and could operate from headquarters'
location only. Starting in the early 1970’s, and except for some states, banks were allowed to
operate multiple branches within each state, first through mergers and acquisitions of other
banks, and then by establishing new branches (de novo branch). This deregulation took place at
different times in each state, with large variations. Finally in 1994, the federal government

permitted banks to operate branches in different states (interstate banking).

With more competitive pressures, banks lost some of their bargaining power over local
borrowers. This change could be bad for overall performance if banks had used their de-facto
stronger rights to channel more resources to firms in need of external financing (since they
would have had less concerns about repayments) and thereby enhanced overall economic
performance. The change could be good, however, for other stakeholders and overall economic
activity, if banks” monopoly power had meant capital was allocated inefficiently, banks had
charged too high interest rates, or if potential entrepreneurs had been discouraged by denying
access or charging too high interest rates to new firms. The second view is most often found in
empirical analyses. Jayaratne and Strahan (1996) show that states that liberalized their banks
experienced faster growth. They argue that efficiency channels most likely caused the increase in
growth as they find no evidence for increases in bank lending.” Acharya, Imbs and Sturgess

(2006) study industry-level effects and also find efficiency effects since the industry-composition

‘Ina subsequent study, Stiroh and Strahan (2003) show that one efficiency channel may be the
result of competitive shake-out: efficient banks drove out inefficient ones. Black and Strahan
(2001) show that the female share in managerial position increased after deregulation. This
suggests that bank employers and employees might have enjoyed rents, which dissipated after
the deregulation.



converges to an “efficient frontier” after bank branch deregulation. A cross-country study along

the same lines is Abiad, Oomes and Ueda (2008).

The employment protection literature has also focused on its effects on economic activities,
including employment creation and (un)-employment rates. Autor, Donohue III and Schwab
(2006) describe the history of employment protection of workers in the U.S., improving upon
previous studies. They document how, using initial precedent-setting case law, states adopted de-
facto wrongful discharge protection for employee. Historically, employers could freely fire
workers, but from the early 1970s on, states gradually established common law exceptions for

wrongful discharges so that workers could no longer be fired without good reason.

Autor et al. (2006) classify these employment protection laws into three categories: public
policy, good faith, and implied contract. Under the public policy exemption, employers cannot
fire employee just because they follow public policy, such as performing jury duty, filing
worker’s compensation, reporting employer’s wrongdoing, and so forth. Under the good faith
exemption, employers cannot fire workers for “bad cause,” primarily applied to “bad timing”
cases such as firing just before the salary due date or the threshold date of pension. The implied
contract exemption is a somewhat vaguer notion: without clearly stating in the employment
contract that a company can fire a worker at will, under this exemption, workers should be kept
employed according to their length of service, history of promotion, general company policy,

industry practice, and so forth.

These forms of employment protection may retard or contribute to growth, with multiple
potential channels possibly going either way. As is typically argued, with greater employment
protection, employers are less likely to hire workers, thus decreasing employment and lowering
output. Stronger laws also means there will be higher direct costs of observing the laws, again
potentially lowering output. Stronger worker protection may even destroy firm values, for
example, when workers oppose the placement of substitute new machines (Parente and Prescott,
2000 provide an example in India). Early empirical work indeed found large negative effects

(Dertouzos and Karoly, 1992, 1993) of employment protection on employment. More recent



work, however, finds that adoption of these type of labor exemptions have no effect on
employment (Miles, 2000) or a negative, albeit small effect on employment accompanied by
little effects on wages (Autor, Donohue III and Schwab, 2006). In subsequent work, Autor, Kerr
and Kugler (2007) find that the wrongful discharge protection affects firm-level productivity by

reducing employment flows and firm entry rates.

However, some forms of empowerment of employees may improve firm performance and also
help shareholder’s value maximization. Employees’ contractual and legal rights will affect their
incentives to directly and indirectly contribute. And with inefficiencies in enforcing privately-
negotiated contracts, it can be beneficial to secure some rights by law. For example, good faith
laws prevent firing workers just before their pay day. Without such a law, fearing it could
happen, workers may demand (excessive) premiums, leading to poor labor markets, hurting
especially newly created firms. A law can thus avoid inefficiencies. Another example is when
there are large firm- or sector-specific human capital investment needs. Protecting workers from
firing without good reason can promote workers to acquire more specialized skills and thereby
enhance firm performance (see Hart, 1995, for the microeconomic literature, and, for macro-
level efficiency point of view, see Murphy 1988, Takizawa 2001, and Mukoyama and Sahin
2006). Also, each stakeholder may contribute not only directly to a firm’s output, whether
through labor, supplies or financing, but also in other ways, such as through skills embodied or
associated with their respective inputs. Management monitoring may be associated with bank or
equity financing, for example. Similarly, labor that is more protected may help overcome agency
issues since workers' incentives are better aligned with long-run firm performance. Of course,
judicial means are not the only tool to protect workers. Unions, for example, could also provide
some enforcement, especially if the required skills are industry-, but not firm-specific. At the

same time, unions can engage in rent-seeking behavior and be value subtracting.

These strands in the literature consider the role of each stakeholders separately. The
stakeholders’ view, however, argues that in a second best world with information asymmetries,
agency issues, incomplete contracting and other problems, it is a proper configuration of all

stakeholders’ rights that leads to firm value maximization (e.g., Allen 2005, Allen, Carletti and



Marquez, 2007; see also see the review in Tirole, 2006). Rather than being based on explanations
where stakeholders affect firm performance unilaterally (e.g., bank’s monitoring of a manager),
the incomplete contract-based theory suggests that firm performance varies with the rights and
relative bargaining powers of multiple stakeholders. In this view, interactions and possible
tradeoffs among various stakeholders’ influences help maximize a firm’s overall value. For
example, creditors and employees jointly may monitor management, thereby prevent
entrenchment and private benefits, and thus increase overall firm value. Under this view, all

stakeholders’ actions and rights together need to be considered.

The general argument of this view is that the balance of power of various stakeholders affects the
degree of agency issues in firm management. Altering the various stakeholders’ powers can then
matter as they serve to balance several stakeholders' varying and, at times, conflicting interests.
Stakeholders such as equity holders and creditors, for example, will typically have a congruence
of interests, but in case of (near) financial distress their interests can sharply diverge (Jensen and
Meckling, 1976). Enhancing creditors rights even in situation of no financial distress, including
issues normally reserved for shareholders, can then improve overall firm performance. Another
specific example is that in the presence of private information, shareholders can benefit from
workers reporting wrongdoing of managers to the public or shareholders. However, without
having some job protection, workers will be less willing to be informers. More generally, when
only incomplete contracts can be written, altering the allocation of bargaining powers of

stakeholders may increase overall firm value (see Hart, 1995, for a review).

Although many theories recognize the importance of various stakeholders’ claims, empirically,
the role and effects of stakeholders have so far most often been studied in isolation, without
considering other stakeholders. Many have investigated separately the role of minority
shareholders’ and creditors’ rights, using either aggregate data (La Porta, Lopez-de-Silanes,
Shleifer and Vishny, 1997 and 1998; and Djankov, McLiesh and Shleifer, 2007) or data on firm
behavior and characteristics and relating these to country institutional features (e.g., De Nicolo,

Laeven, and Ueda, 2006 on corporate governance, and Acharya, Amihud and Litov 2008 on



creditor rights), but without controlling for employment protection. In the labor literature, the
effects of employment protection on wage and unemployment have been studied extensively as
mentioned above (also see Botero et al. 2004 for a cross-country study), but similarly also

without controlling for shareholder protection or creditors’ rights.

Only a few papers have investigated how variations in several stakeholders’ powers may affect
the economic performance across countries or firms. A paper using country level analysis is
Fonseca and Utereo (2007). They investigate the effects of labor regulation and barriers to
entrepreneurship in the presence of credit market frictions. They show that stricter employment
protection laws and more barriers to entry negatively affect firms that are more dependent on
external financing. Taking a country perspective as well, but more a political economy point of
view, Pagano and Volpin (2005) explain the observed negative correlation between shareholder
protection and employment protection across OECD countries as the outcome of a combination
of incumbent workers and inside owners/managers erecting barriers against minority

shareholders.

A few papers have analyzed the joint effects of creditor and labor rights using firm-specific data.
Atanassov and Kim (2006) investigate cross-country differences in firm-level restructuring and
find that a reaction to distress, either by asset sales or layoffs, depends on both the degree of
investor protection and employment protection. Stronger labor union laws can prevent layoffs
and assets sales, but only in countries with good investor protection, whereas in weak investor
protection countries, strong union laws are associated with less management turnover and more
assets sales, suggesting collusion between management and workers. Studies on employment
share ownership (ESOP) are relevant as well since the adoption can mean a change in the relative
balance of shareholders and employees. Kim and Quimet (2007), for example, find that ESOPs
add to firm value when the plan is small, but not when the plan is larger than 5% of outstanding
shares. Larger plans are associated with substantial increases in worker compensation,
suggesting insiders gain too many control rights. In these studies, however, overall economic

impact is not the focus.
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Besides bank and employee rights, there will also be an impact of changes in shareholder
protection on firm performance, running through both the availability of external financing and
through governance channels. Empirically, this has been well documented on a cross-country
basis, but has been hard to detect effectively in a within US context. This is basically since there
is little regional variation in the U.S. in equity rights. Most securities laws are Federal Laws. And
large firms typically list on stock exchanges, thus subjecting themselves to the rules of the
respective exchange, making regional variations, i.e., where the firms is head-quartered, less
relevant from an equity rights perspective. These large firms often also establish their
headquarters in states with laws most conducive to their businesses, making local laws less

relevant.

Nevertheless, there is some variation, especially in state anti-takeover protections, that can be
expected to affect mostly non-listed firms’ behavior. Indeed, Bebchuk and Cohen (2003) find
that states that offer stronger anti-takeover protections are substantially more successful both in
retaining in-state firms and in attracting out-of-state incorporations. Compared to no anti-
takeover statutes, adopting all standard anti-takeover statutes increases the percentage of local
firms incorporated in state from 23 to 49 percent. This does not answer, however, the question
whether firms’ owners and managers choose states with weak laws at the expense of minority
shareholders and other stakeholders. Other papers though find a decrease in market values for
firms in jurisdictions that enact anti-takeover statutes (Karpoff and Malatesta, 1989, 1995;
Szewczyk and Tsetsekos, 1992). And Wald and Long (2007) find that, correcting for the
endogenously determined choice of where to incorporate, state anti-takeover laws are positively
associated with debt as a fraction of market value, possibly due to lower market values for these

firms. But these papers do not study the overall economic impact of (changes) in equity rights.
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III. DATA, EMPIRICAL METHODOLOGY AND REGRESSIONS RESULTS
A. Data

We have data on financial deregulation, shareholders’ protection, employment protection, and
state and state-industry level outputs. The banks’ power is proxied by branch deregulation,
equity rights by anti-takeover statutes, and the employment protection by so-called exceptions
for wrongful discharges. Specifically, we use the data from Jayaratne and Strahan (1996) for
financial deregulation, differentiating the steps of allowing for bank merger and acquisitions
from allowing for the establishment of de-novo branches (see their paper for a full description of
branch deregulation). The anti-takeover index comes from Bebchuk and Cohen (2003) and is
available for each year for every US state for the years 1986-2001 (see their paper for a full
description of the data). The index captures the degree to which takeover statutes are in place
facilitating the ability to adopt anti-takeover protections. The data for the changes in employment
protection are from Autor, Donohue III and Schwab (2006), where they document whether and
in which year the state adopts one of the three categories (described above): public policy, good
faith, and implied contract. Altogether we have 1056 state-year observations with these

dummies.

Figures la-1c provide a sense for the evolution of the financial deregulation, shareholder
protection, and changes in employment protection. Figures 1a depicts the number of states that
have allowed M&A or de-novo branches. Figures 1b depicts the (weighted) number of states that
have adopted anti-takeover provisions, weighting states by the severity of the provisions adopted
(there is thus not an exact correspondence with Figures 1a and 1c¢). Figures 1c depicts the
number of states that have adopted three forms of employment protections. It shows the
accelerated financial liberalization, the increase in anti-takeover laws, and the move to greater
employment protection in the 1980s across the US. Changes did not occur at the same time,
though, in each state. Figures 2a-2b depict the number of years between the financial
deregulation, and the changes in employment protection at the individual state level (changes in
equity rights are not depicted as the overlap of the data in smaller). It makes clear that the policy

changes have occurred in some states at quite different points in time as the number of years in
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between the reforms can vary from minus 20 (when financial deregulation lagged changes in
employment protection) to plus 20 (when financial deregulation proceeded changes in

employment protection).

Table 1a provides some further indication of the (lack of) overlaps in stakeholders’ protection by
showing the raw correlations between the various indexes. It shows that there is a strong
correlation among the financial deregulation indexes, with a correlation of 0.78. Similarly, there
is some correlation among the three employment protection indexes, with the highest between
contract and public policy, 0.53. Still, the other two correlations among the employment
protection indexes are quite low, 0.29 and 0.14. Most correlations between the financial
liberalization and employment protection indexes are low as well, between 0.16 and 0.32,
reflecting the substantial variation when the reforms were adopted at the state level. The
correlations between the anti-takeover rights index and all indexes, including the financial

deregulation indexes, are very low, always less than 0.15.

Our dependent variables are output data and come from the US Bureau of Economic Analysis
(BEA). The data cover the value-added produced in a state and each state-industry combination
and can be considered the state and state-industry level counter part to the country’s GDP. The
industry breakdown is at the 2-digit SITC level with 63 industries at most per state, based on US
SIC (rev 2). We include all industries except financial services, but also analyze separately
manufacturing, i.e., excluding services and mining (not reported). We restrict our sample to start
in 1972 when bank deregulation data starts, to 1994, when inter-state branch deregulation starts.
We use growth in value added output of a state and or industry, where all growth rates are
adjusted for national prices (CPI) changes, as dependent variables. We do this to be comparable
to Jayaratne and Strahan (1996) and since state-specific price indexes are available only from
1978, which would make our sample more restricted. Data are available for all 50 US states and
the District of Colombia, but following a convention in the literature, Delaware and South
Dakota are dropped from the sample, as they allowed much more open financial systems early on
in attempts to serve as financial centers in the U.S. Altogether we have some 1,000 state level

observations and some 50,000 state-industry level observations.
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In addition to these variables, we use firm level data to create industry-specific benchmark
external financing and knowledge dependency measures, and use industry level data to create
industry-specific skill-intensity measures. The industry-level tendency of external finance is
defined in the Rajan and Zingales (1998) way as the ratio of investment minus internal cash-
flows from operations to capital investments. An industry’s “knowledge” dependency is defined
in two ways: the reciprocal of capital intensity, i.e., Sales over Fixed Assets, and the ratio of
Intangible Assets to Fixed Assets. These two indicators thus measure the industry-level
dependency on labor and non-tangibles, knowledge-type inputs, rather than fixed assets in
production. All three ratios are obtained using firm-specific sales and balance sheet information
for the same sample of firms. Financing and knowledge dependency industry characteristics are
constructed as the mean of median values in each industry for the years 1991-2006, based on the
Worldscope firm level database. We use the 1991-2006 data since by then the firm level
dependency on external financing and knowledge can be expected to be in a natural state, i.e.,
with financial and labor markets function in equilibrium, since major financial markets and labor
reforms had been completed by then. An alternative knowledge-intensity index we employ is the
use of skilled labor in the respective industries, calculated as the average fraction of labor in the
specific industry that was college educated for the years 1940 and 2005, thus covering the output
growth period we study, using data on schooling from Kaboski (2006).’

3 We calculated this index as follows. Kaboski (2006) provides, at a very detailed industry level,
data on the fraction of labor in the specific industry that was college educated for the years 1940
and 2005. When there is an exact overlap with the industry classification, we use the share
directly. If we need to aggregate, we derive for the specific industry a weighted fraction of
college-educated labor for the two years, using as weights the income share in the more detailed
industry classifications for the period 1994-2000. Using instead of either year the average of the
two years leads to the same results.
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B. Benchmark Regression Specifications

We conduct both state-level regressions, comparable to Jayaratne and Strahan (1996) and Autor,
Donohue III and Schwab (2006), and state-industry level regressions, comparable to Acharya,

Imbs and Sturgess (2006).

The state-level regression uses a state and year fixed effect model to control for the state specific

trends and nation-wide business cycles:

g, =a,ta+ PF inLibU_l + 7/Equl’€ighz‘sj[_1 + é‘WorkRighz‘sj[_1 +é&,, (1)

Financial liberalization is defined in one of two ways: FinLib = M&A, which is a dummy equal
to 0 when bank branch through M&A is restricted, and 1 if deregulated; or FinLib = De novo
which is a dummy equal to 0 when bank branch is restricted 0, and 1 if deregulated. For
robustness, we investigate the effects of both measures, but since M&A bank deregulation
always precedes de novo deregulation, we find the most impact from M&A bank deregulation
and only report those results. The equity rights index, EquRight is the anti-takeover index of
Bebchuk and Cohen (2003), which runs from 0 to 6.

In terms of employment protection, we use four indexes, depending on which of the three
employment (wrongful discharge) protection is adopted or if any of the three is adopted. If a
protection is recognized by the specified state court, the following binary variables have a value
of 1 and otherwise 0: WorkRight = public policy; good faith; implied contract; or earliest, with

the latter if any of the previous three is introduced.

For the state-industry level regressions, we include state-industry and year fixed effects to
control for state-industry specific trends and country-wide business cycles. To investigate the
specific channels by which stakeholders’ powers affects performance, we use our two

benchmark characteristics of each industry, natural external financing dependence and
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knowledge dependence, and interact these characteristics with the financial deregulation and

employment protection indexes. The full specification is then as follows:

g, =0, ta,+pFinLib ,  + p,FinLib,,  * ExtFinDep,

+y,WorkRight,, |+ y,WorkRight_, ,* KnowledgeDep, + ¢, ,. @

Where ExtFinDep denotes the industry’s dependency on external finance, and KnowledgeDep
the industry’s “knowledge” dependency, defined in the three alternative ways (the reciprocal of
capital intensity, i.e., Sales over Fixed Assets, the ratio of Intangible Assets to Fixed Assets, and
the average fraction of labor that was college educated). The correlations among these industry
level characteristics are generally as expected (Table 1b). The external financing and knowledge
dependence ratios have a negative correlation of 0.52, implying more external financial
dependent firms tend to have lower sales to fixed assets, i.e., they use more fixed assets to
produce their output. Similarly, the correlation between the external financing dependence and
intangible ratios is a negative 0.44, meaning that those firms that use more intangibles assets tend
to also have lower external financing needs. Still, these correlations are far from perfect, making
the variables cover distinctive industry characteristics. As expected, the two knowledge
dependence ratios are highly correlated, 0.71, suggesting these two variables capture similar
industry characteristics. The use of skilled labor variable has a correlation of 0.37 with the sales
to fixed assets ratio and 0.53 with the intangible ratio, but an insignificant correlation with the
external financing dependence variable, making it a good variable for a robustness test on the
importance of knowledge intensity. Note that, since we use in the regressions also state-industry
fixed effects, we have very general controls and do not need to include the time-invariant
component of the cross-terms (ExtFinDep and the various KnowledgeDep variables) separately

in the regression model.

Table 1c provides the mean, standard deviations and some other descriptive statistics of the main
variables we use. It shows that the average growth is some 2.4 percentage points, with large

variations however. There is also much variation in reforms, as the high standard deviations of



16

the reform indexes show. Finally, industry characteristics vary considerably, making them useful

to identify the channels by which regulatory and judicial reforms may affect output growth.

C. State-Level Benchmark Regression Results

The first column of Table 2 shows the results with only the financial liberalization variable. The
statistically significant positive effect of financial liberalization on state-wide growth is
consistent with the hypothesis that curtailing local monopolistic power of banks creates more
efficient financial intermediation. Using the M&A deregulation dummy, the effect of bank
branch deregulation is about an 1.6 percent increase in state level growth rates, somewhat larger
than Jayaratne and Strahan (1996). This larger effect may be because we use state fixed effects.
If we run the regression without state fixed effect, the effect is about 1.06 percent (regression
results omitted), which is almost identical to that found by Jayaratne and Strahan (1996). The
effect is always lower for de novo branch deregulation (not reported), again in line with
Jayaratne and Strahan (1996), and reflects the fact that the de novo branch deregulation typically

came later than M&A deregulation.

Columns 2, 4, and 6 show the effects of the three types of wrongful discharge protection
measures. Interestingly, the results show a mixed picture, with the public policy based
employment protection showing a positive effect, while the other two types are associated with
negative effects. This result is somewhat in line with Miles (2000) who finds little effect on
unemployment rates, but different from Autor, Donohue III and Schwab (2006) that find uniform
negative effects on unemployment. The two negative coefficients, however, are only statistically
significant at the 10% level. Using the earliest of the three wrongful discharge protection as an

employment protection index, column 8, does not lead to significant results.

When we include both bank branch deregulation and the wrongful discharge protection, the
effect of financial liberalization becomes somewhat stronger, i.e., generally larger coefficients
(columns 3, 5, 7 and 9 in Table 2). Given the correlation between the two institutional changes,

controlling for the degree of employment protection apparently produces less biased estimates
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for the effect of financial liberalization. The effects of employment protection do not change
much, with the public policy based employment protection still showing a positive effect, while
the other two types are associated with negative effects, although now never statistically

significant.

When we include the anti-takeover protection variable (not reported), we find that although the
coefficients on the index are generally negative as expected, they are never statistically
significant. The fact that the anti-takeover protection variable has no effect on state output
growth maybe because the number of observations drops sharply, from about 1000 to 330, since
the anti-takeover protection variable is only available from 1986 on. It could also be that these
anti-takeover statutes do not capture the equity rights very well. Or it could be that for the more
general class of firms, i.e., those not listed on stock exchanges, these rights are less relevant for
general economic output. For these reasons, we do not explore the importance of equity rights
further. Including the equity rights does not change, however, the regression results for the other

two measures.

D. State-Industry Level Results

The state-level results may contain spurious effects. These can stem from compositional change
of industries towards those with naturally high growth trends, such as the IT sector, at the same
time of financial liberalization or changes in equity and employment protection. It also does not
allow one to easily control for other time varying state-specific changes. And, most importantly,
the state level regressions have no power in detecting the channels through which financial
deregulation and equity and employment protection affect output growth, and consequently do
not inform on the aspects of the stakeholders’ view of interest to us. By studying state-industry
specific effects, we can eliminate spurious effects and control for other omitted factors. And by
introducing the cross-terms, we can identify better the channels through which financial and
labor reforms affect growth. Table 3 shows the results for the state-industry level regressions

focusing on the nonfinancial sectors.
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Similar to the state level results, the effects of bank branch M&A deregulation are positive and
statistically significant (Table 3, columns 1). The size of the effects of the financial liberalization
is about 1.1 percent, somewhat lower than the effects for state-level output growth. This
confirms that the state-level estimates contain some spurious effects. We find again that
deregulation through M&A to be most in important in changing firms’ behavior, with the de
novo deregulation not showing any significant effects (not reported). The effects are of very
similar order when controlling for changes in employment protection (columns 3, 4, 6, 7, 9, 10

and 12, 13).

In the state-level regressions, the coefficients of the employment protection index are uniformly
negative and statistically significant (columns 2-13). The quantitative impact is -0.7 to -2.4
percent lower growth rates, with the highest for the good faith protection. The differences with
the state level regressions show that using the state-industry data allows us a more powerful tool,
including on how to deal with the problems of spurious correlations. The effects can be
compared to Autor, Donohue III and Schwab (2006), who show state-level employment rate to
fall by about -0.8 to -1.6 percent without any effect on wages. While we study output growth and
not employment rates, both their and own findings suggest that the effects of employment

protection are of considerable economic importance.

Most importantly, our state-industry level regression results show, through the coefficients on the
cross-terms between state level reform and the industry characteristics of external financing and
knowledge dependence, the channels by which stakeholders’ powers affect growth and the
dynamics among industries. Financial liberalization appears to spur growth regardless of
industry’s external financing needs since most of interaction coefficients between financial
liberalization and external financing dependence are not statistically significant (columns 3, 6, 7,
9 and 12) or even negative statistically significant (columns 4, 10 and 13). This may contrast
with the general expectation that more external financial dependent industries should grow faster
with financial liberalization. Our contrary finding may be due to a combination of factors.

Financial deregulation can, on the one hand, promote the growth of external financial dependent
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industries. On the other hand it may reduce inefficient allocation of resources. The latter could
have been the case when before deregulation banks had special relations with relatively large and
capital-intensive companies, relationships that were severed with liberalization. The net effect of
financial liberalization may be that external financial dependent firms do not necessarily grow
faster, but that other firms grow faster or new firms get established as resources are being
reallocated efficiently toward them, leading to higher overall economic performance (for similar
cross-country evidence on the effects of financial liberalization, see Abiad, Oomes and Ueda,

2008).

We do find evidence, however, that increased employment protection adds to growth in value
added through industry-specific channels (columns 2-13). Although more employment protection
suppresses overall economic activity—as the negative coefficients on workers’ right shows, it
helps those industries that are more knowledge-dependent since for all four labor measures the
interaction terms between workers’ rights and knowledge dependency are consistently positive

and statistically significant (at the 1% level).

These results support a view of the firm where rights of workers importantly influence the
economic performance of firms, possibly as employees are more interested in acquiring firm and
industry-specific skills, and in general show a higher productivity when more secure of their
jobs. The result also helps explain why in the state level regression results the coefficients on
employment protection were not always statistically significant or of the same sign. In those
regressions, the general effect of greater employment protection leading to lower output growth
was confounded with the industry-level specific effect of greater employment protection leading
to more output in knowledge-intensive industries. Finally, the result is consistent with the notion
of the overall U.S. transformation over the sample period to a more knowledge-based economy,
higher specialization and firm-specific human capital accumulation accompanied by better labor
standards and employment protection (e.g., Murphy 1986, Takizawa 2003, and Mukoyama and
Sahin 2006).
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We also test for evidence of complementarity by including the product of the two interaction
terms as another independent variable. We find evidence of complementarity in that the
coefficients on the double interactions terms are always positive and highly statistically
significant (columns 4, 7, 10 and 13). This means that the combination of a state having financial
liberalized and adopted employment protection statutes is particularly useful to boost the growth
of firms with high external financing and knowledge dependencies. At the same time, including
the double interactions terms does not lower the coefficient on the financial liberalization
variable, makes the coefficient on the worker right variable only marginally more negative, and
actually leads to an increase in the coefficient on the worker right variable interacted with the
knowledge-intensive variable. The coefficient on the liberalization variable interacted with the
external financing dependence variable, however, becomes statistically significant negative,
except for the regressions including the good faith workers rights index. The latter finding is in
line with the argument that financial liberalization can reduce inefficient relationship-based

banking, particularly in industries requiring high capital inputs with little knowledge inputs.

We next conduct a number of robustness checks on the channels by which increased employment
protection increases value added growth in knowledge-intensive industries and on econometric
robustness. We first use our two alternative measures for knowledge-dependency. The first one
is firms’ natural use of intangible assets relative to fixed assets, calculated at the industry level.
The second is the industry level use of skilled labor (college graduates) relative to total labor.
Both measures capture the degree to which the specific industry relies on knowledge-intensive
assets or labor. Tables 4 and 5 present the regression results using the same specifications as in
Table 3, that is, using interactions between financial liberalization and external financing
dependence and the workers right index and these two knowledge-intensity measures (columns

1,2,4,5,7,8,10 and 11), as well as using the double interactions (columns 3, 6, 9 and 12).

We see that the results for the interactions between employment protection and knowledge-
intensity are generally confirmed when we use either of the two alternative knowledge-intensity

variables since almost all interaction terms are highly statistically significant, except for the
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interaction term when using the good faith workers rights index and the skilled-labor index. Also
the negative direct effects of the various employment protection variables are confirmed, at
generally high significance levels. It confirms that, while employment protection in general may
be detrimental to output growth, for knowledge-intense industries, more protection leads to
higher growth in value added, potentially as employees invest more in their firm and human

skills.

The financial liberalization dummy remains statistically significant and of equal magnitude in all
regressions, but the interaction terms for financial liberalization and external financing
dependence are again never statistically significant positive and turn statistically significant
negative again when including the double interactions (except again for the interaction term
when using the good faith workers rights index and intangible assets). At the same time, adding
the financial variables does not change the size or significance of the coefficients of the
knowledge-intensity variables. The significant double interactions (except when using the good
faith workers and the schooling index) show again complementarity in that financial
liberalization and increased workers’ rights increase output growth independently, one through
improving the overall allocation of resources and the other through enhancing the incentives and

productivity of workers in knowledge-intensive industries, but jointly even more so.

We conduct a number of additional robustness checks. We first use a number of alternative
knowledge-intensity indexes. Specifically, we use two additional industry-median ratios derived
from individual firm data (sourced again from Worldscope and using data from 1991 to 2006).
The first is the ratio of research and development (R&D) expenditures to sales, which captures,
to some degree, industries’ knowledge intensity (it does so imperfectly as in some industries
R&D is capital- rather than knowledge-intensive, whereas in other industries much knowledge
generation is not recorded under R&D, but under general expenses). The second is the ratio of
staff costs to total sales. This indicator can expected to be higher for both knowledge intensive as
well as low skilled labor industries, and may thus be a poor proxy as well. Nevertheless, and

while not as consistent and at much lower levels of significance, which is to be expected since
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these are less close proxies to our concept of knowledge intensity, the regression results (not

reported) for the two variables broadly confirm our earlier results.*

Econometrically, we conducts some robustness tests as well. We run the regressions for a
somewhat different sample period, specifically 1978-1994, to reflect that data quality improves
and to account for the progression in reforms. We find all major regression results to be
confirmed for this shorter period (regression results omitted). We also check if the state-industry
growth shows high serial correlation since then the standard errors of OLS would be biased.
Specifically, we run the same regression but with lagged state-industry growth rate based on a
system panel GMM estimation (Blundell and Bover, 1998). However, the results show that the
autocorrelation is not significant and the overall identification is not valid (regression results

omitted).

IV. CONCLUSIONS

We study the role of multiple stakeholders’ powers in firms and the channels through
stakeholders may affect corporate performance. Our approach differs from the existing empirical
literature in which the impact of some stakeholders—financial institutions and workers rights—

on corporate sector performance has largely been analyzed separately. Yet theory clearly

4 Specifically, the regression results for R&D variable are broadly similar, but at much lower
levels of significance. Financial liberalization is always significantly positive, the interaction of
financial liberalization with external financing dependence is negative and sometimes
significant, employment protection is also negative and sometimes significant, and the
interaction of employment protection with the R&D variable is positive and sometimes
significant. The double interaction is always significant positive. The regression results for the
staff costs are similar, but also at low levels of significance. Financial liberalization is always
significantly positive, the interaction of financial liberalization with external financing
dependence is negative and always significant, employment protection is mostly not
significant—only once is it statistically significant (negative), and the interaction of employment
protection with the staff cost variable is never significant. The double interaction is in two out of
four cases significantly positive.
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indicates that it is the combination of relative (changes in) powers of different stakeholders that
affects a firm overall performance. Using US state level and state-industry level output, we
investigate how overall economic performance is affected by the combination of bank branch
deregulation and changes in employment protection over the period 1972 to 1994. We find that
financial liberalization positively and greater powers of workers negatively impact overall
economic growth. In terms of channels, while the effects of financial liberalization do not differ
across industries that vary in their natural external financing dependency, employment protection
appears to promote those industries that are more labor-intensive and knowledge-based. This
suggest that financial liberalization operates mostly through an efficiency channel, (re-)allocating
resources better, while employment protection allows for more sector- and firm-specific, human

capital investment.

We think our evidence mainly speaks to the efficiency arguments of the regulatory and judicial
system encouraging all stakeholders to contribute according to their best comparative advantage
to the firm. However, and even though we identify the relevance of stakeholders’ protection
using data from the US, we consider our results to also speak to the broader view of corporate
governance. This view is more relevant in other developed countries (e.g., continental Europe,
Japan), where banks and labor play a large role in firm monitoring and governance. And this
view may be especially important for emerging markets, given their more limited stock market
development and the typical dominance of banks in financial intermediation. Although poor
stakeholders’ protection has long been recognized as a possible source of limited economic and
financial development (for review of the general literature, see Acemoglu, Johnson and
Robinson, 2005, and of the law and finance literature, see Levine 2005) as well as of macro-
economic vulnerabilities and possible contributing to financial crises (see Johnson and others,
2000, Mitton, 2002, Joh, 2003 for shareholders protection), it is difficult to explain the good
performance of some economies on the basis of shareholders’ oversight alone as shareholders
appear to have limited (effective) legal powers. This may be because other stakeholders in such

economies are more effective in enhancing firm performance. Whether this is the correct
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interpretation and how, if at all, this can be generalized, remains unclear since the role of

stakeholders in firm performance is still poorly understood.
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Figure 2a: The Pattern of Financial Deregulation and Adoption of Employment Protection

& 3
Q
«
- w -
c v c
8 g
i s
Q -
Lr) —
o -
-20 -10 0 10 20 -10 0 10 20
Difference between n and p Difference between n and g
& 9 4
& <
v o}
v € < 7
8 g
¢ o
e o |
0 - 0 -
o - o -
-20 -10 0 10 20 -10 0 10 20
Difference between n and ¢ Difference between n and z
Notes:
n is dummy indicating the year branch restrictions were lifted via de novo branching
p is public policy index
g is good faith index

c is implied contract index
z is combination of p, g and ¢



Figure 2b: The Pattern of Financial Deregulation and Adoption of Employment Protection

Q1 ?-

15

10

[43

-20 -10 (0] 10 20 -10 (0] 10 20
Difference between m and p Difference between m and g

15

10

o
-20 -10 0 10 20 -5 0 5 10 15 20
Difference between m and c Difference between m and z

Notes:

m is dummy indicating the year M&A branch restrictions were lifted
p is public policy index

g is good faith index

c is implied contract index

z is combination of p, g and ¢



33

"0/, G J© [9AD] 9OUBOIIUSIS SOJOUIP (4) YSLIAISY "SIOqUINU UOIIBAIISQO S} MOYS SIOqUINU SOI[}] :9JON

6¢ 9LE 9L€ 9.€ 9L€ 1233 r8E
00001 *[801°0" #VIv1°0- $990°0- §2o00 *Pr11°0 *L0ET°0 19A0YE ] -NUY
9501 9501 9501 9501 9501 9501
I *66SL°0 *L06C°0 x0918°0 *ICLT°0 *V9LT0 Jsarprey
9¢01 9¢01 9¢01 9¢01 9¢01
! *11V1°0 *¥0€S°0 *86CC°0 *EVCE0 1oenuoy
9¢01 9601 9¢01 9¢01
I *916C°0 x0651°0 *Cv91°0 yieq pooH
9601 9601 9801
I *£LST°0 x016C°0 Aarjo4 d11qng
&L01 8201
I *8C8L0 oAOU 3p
8401
I VN
1sa1Ieyq 10B1U0)) yje poon Karjod arqngd 0AOU 9P VN
IoAOYR [ -NUY uo13090)014 JuswAordwy UONBZI[RIdqIT [RIOUBUIL]

saguey) [eUOnNINSUJ [9AIT-9)¥)S SUOWE SUONRB[I.LIO)) "B J[qe L



34

[4K0 09°0 99°¢ 66'1 170 01°0 6€°0 8€°0 6L°0 (440 L1°61 1€y A PIS
670 790 009 610 96°0 01°0 o S¥0 L6'1 6€°0 LET S UBSA
230420 YEINY 76 S]osSp p - Xopujzy - }Sa1]4vi ynof 1OD4JU0D Ad1704 A2402YD] 040U I(] 1274 ymo.ary  (jaad] 21p  2]qLID
3ugjooyog  paxi]  ax1/saIv§ poon poydwy  oyqng -yuy pappy  1S)iimoln

/S125SY anjn, pappy
2]q13uvjuy e

SI[qRLIB A UIBJA] JO SUONRIAJ(] PIBPUR)S PUE SAGBIIAY I dqe],

"0/ G 18 [9AQ] 90UBOIIUSIS $9I0UIP (4) SHIOISY "SIOqUINU UOTJBAISSO U} MOYS SIOqUINU SOI[BI] :0JON

6% 6% 6F 6F
0000°1 %6L7S°0 +81LE0 6£01°0~ Surjooyos o3e1oAy
65 6S 65 SJOSSY POXI]
00001 *6L0L°0 £09€P°0- /a1qISueiuy
65 65 SJOSSY POXI]
00001 +9€7S°0" JEEIEN
66
0000°T ‘doq urg 1xyg
mOON @Qm Ovaﬂ maomm< qumm OQQOUQQQOQ
QM UM.HO owo:OQ 0] maumm/w mwommaﬂ _.&Moﬁwﬁm Ll
mo EOEON.H ki .®>< o—ﬁdwﬁmﬂ: ﬁoxﬁ Ll 0] mo_mm —maoﬁmm—

SINSLIdJIRIRY D) [FAIT-AI)SNpU] SUOUWIE SUONE[ILI0)) " d[qeL



35

vLYE O vLECTO 68¥€°0 06€€°0 LOSE0 €TrE0 905€°0 86€€°0 LY¥E0 arenbs-y
8001 8001 8001 8001 8001 8001 8001 8001 6201 "$qQ Jo JoquinN
[920°0-] [czt0-] [+65°1-] [669°1-] [115°1-] [608°1-] [zLo] [¥8L°1]
110°0- vLTO- €9°0- #«169°0- LYE1- *L€9°1- #%056°0 «918°0 W3RPHOM
[vzs vl [10S¥] [66¢7] [LL9°¥] [z8¢v]
+4£80L°1 #%xx069°1 #xxSLG'] $%%S8L°1 #xx1C9°1 qriurg
(6) (8) ) ) (S) (D) (€) (@) (1)
umozpmm HomeoU ﬁ_wm voo@ %o:om oE@:m

04T I8 seses PUB 046 1B 4oy S0401] 38 JUBOIIUSIS SO)OUDD ,, :SIOLIO PIBPUL)S
1SNqOI UO paseq dIe pajrodal sonsye)s-} oYL 'porodal Jou Jnq ‘popnour dle SOIUIUND JedK St [[om St S]O09]JO PIXI) [9AQJ] 9)elS "PAYSI[qeIsd JI ouo Jo
onjea oy} Sumye) ‘ojqerrea Areulq e SI 3] "9Jels Yoed Ul Woy) JO 1SoI[Ied oy} Jo 9oenuod parjdwi oy ey pood ‘Korjod orjqnd 1oy310 uo paseq soSIeyosip
[nySuoim 103 uondaoxs ay SI JYSIYII0AN "Pore[nSoIop J1 oUO JO onjea dy3 Sume) O[qeLreA AJeurq e SI 3] "9je)s [oed ur uone[ngalop youelq jueq paseq
V2N ST QUTUL] $661 03 €61 porad ay) 1040 ‘xopul [dD [euoneu Aq paje[jop 9onpoid ayels ss013 Jo djer amois [eal oy SI o[qeriea juspuadap oy

SUOISSIIFIY [IAI7] 9IS T dqe L



36

LLY00 YLY00 1L¥0°0 vLY00 TLY0°0 8910°0 TLY0°0 TLY0°0 69t0°0 9Lt0°0 vLY00 arenbs-y
9L20§ 9L20§ 92208 9L20§ 9L20§ 9L20S 9L70S 9L20§ 9L20§ 9L20§ 9L70§ '$qQ JO JoqunN

dogogpapmouyy,
[LoL6] [Ly676] [6L87C] [€6€79] WSIAHOM

#+%610°0 #4%610°0 #+x910°0 #+%070°0 doqur X qrIuLy
[8zeL] [2099] [s099] [z1676] [096°+] [seos] [611°¢€] [906°C] [LyeT] [LzoL] [zo1°9] dogedpajmouy,
$3xLEC0 $xxL8T1°0 $5x 18170 $3%10C°0 3% SV 10 07170 wxx[LT0 #xx001°0 #x%C0C 0 #xx0€C°0 #xx[81°0 WSRO
lovLc] [c1zC] [00s2-] [61¢7¢-] [sLee] [Ls8C] [seze-] [6%07¢-] [s8¢¢-] [09s2-] [ov6'1-]

#%%C96°0" #x9SL°0" [ 780" s 60117 %2%896'0" %xx086°0 #xSLET  xxx0L0'T" 4xxC6T T #x868°0" %659°0- WSRO M
[vovc-] [e1z1] [e9¢T-] [Lz8°0] [ssz1-] [1L2707] [zvse-] [690°1] doqurixd «
#+ €00 €L00 #xL61°0" 150°0 SLOO- ¥$0°0- #8170 £90°0 qUuig

[6£07+] [1Le+] [8¢67¢] [1zzv] [1€97¢] [6L97¢] [9v0+] l6s€v]
s ST #5:x8E€T | w811 w4 COL T 127 €0" [ 970" [ sk €S 11 w4V EC| qryurd
(€1) (T1) (11) 1) (6) (8) (L) (9) () () (€)
JERITRCE | joenUO) e, poon Korjod arqng

%1 1B s PUB (%G

18 i $9%01 18 JUBOIUSIS SA)OUDP , SIOLD PIEPUL)S JSNQOI UO PAseq dre pajodar sonsne)s-) Ay ], ‘payiodal J0u Jnq ‘papnjoul oIk SIWWND 18K SE [[oM SB S}09JJ0 PaXl) [oA9] Ansnpur-ajers "uononpoid ur [ejides
Teo1sAyd ueyy 1oyjer 93pajmou| uo ddueI[aI [9AJ] Ansnpur ay) SuLmsesw ‘Aysudjur [eded Jo [e001d1031 dY) ‘O1eI JOSSE PAXI-01-s3[es Ay} I doaSPI[mouy "PAYSIQeIS JI dUO JO anjea dy) Sunye) ‘djqeliea Areulq
B ST )] "2Je)S [OBD UI WY} JO JSAI[Ied dy) 10 Yoenuod pardu ay) ‘yirey poosd ‘Adrjod o1jqnd 1op1o uo paseq sagreyosip [njSuoim 1oy uondooxa oy st JYSHYI0A, aseqerep 2doosplIop 2yi Suish 900z 01 1661
WOy JeaK [OBd JO UBIPAUI JO UBAW 8Y) SE PAJR[NO[ed ‘(8661) So[eSurz-ueley ur paurap se doueUlj [BUIXI Jo Aouspud) [0A9] Ansnpur oy st doqurjixy “parenSo1ap J1 auo jo onfea ay) Sunje) dqeriea Areuiq
® ST 3] "91e)S Yoed Ul uone[nSaIap youelq yueq paseq YRIA SI QU TUL] 661 01 €261 Pouad oy 100 ‘xapul [4)) [euoneu £q pajegop Jonpoid Ansnpur-ajes ssoiS Jo ojel [1mois el ayj s dqeLiea juspuadop oy [,

SUOISSIIGIY [IAI] A1ISnpuU[-9)€)S € d[qeL



37

SLY0'0 ¥L¥0°0 1L¥0°0 €LY0°0 °LY0°0 89¥0°0 1.¥0°0 IL¥0°0 8910°0 SLY00 ¥LY0°0 0L¥0°0 arenbs-y

9L20S 9L20S 9L20S 9L20S 9L20S 94208 9L20S 94208 9L20S 9L20S 9L20S 9L20S '$qQ JO JequnN
[eyde)) pox1y/d[qIsue)u,
[zot ¢l [sor¥] [seoT] [oss ] WERDHOM «
##x9S1°0 wxxLL1°0 #+€C1°0 ##x961°0 doquIIXT QU TuL]
[€86°¢] [¥697¢] [s1L76] [LsLv] [c6Tt] losev] [18¢7] [veed [1sT°7] [+98°¢] [y1t76] [seps] [ende) paxri/oqIBueiu],
#xx0€6°1 wkxVLL' ] sk CSLTT #xxESS71 ##xx0SE" 1 #xx8€€" | #xLV81 #x019°1 #x0€9°1 #5976 [ #x0EL" T s [ L] WSrPom
[o11°277] [9107] [1eez] [6¥97-] [sesz] [2r92-] [6€972-] lo8sz-] [1882] [126°1-] [18L71-] [820°z-]
w+CLL'O"  #xTEL0-  #48€8°0" #xx186°0"  4x9€6°0"  #x996°0" wxs0L6 T 4xx 061" 444601°C £669°0" #SP90"  wxLTLO" JYSRPHIOM
[8%9°1-] [099°0] [696°1-] [8¥¢°0] [esT1-] [£98°0-] [801°2-] [¥ss-ol doqui Xy
#791°0- 8€0°0 #+CL1°0" 120°0 8900~ 0500 #+881°0" €00 qryur]
[€60] [90¢v] [zs6°¢€] [891] [8¥9°¢] [sL9¢€] [990+] [66T¥]
%8911 #xx01C' 1 sk CCL T #xxSLTT #xx8€0°[ x#xSV0T xxx8S T T #x:91C 1 qrurg
(T1) (11) (1) (6) (8) (L) (9) () (¥) (€) (2) (1)
JEENTRCE | JoRNUOD) e poon Korjod oriqng

%l 18 sse PUB (%G 1B yex (%01
1€ JUBdIIUSIS S)OUIP , :SIOLID PIEPUE)S JSNOI U0 PIseq dle paytodal sonsnels-} Ay payiodol Jou nq ‘papnjoul dre SAIULIND JedK Se [[oM St )09 PaxIy [9Ad] Ansnpur-ayels "uononpoid ur [eydes
TearsAyd uety 1oyje1 3PI]MOUY UO IDUBI[AI [9AJ] AIISNPUI Y} INSBIUI 0) PISN ST Ol JOSSB PIXIJ 0 19SSt J[qITUBIU] "PIYSI[GLISI JI dUO JO an[eA ) Funye) Q[qeliea A1eulq e SIJ] "9Jels [oBd ul way)
JO 18011189 21 10 “oenuod parjdwr ayy Yy pood ‘Aorjod orjqnd 1oyre uo paseq sagreydsip [nySuoim 10y uondooxa ayy SI WSO “dseqeiep 9dodsplioa i Suisn 9007 01 [66] WOLJ Tedk yoed Jo
UBIPOW JO UBAUI Y} S PRI (866 1) So[edurz-ueley ul pauljop se ddueulj [BUINXS JO AOUapud) [9AJ] Ansnput a3 st doquifixy "pa1e[n3aIop J1 ouo Jo anjeA ) Surye) Q[qeLIBA ATeulq e SI )] "dJe)s
[oea u1 uone[nSaIop youelq yueq paseq YA SI QUTUL] ‘$661 0 €461 poLad ay) 10A0 ‘xopul [ [euoneu Aq pejeyop “9onpoid Ansnpui-9jels ssoid Jo el yimolIs [ea1 ay sI [qerrea judpuadap oy

$)ISSY J[QISUBIU—SUOISSIIZIY [9A] A1Snpuf-3)els *§ dqeL



38

YL¥00 €LY0'0 69%0°0 €L10°0 Y00 L9Y0°0 1L¥0°0 1L¥0°0 L9Y0°0 SLY00 vLY0'0 69v0°0 axenbs-y
s8eey s8eey s8eey S S5 c8eey 4434 4434 4434 s8eey s8eey s8eey '$qQ JO JequnN
SuI[00YdS,,
[1€8°¢] [1¥5°¥] [Leo 1] [165°¥] WSIPHOM
##%55S°0 #5690 2020 #4x7€9°0 doqurIxgqryutg
[v1T76] [6681] [Lyvey] [orzy] [e8L€] [1s8°¢] [¥89°1] [vzo1] [Lzo1] [095°¢] [181°¢] [9cTs] SurooydS,
##4SSTL 425999 %4461L'9 #24EV6°S  4xaCITS  #44E8T'S *LY9'S 01€’S ¥e's #2xlV0'8  xaCEEL  #4x€6E°L JYSTYHOM
[1r1¢] [L16T] [¥81°¢-] [181°¢-] [6v62-] [€907¢-] [9¢6°1-] [868°1-] [€80C-] [v8t¢-] [9sT¢-] [vLy e
#5869 1" 4xx08S T~ 4x0CTL'[- ##40EL' T 54009 T-  4xx199°1- *LLET «C1€°C- #467ST 2448761 #xx88L' 1" wxsb06'[- WERPHoM
[ev6:2-] [901°1-] [ovT¢-] [ser1-] [829°1-] [sps1-] [s1T¢-] [oLo°1-] doqurgixd
#+%8LT°0" ¥90°0 #24VLT 0" 8900~ +860°0- 68070 #2x9LT°0" 7900~ qryut]
[ov8°¢] [8o1¥] legL €] [800°%] [¥597¢] [899°¢] [Lzg¢€] [z60°1]
wxx[9T T 4x48TT°1 S b ) e i | w001 T wasbOT'T w5 CSTT 4 CTTT qryurg
(T1) (11) 01) (6) (8) (L) (9) (S) (¥) (€) (2) (1)
1sorpIRyg 1081U0D e poon K110 o11qng

041 I8 sexexe PUB 094G 1B 4 (040 I8 JUBOIJIUSIS SOJOUIP 4 :SIOLID
PIepuE)S 1SNQOI U0 Paseq aIe pajiodar sonsne)s-} Ay [ pariodal 10U Jng ‘pAPNJOUL SIB SIIUIWND JBIA SB [[OM SB S109JJ0 PaxIy [9A9] Ansnpul-ajels “uononpoid ur [eyideo [eorsAyd ueyy 1oyjer o3pajmoury
U0 QJURI[AI [9AS] AISNPUL d) SIINSLIW Pue GOOZ PUB OF6] Ul SojenpeId 939[[0d Jo uonoely a3eIdAL oy} SI SUIOOYdS "PAYSI[qRISI JI dUO JO anjeA ) Jurye) D[qeriea A1euiq e s1 )] 9Je)s [oed ul woy
J0 1sa17189 21} J0 “‘poenuoo pardur oy ‘yrey poos ‘Aorjod orqnd 1oyyre uo paseq seSreyosip [nySuoim 10j uondooxa oy S JYSTYHOA "dseqeiep odoosplIop 2y) Suisn 990 01 1661 WO Jedk Yoes jo
UBIPOW JO UBAW A} SB Paje[no[ed (866 1) So[eSulz-ueley ur pouyjop se oouLulj [BUINIXA JO AOUSPUD] [9AJ] Ansnpur oy st doquiIxH "Poe[n3aIop JI U0 JO an[eA Y Furye) ‘OqeLieA A1euiq e S )] "0je)s
[oed Ul uonen3aIop youelq Jueq paseq YRIA SI qITUL] “$661 03 €61 Polad oy 10A0 Xapul [dD) [euoneu Aq parejop ‘onpoid Ansnpul-o1els ssoid Jo ajel 1Mol [eal oY) I d[qeLieA juopuadap oy ],

UONBINPF—SUOISSIITIY [IAIT AN)SNPUL-I)¥)S *S d[qR L,



