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Analysis of the Relationship Between the Health Insurance Premium and the Coefficient
of Market Concentration by Using Panel Data to MMC in NY State
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Kohei NISHIKAWA, Graduate School of Economics, Osaka Prefecture University
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Abstract
This paper is examined the relationship between the health insurance premium and the
coefficient of market concentration in the county, by using panel data on MMC in NY state.
It is found that the market size impacts the health insurance premium, and health insurance
premium is sold at low-price in the county where MMC suppliers are concentrated in large
market size.
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The Effect of Unbalanced Technological Progress on Wage Differential:
A Two-sector Model Approach
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Abstract

In the context of developing economies, we develop a two-sector model, which consists of an
advanced manufacturing sector and a perfect competitive agricultural sector. The manufactur-
ing sector has a duopolistic structure where a high-tech domestic firm competes with a foreign
firm, while only domestic low-tech firms operate in the agricultural sector. The manufacturing
sector is skilled-labor intensive, and the agricultural sector is unskilled-labor intensive. We
examine the effect of technological progress on the domestic economy. As the main result, we
show that an improvement in product efficiency by the domestic manufacturing firm increases
the wage differential between the skilled and unskilled workers.

X—7—F WS, HeBE, s-n/—8s, SHFEFA
Keywords: Technological Progress, Wage Differential, Cournot Duopoly, Two-sector Model

JEL X4r : J31, 012, 030

* AREEMLTTI0R LA BNEROREH I, B THEL SROTIHELE) 2 LA, KREBREEL AL
HRBRGOMRET 1 6B ERUTHAEBY £ L, SEBALOMHIET, HREE, ZHMBRNEREI B2 LH

FLESIRBEBIEILA, BATLLVBHSLETEY. %, FRCHET 0L LAY LEBFORECHLE LN D
NTHNET,

** WEE D T464-8601 BEBHTREFEA
E-mail: takeho-nakamura@hotmail.co.jp

—920 —

1. Bl

BEROBEREEFHSEAELE, BEAST
FEHEHRRELTW(EA L, BFB LUEE
BENEHE2E(BRLTWAE D THEILR
SR LN, FROBRII, FENRESHL
AESOBEEN LIS, B3—EHAICBITE
M - RAOEEL LTHIRATWS, EX
HDBEER, I T FhEicEFIc R
n, BB, RELBEBEETEAMLT
w3, BREEEEICHITZTHESMTIE, B
e o sEELE I EIEERE (FDD
FBRLTHHIKBALTEY, CoBFAnAE
DIRIIFHES BB L o iCE SO LEYE
ELNTWA, D& Mg, Bblisd)
BHITH B EMHETH Y, AT
EBHZLWEHANBOESRE (EicgkF) (3,
RUBSHEEONTH 2. BRELENXET
WM BT 2 BRLSEOEWESIZ, 20E
DALY, RBICEFETIHBERICLE
Br T L, FETHSICE T 3 REi-RBEER
DEEHEBICLSRLBEBERIITTHS .
L EnHEESRNL &, RFTIITEL B¥EDS
LRZZHFAETNVERWT, BEITHRBMN
BRESFEAREEEICRITTHRICBELT
HRM LT ERAS, £LT, BREERS
DETL LTER SN2 aRLEOKHTES
¥, BEBERERTIEVIBRERT.

L, B2 LE2BFOWRRRD L T”%E2E
Twv 3, B Mukherjee and Sinha [2007)]
DEBMRTIE, BELEORWESH, 2
S>THEEEZBLLEREZILIHNBRI LW
MMM L BRITRENTWBY, HEOEMN
ERPREEELRILT S v RFDERIL,
BEOIDFHEOBEDI LRNIEE LW LT
3% v, L7cd*> T, Mukherjee and Sinha
LRRLBBEFELAVE YL b, FRIE
LERLC, BERRES LD LEIESC
S ENHBEIEHL TR LER S,

HREX . BEBMOREESr R EER R TRE

%EE>rMRELE~OFDI 2@ LK
B EEICB L T i3, Findlay (1978] o8y
BF %2 Ll 3k, Das [1987), Wang and Blom-
strom [1992], Nakamura [2002] 6tk > T
HRINTEL, HFBPEARAKCEBLE
EHIEHT LT B NLDHELRLY, &
F#RREANFR T, THRBER] ORE
ICEBLTw3, #RETHE, Findlay 65455
%75 HEL%ED (HHND) Xv v FTv7
Bah [RICRELALELRS], FOILH
ERERIC WAL 2HBERIITIEA I LW
FHRETHWENRT WS, THBEKRT, RFHi
Findlay 6 OWIRE2WHR T2 b0E %3,

FETH 2 BELHK L SMELKENTEL MIH
S ERAL, BRNRABROETRL
ETHEACHWLRTER, 209 TYH, &
LRI RBERRF/KBICHT 3%k
MFEEEE LEE LKL LT, Spen-
cer and Brander [1983] & Lahiri and Ono
(1999] #¥#iF o3, HiFiIAEEAENM,
Z LTHEFRBEAOLEMR TCoOFHNES &
BE (Vobevy77407) IREBLTEY,
HEEMOREATBORSICHFA LR LR
Bid, N ABTREBIIRKLFDIEC
LHMMBEELBEL TS, FDIFBRT
ABNBATTRRE, v—AnrarF o yiil

1) Mukherjee and Sinha Tit, ELRDBEFH~D
BAFAIBU L FDIOWT NS DAL BIRT I LS
[ZHR—6) LRELAVTEY), TNBAFADRE
BAELROMARAKEICEREL TS, LEHST,
BT I FDI 2730w 9:8iIREL I KRR Y
3&9%, BERRARAKBOMRAHGHFEET 2, BE
DEFBEY, SORPAELLCLI CBAT IR
i3, BNAROBRE/RFAERE TR LRSS
Z2BEVIDN, BENRBRRRMETNIERE Y
2Tw3,

2) Mukherjee and Sinha >*¥)—#)7%HRE (5ME) %
BELTHEMMTET->TWIDIHLT, 2HTHE,
ZRHMOSHENEELREL, BEMTIT>Tu%
W, LRd o THER, BEFTE) UL, R
MDFRAFR~DBE (TRRIREEBOELTRIN
3) LHMAZLTTw3, BEOARLHILD, FE
SHIRREDORE L Lizvs,

—2] —



BRBREIr—Fn BSHBH1F

? X Bk T, Grossman [1981], Richardson
(1991, 1993], Lahiri and Ono (1998), Qiuand
Tao [2001) &L FFEL T3, RiZVoh
HLEEMBEIIIZEB L Twiewn,

BRI L BB E T TW30N, FDI
LHARENMEEL L, FDIORImiz
BEWEBELEIEED L BB 72 Das
[2002] T 3%, Das [2002] € #/i DApy
BilAalk, Z8M (RSP ELEHM),
ZEERE (BB RBBSE, S LiIcEE
HRENRL 5 _o% (AELREBNLR)
LB 7 =N/ —BESTEINIDIN, i
BCHRMALHEBT S, LT, Das ¥
LT WREMEFESIANRS CRET
BDREALPIST 29, FRTEXLPEOY
Bl T, REELWA > FOIT B«
1T EWEREBREEINLY, BE, JNLD
ERPBWESC L > TERICEARESH -
HTRTWBDIZNLT, B4~ FEANICI
FRXE DOBWERL RBSEEHA 2L T
5. RELHEHE W BT ERE R
R BHA, BADLEDRDBENEFES
(BARE~DX L+ v FTP97) dELB L,
EWNREE (BIPHETER) Suwhri Bt b
6T THH I, DL HEVwISHLT,
Das [2002] i=#f 20 2 1872 R RO R IE 2 — 2359
BTN, —BOWERP LNREE S 2T
N, i, 70/ -BEETS TRLHS
WRADZAIIC LY, FSPrIDLEEMOMmIGRE

3) Das [2002) T3, FDIIZMUBHMMERTY 2 h,
FDI ki3 N EREOUMTHEIRE L 3, FDI oK
m Tibbh, BEMLERRELEHBALROMM
i3, EBELABEREOHRDRBERL, BABIH~
DENBEET THLNRELET IS, FhEM
B, Wil o380 L ABERR/ SIS L LT
B ERRELTWINT, MY BINBIST 130 i
L, ShimasitoRet FraBREL 3,

4) Das (2002) 2 FDI DfEkiCEB LTV 3K LT,
FRMRS EBAOGEEMRERDICERLTVWS S
RELTHERRL S, Lorl, BEL bRRO[/N
L7a—SRUREBLTWASRMLTH Y, A
Das DRIREMELBE EH L L0 3,

B LU ERROFRICH L TREMNSITES
P RITTRBRRGZEA ST & 29,
FROBRIILITOEY . E2HTEFLD
BELHERERAT S, S3mTl, aEL
ROUWESONRESNT 2, B4HTRHS
BLUSGROBEE BN,

2. F 0

X8 (THERT) L YHA (Bt
T) LI ZHMP LRI BEEEL 29 Y
BRATIRZHRDBELKIELBEICTIL,
=2 AV—-NMTHELEEEN-YHEZ4E
BELTW3?, XBMICIIBALENBALT
BY, TEHREALELAELRIC L2 ML T
HBY o, 7N —BMoORRESEF
. FWTREBRRS2RET 20T, E5H0
TRREATHET 3. AL, BeRsE
LR, =24 Vv—-LHTH2 YROERE
THECBEIZNS,

BEOBEBR, 27=75 2842895
FIB% U(D:, D,)=DID} " = & > THifBic &
N3 T D:3XHoiERE, Dy i3
YMERRETH 5, ERMEE M TRL, X
Mo EEE pTETE, —BRELED

5) 2-n/-REREOBWRTINLDIE, LR
Wang and Blomstrom [1992), Nakamura [2002],
Spencer and Brander [1983), Lahiri and Ono (1998,
1999], Qiu and Tao (2001) ¥ &t £ { DYWL X TH
“WHENRTWS,

6) MRBEENERKICN-EY), SSTRIBERR:
BRTHBH, SFLLFRBEYICL &2 3 LB d %\,
R & BB, B3, MR F -
Y—YRBMLo—~FI2BMAL EBLTH L,

7) Y#EMoaBLR: X BMOEBALREEICAY L
THERTH Y, FMOSROEMTH 3 AL X 5
FInAReRIC L >THARRT 3,

8) FHHFBVIELTVILILMBEREEFICHEWTIL,
HOHILHHRRIC & > T SEBLRFBA L TW 25513,
EERMITHILV L, LS, HIBEOEIBER
NEH LI LRENTBTH3EMNE v, TEBL
RETPERNOWBH®LZ B CEIEHTRE LTI,
Wong [1995) » #1354 HE,

FHEHM M=pD:+D, Db & T, RiROYWHE
HRRLE NG, COMEERTE, ANBE
AR %185,

D:=yM/p, Dy=(1~7)M (D

EEFNDOEELERL, BROERETE
dha, 27, EEERLLTHESEh X
BEEEho_EEEE L, BEYHERER
2 L.TEL, kBEornE L THET. Y
|MP T RS RS HRHEBREL, KRB
BHEBOBEADADLL Y BHrtEEEINZ LT
3. EERFILARKTH Y, fiknls,
REBFBOB/AGREI 1 THELT S, Lo
»-T, YHMoERE Q 2, CoSMMATRE
AN RBEFBEOH L EL LD
(ie, Qu=L,). RN, SBT3
BHEERIIERELBINT, i b 1ok
1ttt 5.

i, XBod&kZicid, Bs%Se e kB
HEBRFOFADRLERTRTH S, 1 KFAX
DEERIRFREL, = iIEHby s Rk
MEEREMLTET S, SSTRBRAHMHETT
o—Fic & D, REORBLTEIERBHKE
RAWTHET 3. £ENES 1 KFERDBAIC
i3, EEREFEDORAIIENREICHEEET,
HMEREE GHOBSICRIESEES) o
AlEET I EMMLNTWE, L nT
T, ERICEE L iR ERKT
%<, M BEoME T 20 RELR
ARA] FRTHABRARKEZAWL LHT
&3, ARSI, BALHRORUBRFARKE
Clws, wu) TETETHIE, SO Fo 1 KA
ROBEICED, ROLHICHEHEES,

C( Ws, Wu) = qu( w./wu' l) = qu( w) = C( w)

CC.’C‘, Wsy Wuy W(EWJ/WM) {3, {‘fL{"h,

PHASE, RBNREE BNRSREERT.

Y@ THBEHEEEM 1 ictkEsI L 2R
ganlw, RBEHEFBHMEE BB
BTS2 L2RETIOT, XBMics

WRGX | LEBPIOR LSS REFRIBUTTRE

THRBBRERY, Hic1ti3, 2T,
HAREROT(IL, LIBREEROEE
FRE:LTELEZZ itk S (e, we=18 1k
U dw=dw,), ¥Hr% MK —RERS &L ks
WrDHFEH, (wW)>0>c(w)THBZ &
IIELICRES, 72, P x3—Fo@lick
N, BESEE L URBBHHBNOBAREYE
nEh, c’(w) & c(w)—we'(w) TRENDZZ
Liryr s,
X8t aBL LN LENR
i3, EBOYBRETH S, MHELILEEREL
TWHBHRTIE, BRESEWAICHIT2AE
LROFIR MRBEFEFMELTB LN
£\, T I Ti3Das [2002] icfEvy, £EEED
FBEERTNNFA—F bEBRATEL
2T, WANEERFNELERT. B
#IC 3, BALEORMBAMKIC b 2RT
32kick), AELRORIBANKE XX
D& iET,
caw;b)=bc(w), b5>1
X BMoBELREE Q. THRE, XHo%

BEH Q=D (1) »&, COHNHETE
Bifk & kOWTHB.

p=7M/Q.v 2)
XBAOME LR, COMBICHTEGL &b
b, ZAOHE n(i=f, d) E/BKAETSE LS

o, Bl e BB CBRT 5. F¥D
FIRBAALD—RERMIIRD & 5 IcFRE S,

any p—c(w) _gr (3)
dqs 0 ® p Q'

871'4 2 bC( w) g4 4)
aqd 0 & P £3 (

9) CoERXRkIZEY), AL I RENEBERS NI,
BELRIBALREY LE(OHHHTA, VTRH
SEPELTORTERRALLRETHILITL S,

100 2o, BACROEHICIZISLFO f 21, AE
NBKISIZ d EHTTRHUL TS,

1) ZRSREFRLENDS EIREAHISHEETES,

—923—



EEBEY v —FL B5RE1H

Bl L RBES MO LEARMGIZAD & 5
Ige 3,

Le=c'(w)(qr+bga) (5
Lu=[c(w)—wc(w) g, +bgz)+L, (6)

X B Y MoEiatgsess,

Q2=D: 4]
Qy=Dv+[ﬂ_C(w)JQJ 8

Th 5, BBEDHE[p—c(w)le, 3HBHERD
FIFTHN, BRNEY, =24 L—1HTH
SYMOBTHFECEREING, Lo=R%
RELAebENE, BESEOREHH

pR:+Qu=pD:+Dy+[p—c(w)lg, (9)

283, CoHED, =24 L—NVEITR-
REERLSENENE, RETHE, £FBGE»S
RI:GDPTH 3. ALRXHE» LB
GDP (e, BHR 75 2#BAD»LOEE) #
LT3,

2.1 BHigR

Q=L,BLV” (3) 6 (8) FTHHRIC
5T, 62DKMEK D, w, 94,0, Q kL,
NEERHRE S, ¥, 3) & ) ¥4
5L,

2p=Q+b)c(w) _ g, , qa
» Q-1

#8535, J2T, BROFSI, Q:=q,+qq
LW EEPLBLNE, FROBERICEET
nig, RRX#83.

p=(1+b6)c(w) (10
CHAREZRAVIUE, TORER»ELNS,
m&)_=L an

F) 1+5
p—=bc(w)__1
(10) (3, X MOBREEI~>—2T v 7 D%
NITRNBRA* EE2Z L, BV, 5ol

HRADT T, 2n>—27T v 7HEAELHK
DIEHWREDIBWM O CERKET I LR
LTw3,

Kic (1) & (12) #, 3 & @) A
Thig,

&= a3
L=ty (19)

25, NI, NFA-2 bHERT S
20T, BALHOTHL 2 7HMAL, B
BN ENIELTELERLTWS, &
2, ThHDRUL, bk bLT, B
DHNEHRENEL X L2 EELTW2,
CDER%E, Das [2002] DER L B+ 22
LRIRRIFVWEBDLNS, DasDBX T, B
EBLROBBBFEL L B 20213, bofiz
125 2DMISBIRT 2 EHFVETH 22,
BoHiT, BHNBXOE 4TI, BENMHIL
DIHIT, b=1 (2F N, ANDHEIFTIEZH
FELEZWY—X) 2HZTWBEYW, Lids
T, ¥ Das EFNOLEEBWEXHBALT
WHEBZED, ARXOSHOHEMEIIED
TR%Y3LE15,

FEICRAW, 3¢, @#ALEHME, 10
E (13 25

12) 5€(1,2) & v» 5 394913, Das (2002) o p60 & B &
(R2) THLLNATW3,

13) Das [2002) T, SOL 3 AMNHNLE L %0 dHHMHRM
Hi2, n, BOBALRE n,BOABLRYFET S L
W ERBO—RIEL U INTWII EICH S, Dasid,
LRUDAENRE A A= ZLDRRICHAL BT T
a0, ERED—faibt BxT dKE. AstHHES
EBRTAFGA=F b RHEVECEL TS, #
RIS, AMERIRROBMLICER LTw 3R TIL,
EREEBDELRSr—EYRTIE I RMNRES
I=HT, FHRODLHBMERLT BT INHE
BN EIRCEFANTRBEENT VB,

14) BTFTTRTEXBANENIL, wi QHRKIcL
S>TRFEDHYBWERT EILP( L TH S, 2R
2, BB (18) & (19) tw3=RickidLh 3,

— 24—

[-cwa=x5@e@) ()

LB, (5) L (6) »b(gtbg) BiHE
ThiTkER5.

(Qy=)Ly=Eu—[J—H—%—)—C wouw) L, ae)

(15) & (16) AW, (9 BT LS
cRE 5,

(M =)ﬂDx+Dy=pr+ fm_
[y, # o) an

SIT, @ EFAWTEROM % pQ:fy i@
BaHhzZLRRIC, 10) 2@HwTp 2
+h)c(w) I EHRITEEBIT NI, TR
(19) #4135, thh, (18) oF W, (13) &
(14) # (5 AT HI LR LEBICHELN
3,

. 2 ,_ L,
SS g . 1+5 Qx—m (18)

WU st : [U=2040) B0 ()=

L-[elzuc@]r, a9
18) & (9 &, ARG, 2RO—ER
HRBRFNTEMHELA T, By EE X
BRFUOELEARAELERLELLLOT
3. (18) 20T w i Q:OMATTIEH
HBEMOBRUWHIRILL, (19 FRLT w
¢ Q: DHAOT TSRS D BASHBHRR
Do, LithtnT, SOZRERBERT
w b Qe OMIBEHFOKWLEFZ LK,
FUSLITFCRTB), —BRRET S,
(18) 22By¥T 52 ik~ T, SSHIHE

IKBWTI,
dw | _ 2b )[c’ﬁw!]’
ss_—(l'l'b Lic"(w) >0
tnj wt Q:OMNENBHENRENSY,

d@x
fa%, (19) 2@ ThiE, RADNEIH KK
UU gz 112 w & Q: DDA DBIFRE R

FREX | £SO ESHREBRICRITTES
TIENTESW,

d_Wl =
de uu
tI’ch) 0

Lsc"(w)e{w)[c'(w)] 2 —2Q:c’'(w)
2L, REOHBENIH,
p="L 2 F1g >0

PEHBLTHAWTWS, hbon#ER3 1
DSSHME UUBMTRRENT WS, SS
HBIRTHEE (18) 2T w e QD
HThHh, UUMHBIE (19) i/l T
w3, (18) ¥ (19) % FEeRci#i/ dHfFHEx
BERL I X BRAolHERRE, F10
ZEE=(w* QN iIck-T, —BictRz 3
EHMRINT WS, EITHOMEBTII, 1 TR
SN WO ELEEZREL THFRERE
D LDET B, wk Q% (10, (13),

(14) BV (16) RRATHIZ, EEEBENY
BHAMLITO L ) iFE 51,

1 SSHERY UUBIRIC & 3HERAR

w u S

0 @ 3.

15) (18) #* w & Q: PENENBIME L RTBAILIT DB
Y. wHrLRTIOH0T, ERORARMEITHEA
LT, BEBOBAELE (e, (w) 3TFHEFS. L1
HoT, BEFDORLBEALEH/TILDER, wa
EREELK Q:2MML A ThIT L H%v.

16) (19) ¥ w & Q: PENANREL R EMIE, EISE
HENTHS, wHrTETIL20T, RBAFH0T
ARESBITIOT, RBAFHORLBHERET
BB, Q- DfFMmE L AT L Sl

17) Hlig, E20BIF (o) QEREROMEHHLRT.

— 25—



EFEORY v —F 0 BSRE1S

P*=(+0)c(w?), af=725Qz

FO | *

G 9

®=L—Fﬂﬁﬁ%%££qa (20)
3. IEHMICE 3 BEEROBEMESDOMRE

FETIE, XEM (DM 53254
EEOBWHEEDEALY, BERDHWHLICW
PR ERETHEHELMIT A, KEF
LTI, HWTEEDIREE NS A—2 b2/
WTEHLTEA, b DLz 8 ok
Fick otsEnsE b ERT,

(18) & (19) K& - T, HOMALHE
(w* £Q7) »—FicHZ 22 L £HIETRL
7o, SERGEIEERN L WMBEOFHEE R W T,
RS A= b DEALH w* & QF DI RITT
MERESTT S, (18) £ (19 % w*, Qi3
EU b TEES Lcthicl® L THAIRET
3&,

26(1+5)" Lyc"(c')? dQz/db
dc Oc'QE— Lscc(c’)* \dw*/db

( 2Q%(1+5)*

R it ]co:)

25, EREDLOFERITHOFTHR % 4
THEEI. JOMNOBFEROFFITERTR
i, 4>0THhaZ LilibizmEns, 725
ANDHRREFIUL,

*

de_ 0 (2)
*

dur_ Lo (22)

EWGRERERL. LKL, QEARUT®

18) FefSLAUMES 2815 2z, 738 LUCTFARXAD
ZREBCTREAMED BB EEEL TS, &
72, o(>0) IRIIBEROEREH TS,

L) CERINLTHNRTHY, Z2OFSH
ETHAZLIZELICHERTE S,

Q

2Q%(1+5) Lac(c)?

[ - ; +%{%€‘2_] cQf ®c'QE—Licc"(c)?
>0
A=Fb0+br’ 2Q¥(1+5)*

oc  [A5rdEor
={(55) -+ 5720

(1) & (22) D#RE T LHNIE, kn&HE
ziR5,

SH1 LESMICHT2EELEOENES
(6D TF#) 12, HFHEAEES &

U LMD EELRENME ¢ 5.

B L BREREOBFRE®RT CowE
A PLIESETSH ), HEMICIZLUTS
LI ICHIRT 2 2, SENTBESENRINE
(DD THE) pHECERD, &EMuhic
L Tz e fificid S v 2 HMELTA S,
WERICHARER w ¥FETHE & LTH
i Es, MARICIE w ik AFHENEITR
IR LW P ER L LW LERES. X
Mo B ERE TS, RSP0z
QoM s726L, YHMoGEEE
QAL E L LT (TROGEH2SH), X
Mo ssiE iRz, HEOEEH I L
TEBMWLFERRE VLT, ZTokaick
PRI 7 Y EM O TR AT S e ) & 5
LI Lichd, 2%, X#Mickitak
WG~ OB, YEM2 6 X
P~ A TARESS il D PR ENC & - TIRIL
SHARMEF WO R ERIIFE LA S, Ll
FTART OB B T HREENE L 2FiD 5
TTEXHBMTREERAOKECH 20T,
w—EDE E TIIHWAICE 1+ 2 Bhaivsm)

— 26—

HOEBFEFELREL D, il
RETIEZ WY, FHloklyiie ERT 2000
Ix, PEiFEoEESx LR LIt 6%
VADTH B, LLEN, HEEEDH L,
we Q:NLERZFL|ERIT I ENEMMMM
’C';J 611?‘

MNT, NFA—F bDE(LH (200 TH
ZohithoBEEICRIZTHEE T 5.
(20) MERZ b LTL2EsTHiE, LT
DERTE5,

dw™

B —c(w)+ A+ o) w20 (23)

dgr  Qi+b(1+0)2EE
dgs  —Qr+(1+5)99%

d

:

19) ST, [XSBMOATHRHEFDEIEAEINE] tu
IEBOREZ LT OHRIIED bt E N
72v, L LIRICY MOSEIC b AT AR NLS &
RELELAELTY, XEMI RSB HNTSS
B, [EeEofk] Evi#REEboin,

20) IOLILTHEEER (e, HEWE) »EAL
rEl sV T, L o X MERCE A0
HOAFRHAWL L, RBRFDENHMML T 54
bERESNLY, CONLHEMNER LA S =X
LTHE,

21) HMOMMIL, Q- A—ELAXLTIFIZ L bART
#5, AEMEROENHL (b lOMP) 11, 5D Q
DT T, a5 AERR~THY = TOBME
bbb ((13) & (14) 2 HM). TRABM LM
MTHhdIE, BLUb>1DRESMEE AL, HiA
Rk ) LB B [ EE R TR T4
=T EEAT A L1, MBSO TRE LGN S,
Liz#taT, M50 Q: dF T, i s e
EREGISEBIT, L, SORBTIE, Wl
(e, FHIMONOTERM) Lixk bk, RGN L
B4z, LREMOWERICE > TEERMO L& Wk
TENT, HEEROELAL, v TREM S K& B
WPz o%HE, Litdt-T, iGN QDTFTwitl
BT 5L, HEliS THREyEH OBBMIEIEL B,
COZBAUS TR L TRATM L EET 2 2miit,
EBMTESR Q- ML A& LT 6 F, i Q: DR
MEV G PEEEE T L LOYIEIERT 5

BRI RO HW kB R EE IS R TEE

d@y _ 7 [ c(w®)e"(w*) Jdw*
1 T LIS Lz dw*/db<0 & dQZ/db
<0EFBEICANNIE, (25 & (26) 2B
A EnmEHNILLICHAT L, JOBRTH
H2rLTEEDHB,

HHE 2 THEIMICHITIEELENEGES
3, THESMoBESFENSFEDLR
=RimE ¢, BEDMOSHEEL RS
W a3,

A FEITHITHES A X M0 S B EOFIH
CEZ MR EaMT A, 27, XEM0E
ELFEOF B RITTHRITEARD L I 127 5,
ddxb: =[p*- bc(w‘)]%qbi+ q?u:’(W‘}-dEwb:<0

(27
SITAFESOmEIE, (22) & (25) » 5B
LPTHD, Lizdi-T, BESENFEIIES
PEHOPEZHMEE S L) B R
B\BeHLA, T, BHHEFETHIELHEDF]
i, 9% T2 THDI», KAPRT L
912, BEEFEOZEIE S E ORI
BT zh B — I 3TEE L% v,

‘}j’g =q}[c(w*) +be'(w*) ddwb ]

$+b(1+5)99%
+[p*—c(w“)][ﬁ—jg—Q 1(+b)db ]20 (28)

(24) & (28) o#&RIL, [HESENHIHES
2d T, BT TH iSO REL S
FIMARINT 5] &) MR L RERAE LR
SRR TR L T 3.
CHEEFRMICRIT 2 ooic, ke
iM% [p*—c(w*)] & gF KAWL THFELT
A5, 5T, [p*—c(w*)] # b Tl THUL,

ﬂ&dgiw—*)-]-=c(w‘)+ bc’(w*}%‘gb:%() (29)

—27—



BHBEr—F1 BSHHE1S

23, ¥, @RI TRMYLEZBRETT
12 (24) TERDHTWE, &850, ek plnj
ZHBOWMAEEUTO L KEHET 3.

~_dQ:/Q. _ _ b dQ:
e=—dGfQ: b d0:sy o)

=—de(w)c(w) _ _de(w) &
" dbfe — db olw)

__bc'(w) d
== Sqaf-H>o (5D
(24) & (29) REIHFSHBEERTD 3,

(30) & (31) #AVWHIZLUTO LS BT
23,

dg? _ [1-§1+b%5]Q; [>0 if e<(1+5)
b 1+ <0 if e>(1+5)"

(32)

o =ctw]_y_ (>0 if 2<1
db (A=ne(w ){<o if 7>1
33)

(32) NERICHBAH=XAEBLUTHLES
SBATES, 27 (13) #BETIE, b0
ALY ¢f ISR TR, BHALROHIS
2T ERTH(A+E) FAULEBEHRLE,
BAEENEERERT Q: OTLEiE LA
BURN_BEHIBFETI L2 5, bl
DTHIELLRIC, 5D Q: DT ol
NEROTHY = TIIHBNREBLTESL
EBIERNBERRLRP I IHELET S, [
BRICAE 1 &0, XEPOZESkEE Q. 3R
30T, ThHMEENICHENDSROELRE
ML s@EE+3, ChbnURENI B,
ELLNXRNICL 20D I3 LENMNE ¢
DREBIEET B, e>(1+b) 2 Wtz
EiRMAEDHHCKRE W E Bi2iE, HBNR
PREM L L), AELROHNESIEND
RDEMBRENMELS & v 5 BB LR E
botTnThHa,

(33) DEEFRITBIL T LB DRBIRITTHET H
5. T, HWEHIIARRENERE V15
T @EIBR 0T, >0& 0, YirsdE

BAMLTLERT S, 47U, BHFESHX
HoEsHiE~52 2 BB THAR (3) &
B) THE0T, £EYMNY ) OFME [p*
—c(w)] ~DEEL (33) DEREN LS R
MBebnE%id HWEASEEp* 2 LT
(10) #HEI W, bEOTHIL, HED
iKd=—7 7 v 7R % T% 3 ¢ THEMESHEE
ETHERS, LrLARC, bEOTHIIY
MEERBAOMMEDLLTOT, SO i
MM o BasEE E LA S5, HRY
SHEIMRNI B, ¥ LHIHEENT 24130
NE 7 DORESKELTWE, T4%bb,

dp* _[6—(1+8)p]c(w®)
db b

{>o if 7<b(1+8)!
<0 if >b(1+0)!
LHBATINTRETH), 72 b(1+5)" 2 E
ENTHEFTESICH L Cp* RT3, &5
K o» 1% bR 3413, BFEESCHT
5 p* DERGY c(w*) D LR ELEZ DT,
BAEROFER [p*—c(w?)] M+ 5 &
VI EWALEENL LB NE, LT, &
H3285,

(34)

A3 TESBMICET 2 AELROKTES
i3, AtZEOFPEZHMEL2, ~on
BR, @S RoREsEL Gm) +
720N+ EEIZRNE S IcEE 2,

[e<(Z)A+8)" o z<(>)]

4. RERSIUSHORE

FB3, M (THRLBD BFerd
AT, BALRLOMETETH 2 TREM
2B 5 BESKOEMESFBELKILRIT
THRICOWTRIT 27>, &1 TR3A
B, BEORFELIEANESIEL L
K&, BEOATREZNKE, OBRENK
WA TN r—=2ar LT}, SEBEI A

—28—

BEleHEOTRBRANDMMEEER L 1 51,
BRI RnBIRICOBE L T id L s
WEWIIETHN, REDZ{OBARERLE
BEPERLTYW3MBETHS, —BNcER
£, ChizBFEOHERE L AR EDEND L —
FeAd72BHRLTWS, HENKAICEY,
ZR TR HFUEMOMRIE (BEEE) ~o
MBICHEE YT, BESEiTbhh 12,
SBOBHE LT, &P THLNL=Z206
B, EE~DHREBMAICRITT I &
Kbein s,

gl 7N/ —BEETI HASEROFIE
BT 3%k, SE3TILMILA, BE
LEDOFIFSO>WTIIITHEINZE) DBARY
HREE2H/L—FT, BILROFIMBIL T
BBAI L BRHE LRI THEE R E L,
CNERIE, BAHERTH S Spencer  and
Brander (1983]), Lahiri and Ono [1998, 1999],
Qiu and Tao [2001] HH—EFIEFN T34
LHBLWILTHD, AHROBEE LT, <
NI URRBENBEEBTOSHEZTY, £
LR L N AEBNERFIB~ORBEIH -
AT hid, FDI BHEELHMBEBE~
DRELTREIBLNZTHA 5. RO
i3, 0N E—Hic% BB, Eo6i, §
1 THni k) Ic, B2 L0RFBESE
BT RMRARE L BIEMNIC T L RITHE
DERHBERMENTW S, ChbicHkTE,
S ENENTEC L LAEELXSBROBRET
b5,

ARGIIIE  RBoRER S L L,
B LROBEHEBHD 72 b THEHDHRD
S TH3. & )EBMLRFICLTUL, 68
EHDHTBUTEE LUBUC & > THEMISR
EENBLNTH3., I, E LK
DEFEA VTV —3 a it KBS H~D
23 . YIS {RET 5 &) L HEROEE 2
WHTHEALAiIcH 5, BEHEBELRNERA
i3, BELRBESMNOTFELCDH L. BED
JeMEFI T RBICE L ARES S0 BRE

FREX | EfsrIoffsrRenic Rz e

S ERICHSSEICITER»E S ML,
EORBEMTE B TS 2 RHEFHELHERT
L0 EricEy, BEYETROLHDOHK
W o VB & AR AR CRET
3L B DRFEEHFEET 5 EHRIE, F
BOSHTLRRENEHTH 5.

P

Das, S. [1987], “Externalities, and Technology
Transfer through Multinational Corpora-
tions: A Theoretical Analysis,” Journal of
International Economics, Vol.22, pp.171-182.

Das, S. P. [2002], “Foreign Direct Investment
and the Relative Wage in a Developing Econ-
omy,” Journal of Development Economics,
Vol.67, pp.55-77.

Findlay, R. [1978], “Relative Backwardness,
Direct Foreign Investment, and the Transfer
of Technology: A Simple Dynamic Model,”
Quarterly Journal of Economics, Vol.62, pp.1
-16.

Grossman, G. M. [1981], “The Theory of Domes-
tic Content Protection and Content Prefer-
ence,” Quarterly Journal of Economics, Vol.
96, pp.583-603.

Lahiri, S. and Y. Ono [1998], “Foreign Direct
Investment, Local Content Requirement, and
Profit Taxation,” Ecomnomic Journal, Vol.
108, pp. 444-457.

Lahiri, S. and Y. Ono [1999), “R & D Subsidies
under Asymmetric Duopoly: A Note,”
Japanese Economic Review, Vol.50, pp.104-
111,

Mukherjee, A. and U. B. Sinha (2007], “Welfare-
reducing Domestic Cost Reduction,” Review
of International Economics, Vol.15, pp.294-
301.

Nakamura, T. [2002], “Foreign Investment,
Technology Transfer, and the Technology
Gap: A Note,” Review of Development Eco-
nomics, Vol.6, pp.39-47.

Qiu, L. D. and Z. Tao (2001], “Export, Foreign



BHEHYr—Fn BSHW1LF

Direct Investment, and Local Content
Requirement,” Journa! of Development Eco-
nomics, Vol.66, pp.101-125.

Richardson, M. [1991], “The Effects of a Content
Requirement on a Foreign Duopsonist,” Jozr-
nal of International Economics, Vol.31, pp.
143-155.

Richardson, M. [1993], “Content Protection with
Foreign Capital,” Oxford Economic Papers,
Vol.45, pp.103-117.

Spencer, B. J. and J. A. Brander [1983], “Interna-
tional R & D Rivalry and Industrial Strat-
egy,” Review of Economic Studies, Vol.50,
pp.707-722.

Wang, J. and M. Blomstrom [1992], “Foreign
Investment and Technology Transfer: A
Simple Model,” European Economic Review,
Vol.36, pp.137-155.

Wong, K.-Y. (1995], Imternational Trade in
Goods and Factor Mobility, The MIT Press:
Cambridge, MA.

(FREX]

FefflEh % 58 L 2 EAMURBIC & 2 SR AR S 0 Bosit*

IRFNT—F c AN TANI =R EBUUEINT A — I DHEE—

Optimal Allocation of Social Infrastructures based on Capitalization Hypothesis:
Estimation of Time-varying Parameters by the Kalman Filter

INFE B (SBUFI U4 —F&a 40T 4 27 (B)**

Yohei KOBAYASHI, Mitsubishi UFJ Research & Consulting Co., Ltd.

By
HERFBHFOMBIEL FET 20, BRMURREFWAIMMELSTbORTE LY, KE
WRTHEHERNPNLEIEREERT W72, ARTRAINP Y 74N —2BWEI LT, B
ML T2 FE L2217,
BESHTERERZ L, TRTOHLREICEWT @] EHEZNIBBRIFE-TETEY,
19604ECLIRE, BERLETHLRFBHIBA TELILERLTW S,

Abstract
While capitalization hypothesis have been widely used in empirical analyses on efficiency of
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Abstract

Based on published evidence, this study investigates the limits to the privatization of the
welfare state in the recent history of Britain and the United States with a particular reference
to the areas of public and social services provision. A theoretical analysis related to the
Keynesian welfare state, Fordism, welfare/workfare debates and a historical overview of
socio-economic/political changes since the 1970s are given, leading to case studies of various
privatization endeavors in the two countries. The analysis suggests that successful privatiza-
tion is possible in certain fields of services whose quality is easy to evaluate. However,
privatization does not always improve economic efficiency, and tends to sacrifice the quality of
services in some areas and exclude the most disadvantaged social groups, therefore jeopardiz-
ing the equity and universality of welfare provision.
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1. Introduction

Since the Second World War, the state has
become the prominent provider of social
welfare in many capitalist democracies, in-
cluding Europe, the United States and Japan.
Over the past few decades, however, such
welfare provisions have begun to change
dramatically in the direction of privatization
with the increased involvement of private
corporations and organizations. People have
started to recognize that the ‘cradle to grave’
welfare model is becoming a thing of the past
and the social contract between citizens and
the state is being renegotiated in a changing
economic and political environment.

This closer public/private collaboration is
sometimes called public-private partnership
(PPP) and many governments, especially in
European countries, actively promote the
expansion of such partnerships. The British
government, for instance, places PPP at the
heart of the government’s policy to revive
public services. Bringing together the public
and private sectors is believed to contribute
to increased efficiency, slashed costs and
streamlined government administration
{Cabinet Office, UK. Government Website]. Im-
proved economic efficiency appears to be one
of the central benefits claimed for privatiza-
tion in many countries. Megginson and Net-
ter [2001] report that the movement to
privatize welfare services is not confined to
developed nations but is now a worldwide
phenomenon with more than 100 countries
attempting to use the markets to allocate
public resources.

This new modality of service provision
requires careful examination since it presents

grave implications for the future prospects of
public/private relationships and the welfare
regime. Is the proposition that the privatiza-
tion can bring about economic efficiency,
wider choices for citizens and better adminis-
tration true in practice? Does any area of
welfare service face constraints in the proc-
ess of privatization? If so, what sorts of
constraints? Are they political, ideological or
economic constraints? What is the reality of
changing relationships among the state, the
market and citizens? To what extent, and to
what magnitude, is privatization possible?
This paper will focus on identifying some
limits to the privatization of the welfare state
particularly in the arena of public help, social
benefits and care services by reviewing the
development of the welfare state and related
theories about welfare, and examining empir-
ical evidence. For the purpose of this review,
the welfare state in this paper is defined as
state capacities of industrialized economies
created explicitly to safeguard social security
and to enforce national standards of social
rights through the provision of public and
social services [Cox, 1998]. Thus, the ambit
of this review of the transition of the welfare
state in the process of privatization is narr-
ower than conventional state and society
relationships in configuring social phenom-
ena of the contemporary states.

The paper will explore the following prob-
lem areas in particular: the development of
the welfare state, the aim of the welfare
state, the development of debates on privat-
ization, and public/private configurations.
The next section will review the development
of the welfare state whilst the third section
will deal with the political and economic
background of privatization. Section Four
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will clarify the different types of privatiza-
tion and synthesize the major debates. Sec-
tion Five will look into some cases in Britain
and the U.S,, followed by two sections which
will conclude the discussion and serve the
answer to the question: “What are the limits,
if any, to the privatization of the welfare
state in public and social services provision?”

2. Development of the welfare state

While the pre-Second World War social
welfare programs of most Western countries
were limited to minimal assistance for the
most underprivileged populations, the post-
war period has seen a considerable increase
in state provision of comprehensive and uni-
versal welfare programs that ensure a basic
standard of living for working class families
[Quadagno, 1987). Buttressed by the
Keynesian argument that “social expendi-
tures for public welfare could stimulate
aggregate demand and even out the instabil-
ities and fluctuations of the business cycle”
[ibid., p.110], many wealthy capitalist nations
expanded their welfare provisions in line with
the development of Fordism as well as the
creation and mobilization of the manual
working class, especially after the War
[Giddens, 1998]. The growth of the Keynesian
welfare state, the policies of which included
regulations on the minimum wage, working
hours, child labor, and provisions of accident
insurance and training, was an essential part
of statecraft in humanizing capitalism,
minimizing the class conflict between capital
and labor, encouraging organized labor, and
integrating the working class, all of which
benefited the advancement of Fordism [Jes-
sop, 1994; Knuttila and Kubik, 2000]. Indeed,

these initiatives contributed to the reduction
of primary poverty’ as a result of full
employment in the unified wage system [Jes-
sop, 1994].

After the energy crisis of the mid-1970s,
however, economies slowed down and the
system of mass-production and mass-
consumption under Fordism underwent a
gradual transformation, entering the era of
Post-Fordism. Post-Fordism is typified by
fragmented markets, flexible production,
higher quality end-products, flexibility within
the organization of labor, and a decentralized
system of management [Williams, 1994].
These fundamental changes of production
and consumption patterns no longer fit the
logic of the pre-existing Keynesian welfare
framework, which was strongly based on the
producer-led universal welfare service provi-
sion for unskilled workers. The growing criti-
cism subsequently led to a halt in welfare
expansion [Jessop, 1994; Williams, 1994; Gid-
dens, 1998]. Giddens [1998] is adamant that
the welfare state “today creates almost as
many problems as it resolves” [p. 16] and
points to the various mismatches between the
welfare state and the present society built on
the modern mode of production of Post-
Fordism. He asserts that the Keynesian wel-
fare state does not cover new-style risks and
protects the wrong groups of people [ibid.].
Many critics such as Giddens [ibid.] and Jes-
sop [op. cit.] insist that the welfare state
should be reconstructed in a way that accom-
modates social and economic changes with-
out damaging structural competitiveness.

1) Rowntree (1901, p.86) defines “primary poverty” as
“families whose total earnings are insufficient to
obtain the minimum necessaries for the maintenance of
merely physical efficiency".
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In addition to the industrial changes and
technological advances since 1970s, growing
post-modernist discourse, together with in-
creased debates over state and society rela-
tionships such as pluralism and various elite
theories, substantially influenced govern-
ments’ perception of the welfare state. The
implications of these debates about the rela-
tionship between state and society are that
social life is becoming increasingly fragment-
ed, individuals' preferences and social needs
are becoming more diverse and sophisticated,
state power and influence are becoming more
decentralized, and the authority and legiti-
macy of elites and professionals are decreas-
ing [Quadagno, 1987; Taylor-Gooby, 1994; Desai,
2003). The welfare regime, which inevitably
reflects the nature of the demarcation
between state and society, may need to
acknowledge the increasing denial of univer-
salism, putting more emphasis on individual-
ism and particular interests, and start to
search for a new social contract between
state and citizens. At the same time, the
importance of governance, instead of govern-
ment [Rosenau, 1992], and the state’s alleged
declining authority as seen in the arguments
of Jessop’s [1997] “hollowing out”, Rhodes’
[1997] “reduced” and Strange's [1996]
“retreating” state began to draw attention as
globalization increased [Merrien, 1998]. It is
against this backdrop that the proposal to
privatize aspects of the welfare state, that is,
attempts to reform the welfare system to
better fit the current socio-economic situa-
tion, began to garner wider support from
politicians and economists in the last few
decades.

3. Political and economic contexts of privatization

Significant political momentum for welfare
reform was created during the 1970s and
1980s, both in the U.S. and UK., when the
Reagan and Thatcher governments put for-
ward neo-liberal positions and declared “war
on welfare” in support of ‘small government’
[Peck, 2001, p.91]. Reagan introduced the
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act (OBRA)
in 1981, which promoted values of self-
reliance and individual responsibility, and in
the end resulted in the removal of approxi-
mately half a million families from the wel-
fare rolls. This implementation of the
welfare-to-work program was a significant
change from the conventional Keynesian
welfare state to “workfare”, which encour-
aged welfare recipients into participating in
the labor market or enrolling in formal job
training programs “with a view to enforcing
work while residualizing welfare” [ibid., p.
10]. Reagan’s position on the conventional
welfare programs was that they “encourag
(ed] dependency and entrenchled] the very
poverty they were intended to alleviate”
[Reagan quoted by Peck, ibid., p.92). Those who
supported the idea of workfare thought that
the welfare system created rather than al-
leviated poverty as a result of individuals’
dependency on and exploitative abuse of the
system.

In Britain, the Conservative Government
elected in 1979 was focused on reducing the
size of the state by downsizing a large num-
ber of public employees [Farmnham and Hor-
ton, 1992; Giddens, 1998]. Both U.S. and UK.
governments encouraged the private sector
to ‘shed load’ of public service production,
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delivery and financing. The neo-liberal
approach to public service reform was
strongly antagonistic towards the welfare
state [Giddens, 1998] since the expansion of
social spending was believed to bring about
problems of governments’ “inflexibility, unre-
sponsiveness, self-interest, and rigidity” [0’
Higgins, 1989, p.161]. Increased involvement of
the private sector, under the initiative of the
neo-liberals, meant that the welfare system
now offered market-based incentives rather
than guaranteeing entitlement to social
safety benefits. Therefore, citizens no longer
possessed a right to welfare entitlement but
were given a choice to buy it as ‘consumers’
in the ‘welfare market'.

Another issue relevant to debates about the
welfare state is the challenge of globalized
capitalism. The escalating international com-
petition in the global market since the 1980s
is something that the Keynesian welfare state
proponents underestimated. Maintaining and
strengthening the domestic economy took
more importance than external trades and
services in Fordist policy planning [Giddens,
1998] as at that time the impact of interna-
tional trade on national economies was still
minimal. However, in the past twenty years,
the world has become increasingly interde-
pendent resulting in intensified political and
economic competition for hegemony among
states. This fierce environment is leading to
“the new social morphology”, where patterns
of power and culture are subject to substan-
tial modifications in accordance with capital-
ist globalization [Castells, 1936, p.76]. Accord-
ingly, states need to respond to such modifi-
cations in order to survive, reproduce, and
perpetuate their existence in a globalizing
world; this ‘new social morphology’ provides

a good reason to prioritize market-based
policy making over Keynesian-based policy
making with regards to welfare.

4, Aims and types of privatization and key debates

Although the term ‘privatization’ is com-
monly used to describe the introduction of the
private sector involvement in public services,
the mode and degree of the involvement
varies widely depending on the area of ser-
vices and surrounding social and political
environments. It is undeniable that the vision
and goals of the welfare state hinge strongly
on the political ideology of its respective
state. Esping-Anderson [1990] analyzed the
different ambitions of the welfare state
according to political positions; liberal wel-
fare states such as the US. and Australia
provide modest universal transfer of money
mainly targeting low-income working classes
and have a strong reliance on the market,
whereas conservative and corporatist wel-
fare states including Germany and Italy try
to preserve traditional family-hood and con-
servative family values shaped by the Church.
The Scandinavian countries, which adopt a
social democratic approach, generally are
considered to extend universal and high qual-
ity welfare services to the middle classes.
Therefore, it is naturally assumed that the
direction of privatization also differs substan-
tially depending on a state’s political ideology
and framework.

Starr [1989] defined privatization as a
shift of activities or functions of the state to
the private sector. Kamerman and Kahn
[1989b]) further stated that such public to
private shifts can be categorized in three
ways: (1) production, (2) delivery of services,
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and (3) financing. In practice, the various
modes of privatization can include: the trans-
fer of public asset ownership (land, infras-
tructure and enterprises) to the private sec-
tor?, contracting out, subsidies, vouchers,
Private Finance Initiative (PFI), Compulsory
Competitive Tendering (CCT), and deregula-
tions [Starr, 1989]. The public/private part-
nership is believed to contribute to enhanced
management skills and the improvement of
public services, hence creating better value
for money (VFM) for taxpayers [Cabinet
Office, U.K. Government Website]. Specifically,
it is expected that private sector participa-
tion will bring about expanded competition,
economic efficiency, retrenchment of overall
public expenditure, enlargement of the pri-
vate sector economy, elimination of public
sector inefficiencies, reduction of monopoly,
and upgraded service quality [Bendick, 1989;
Painter, 1991; Pierson, 1996; Haque, 2001, Meggin-
son and Netter, 2001].

Moreover, since the early to mid-1990s, the
UK and US governments have sought engage-
ment with civic associations such as non-
profit and voluntary organizations, as well as
local communities for jointly implementing
public and social policies in certain areas. In
the UK, for example, the Home Office and
voluntary sector formulated a Code of Good
Practice to be used when the governments
consult with non-profit organizations in
contracting out public services [Ling, 2002].
Today, involvement of non-profit organiza-
tions and community support networks in
delivering social services range from services

2) For example, the sales of the sate-owned enterprises
such as British Telecom and British Gas in 1980s
{Megginson and Netter, 2001).

at kindergartens and community centers to
locally-based consultancy services for special
groups, gaining wide currency as a means of
reform of the monolithic public sector [Evers,
1995].

Those who advocate the partnership
between public and civic organizations
believe that public services produced or
delivered by these civil society organizations
ensure synergetic mixes of resources of the
public and private and overcome the inward-
looking public sector mind-set which often
neglects the real needs of service users
[Evers, 1995; Ling, 2002] The public-nonprofit
partnerships, they argue, can provide small-
scale, non-bureaucratic, and specialized ser-
vices which make assimilation to the culture
of specific clientele, build personalized rela-
tionships with difficult-to-serve populations,
and are acceptable to local and individual
needs, all of which are not readily achieved
by the public sector alone [Bendick, 1989;
Gurin, 1989; Evers, 1995; Rosenau, 2000]. Public-
civil society partnerships are also expected to
secure ‘greater value for money’ by both
more efficient and more compassionate deliv-
ery of services [Bendick, 1989; Rosnau, 2000].

Economic theories and pragmatic litera-
ture emphasize that “the net benefits of col-
laboration exceed those of independent, pure-
ly private activity” [Bazzoli et al. 1997: 537],
hence giving this approach of public service
delivery a greater chance of more efficiency
and effectiveness in reaching objectives [Sel-
sky and Parker, 2005] From a more normative
point of view also, redefined service needs
through citizen participation is hoped to real-
ize democratic accountability and improved
understanding of perceived needs [Bazzoli et
al. 1997; Brinkerhoff, 2002]. The political sci-
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ence discourse on the other hand argues that
such partnerships are beneficial in negotiat-
ing political conflicts [Bazzoli et al. 1997].

However, as Megginson and Netter [2001]
argue, there is still little evidence to prove
that all these positive outcomes of privatiza-
tion actually materialize in practice. The
particularly contentious, and also less explor-
ed, area is how privatization affects citizens
as recipients of privatized social services.
The current reality of mixed public and pri-
vate involvement in welfare provision
requires analysis drawn on empirical evi-
dence from ideological as well as pragmatic
perspectives.

5. Case Studies

It is true that there is a range of benefits
that privatization can bring about as is shown
by the cases of the successful privatization of
British Telecom (BT), the cost-reduction
through the contracting out of California
state administration services in the 1980s®,
and the privatization of the water industry in
the UK. in 1989% [Bendick, 1989; Saunders,
1995]. However, Bendick [1989] argues that
these privatization success stories may only
be applicable to services which are “straight-
forward, immediate, measurable, amenable
to monitoring, and technical in nature” [p.
107]. It is thus essential to investigate areas
where more complicated dynamics of pro-

3) A survey showed that 69 percent of local govern-
ments in California reduced the costs of refuse collec-
tion by the contracting arrangement and 41 percent felt
that the service quality improved [Bendick, 1989, p.
107].

4) Saunders [1995) reported that the water and envi-
ronmental quality had improved after the privatiza-
tion.

viders’ and beneficiaries’ interests are at
work and where the measurement of impact
and service quality is more problematic.

First, it is useful to refer to Morgan's
[1995] claim that although the reduction of
costs by privatization has been accepted as a
truism by many, the efficiency issue has not
been rigorously examined. As he points out,
the analysis of economic efficiency tends to
focus only on cost reduction without looking
at broader economic consequences such as
long-term loss of revenue from the sales of
the most profitable state-owned enterprises.
He argues that “it is easier to sell public
assets and more popular than cutting public
expenditure” {p.11] and asserts that politi-
cians promote privatization as a panacea for
economic sluggishness; hence political advan-
tages are gained via a mere action of privat-
ization without careful scrutiny of its effec-
tiveness.

A study which compared public and private
operation costs in the social service sector in
the U.S. found that if all the administrative
costs of agencies in the process of contracting
out were included, the contracted services
turned out to be slightly more costly [Gurin,
1989]. In addition, many cases of contracting
arrangements witness that cost reduction
often happens at the expense of service qual-
ity [Bendick, 1985; Morgan, 1995; Saunders,
1995]. One example is the privatized cor-
rectional services in the U.S. Although there
was a ten percent cost decrease after privat-
ization, the privatized jail staff had many less
hours of training (160 hours on the job)
compared with 240 hours of formal full-time
training for staff at federal jails, suggesting
the service quality the inmates receive may
be negatively affected [Bendick, 1986).
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Another case is the voucher system, a sub-
sidy to the demand side. The American
voucher systems of housing for low-income
families and food stamps of the Special Sup-
plementary Food Program for Women,
Infants and Children (WIC), to take two
examples, have become very popular and
now cover a large population in need of low-
cost housing and nutritional foods. It may be
true in these cases that fewer funds are
required when the service provider makes use
of the existing market rather than directly
building and managing public houses or dis-
tributing foods at public facilities. However,
the voucher mechanism has less control as to
how the recipient actually uses the vouchers
as it gives the recipient greater power of
choice as a ‘consumer’ [Bendick, 1989]. For
instance, the choice of foods at a super-
market is up to the recipients; they might end
up choosing less nutritious foods against the
aim of the WIC program, which is to safe-
guard the health of the low-income household
members [Food and Nutrition Service Web-
site]. Thus, it can be argued here that the
welfare programs’ ultimate goals and effec-
tiveness are compromised for the benefits of
economic efficiency.

Another important issue to examine is the
universality and equality of welfare provi-
sion. Some critics argue that the most vulner-
able groups of people are left out as privat-
ization takes effect [for example, Haque,
2001], suggesting that the universality and
equality the welfare state promises may be
eroded through the process of privatization.
This situation is observed in the UK. and U.
S. healthcare and day care industries and
involves three issues: access, choice and qual-
ity.

In 2002, the White House's attempt to
change the prescription drug coverage for
senior citizens from public to private (from
Medicare to Health Maintenance Organiza-
tion, HMOs) aroused opposition from rural
residents who did not have access to HMOs
[Galbraith, 2003). In the end, the stiff resis-
tance defeated the government mainly
because the advocates of the opposition
groups were powerful local politicians (often,
robust individualist Republicans), who were
afraid of losing support in their rural constit-
uencies [ibid.). This case clearly shows the
political limitations to privatization, prompt-
ed by the issue of universality.

The subsidized health care services in the
U.S. are not able to attract private physicians
in medically underserved areas and therefore
fail to offer people living in Pural areas
access to health care. The government physi-
cians, on the other hand, are successfully
placed in such disadvantageous places [Ben-
dick, 1989). Similarly, in the area of childcare,
even with the supply-side subsidies, most
private providers of day care centers refused
to locate their services in low-income or
minority communities because of the loca-
tions’ unprofitable outlook (Kamerman and
Kahn, 1989a]. Families in those communities
were left with no access to day-care facilities.
Likewise, such families benefit least from the
state’s Dependent Care Tax Credit scheme, a
demand-side subsidy system for childcare.
‘While middle and upper-income families may
have a wider variety of services to choose
from under the flexible scheme (as services
include: in-home care, kindergartens, nursery
schools and family day-care, etc), lower-
income households have a limited choice due
to their low purchasing power [ibid.].
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The last aspect of the problem is service
quality. Riley [1992) argues that the recent
managerialist model introduced in the
National Health Service (NHS), the publicly-
funded healthcare system of the UK, has
created a situation where expensive drugs
are rationed. Covert criteria of patient’s
social usefulness (preferably professional or
middle/upper class patients) were applied in
medical decisions despite the fact that ail-
ments and ill-health conditions were more
likely to be found in those with low incomes
{Le Grand, 1982].

Another concern is the threat of public
accountability in connection with govern-
ment/contractor relations. Part of the driv-
ing force for the privatization of welfare
services is concern about the state’s monop-
oly, too much interference with the economy,
and inefficiency stemming from its bureau-
cratic nature. However, labeling public as
bureaucratic and private as non-bureaucratic
no longer holds true in today’s mixed econ-
omy, where the distinction between public
and private is increasingly blurred. Privatiza-
tion is often associated with decentralization
of the state’s power to smaller, flexible, and
local ‘people-sized’ community organizations
(Starr, 1989]) which are adaptable enough to
meet the specific needs of local citizens. Yet,
the reality is that local governments prefer
large, well-established, well-resourced and
experienced vendors who can ensure stability
and continuity of the service provision
[Gurin, 1989; Evers, 1995]. While smaller and
less formalized organizations, both nonprofit
and for-profit, often get crowded out by com-
petitive tender arrangements, successful ven-
dors are often large, well-established chains
as seen in the case of WIC in the U.S., whose

providers are comprised of lobby members of
the food production and distribution industry
[Bendick, 1989]. Such mega-structured ven-
dors tend to be just as bureaucratic as public
agencies [Gurin, 1989]. As Doogan [1997]
argues, the privatization of social services
based on the belief in scale economy is unlike-
ly to lead to a shift from large to small
organizations. Rather, privatization may
repeat the problem of bureaucracy and allow
the dominance of a few powerful private
organizations, which may in turn end up
jeopardizing the state’s accountability for the
use of taxpayer’s money.

The participation of voluntary sectors and
community networks in the process of public
sector reform further poses a different set of
advantages and disadvantages. It seems un-
deniable that state-led services with their
uniform and inflexible character have serious
limitations in responding to specific needs of
subgroups and special-needs clientele in a
timely manner. With the help of civic net-
works with local knowledge and personal
contacts, however, such difficult tasks can be
undertaken without calling for so many addi-
tional resources from outside the community.
In fact, such active partnerships and in-
novative activities as the result of the part-
nerships are observable in the service areas
which require a substantial level of commu-
nity involvement, such as the case reported
by Bazzoli et al. [1997] in their analysis of
Community Care Network (CCN) in the U.S..
CCN attempts to establish a partnership rela-
tion between the public and community for
the purpose of promoting locally-based health
care services around the US.. The study
findings based on the survey and interviews
of 172 respondents in 1995 reveal that the
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synergetic activities are particularly evident
in the fields of health education, child immu-
nization, and injury prevention. In addition,
actions to identify and evaluate the needs of
the community in health care are widely
taken throughout the U.S. {Bazzoli et al.
1997). While these educational activities,
research and preventive health programs are
the most popular areas of activities, the sur-
vey at the same time has discovered a ten-
dency that activities which involve disrup-
tions of existing power and control, such as
reducing redundancy and increasing cost-
efficiency, are hardly taken up in the partner-
ship arrangements. The tendency is widely
seen despite CCN’s principal goal of partner-
ship building which includes the improvement
of cost-efficiency, service efficiency, and
management.

Another intriguing finding of public-
community partnership cases is that commu-
nities with high social capital (close-knit
social networks, shared norms, mutual obli-
gation, advanced self-help systems, strong
solidarity, etc.) are likely to make the most of
the public-civil society partnerships, leading
to the improvement of local conditions, be
they activities such as education, public
health, or neighborhood security. To the con-
trary, communities lacking in social capital
are proved to be susceptible to failures in
such citizen-oriented service delivery of pub-
lic help® because the low-trust environment
of such communities makes it difficult to
have many citizens take part in civic affairs

5) Lovrich’s research findings are based on the synthe.
sis of several different empirical studies which look at
K-12 public school performance, public health district
successes, and the Community-Oriented Policing pro-
gram in the U.S..

in a collective way [Lovrich, 2000]. This dif-
ference between communities gives rise to
questions about standardized policy applica-
tion of privatization to civil society in an
effort to deliver public services, suggesting
regional socio-economic differences may
restrict introduction of the partnership.

On an operational level also, concerns are
expressed on the side of local governments. A
piece of research undertaken with a cross-
section of 30 U.K. local authorities has found
that while they recognize the importance of
working in partnership for gaining access to
resources and ensuring democratic accounta-
bility, local councilors feel there are substan-
tial gaps between local authorities and their
partner communities and voluntary sectors in
culture, language, and power sharing norms
[Martin, 1997]. They also acknowledge inade-
quacies in their ability to speak “community
languages” for effective communication and
to represent the interests of the community
people - particularly young people and ethnic
minorities [Martin, 1997, p.543). More serious
is the civil society side. By way of illustration
of nonprofit organizations’ uneasiness about
their involvement in public services, Bovaird
(2004, p. 1991 quotes a director of a British
non-governmental organization (NGO) as say-
ing the following:

We have found that when the public
sector proposes a ‘partnership’, what
they generally mean is that they want to
transfer the responsibility for a particu-
larly difficult service or issue to us, and
give us lower budget to deal with it than
they were previously spending them-
selves.

It is not uncommon for NGOs and commu-
nity groups to express similar concerns. Age
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Concern, a voluntary organization for caring
the elderly in U.K., for example, laments that
balancing the dual tasks of public service
provision in the contracted situation and
channeling the interests of elderly people by
lobbying activities is often a “difficult and
conflict-laden issue” [Evers, 1995, p, 171].
NGOs' agendas as lobbying entities can some-
times be jeopardized by their position as
contracted public service providers; pursuit
for popular participation may be compromis-
ed because of the government’s incentives for
efficiency of service delivery, or pushing their
priorities in the policy decision-making may
be discouraged due to the discrepancy
between government’s and the NGO’s agen-
das. Tensions over controls and power, there-
fore, anxiety of NGO's loss of identity and
independency as a critical advocate for better
policy making and policy practice, seem to
exist in many of the partnership cases
(Evers, 1995; Bovaird, 2004; Selsky and Parker,
2005] Ling [2002, p.63] contends in examin-
ing cases such as Sure Start® in England that
local involvement blurs the lines of accounta-
bility because “those who are formally
accountable will lose the capacity to deter-
mine policy”, thus, problems are often made
worse.

The final point is the case of public versus
private pensions. Public pensions play an
important role in actualizing the intergener-
ational contract of transfer by redistributing
resources between working and retired peo-
ple [Sigg, 2002]. However, recent demo-

6) Sure Start, along with other activities for improved
child care, health and education, attempts to combat
child poverty and social exclusion by developing some
500 local initiatives in disad
England.

d areas thr

graphic changes, such as an aging society, are
rendering such pension schemes inadequate
and inappropriate [Hoskins, 2002]. In retro-
spect, the introduction of private pensions
was a point of dispute in the collective bar-
gaining of labor unions in the 1960s and 1970s
and their endeavors paid off in later years
[Esping-Andersen, 1990]. In line with this, some
neo-liberalists feel that states should dis-
engage themselves completely from public
pension schemes and leave it to the private
sector. However, the evidence suggests that if
the private sector capacity is inadequate,
high administrative costs and additional costs
the government has to bear during the transi-
tional period will be an enormous obstacle for
privatization [Barr, 2002]. Moreover, Barr
[ibid.] argues that apart from common risks
associated with public pensions, such as
macroeconomic, demographic and political
risks, private pensions are susceptible to fur-
ther risks and uncertainties such as manage-
ment risk (i.e. private companies incompe-
tence or fraud), investment risk arising from
stock market fluctuations, and annuity mar-
ket risk which is vulnerable to the variables
of life expectancy and the rate of return for
insurance companies [p.5]. Considering these
adverse elements, the shift from public to
private pensions does not seem to be a viable
option in solving the fiscal problems of public
pensions in terms of both finance and risk
management.

6. Discussion: constraints on privatization

The above-described case studies have il-
luminated various drawbacks and constraints
in the privatization of the welfare state. It is
clear that the shift from public to private
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management via various marketization tech-
niques is not only transforming the economic
dynamics of welfare services, but also in-
fluencing the less tangible but nevertheless
fundamental structures of polity and organ-
izational culture. The changes in the produc-
tion, delivery and financing of welfare pro-
grams are undoubtedly leading to a recon-
figured state and society relationship; moving
away from the past Keynesian welfare frame-
work of the producer-led, universal service
provision to the more workfare-oriented
social contract, where citizens are not auto-
matically endowed with entitlements to wel-
fare, but are given a choice to purchase spe-
cific and more personalized services avail-
able on the market.

Economic efficiency, advocated and
promised by neo-liberals without critical
examination, has turned out to be a myth in
some areas of welfare, such as pension
schemes. Social services, where the issue of
quality is the most important concern for
staff and recipients, face difficulties in the
privatization process. Competitive bidding
for social services, for example, may turn out
to be useless because it is extremely difficult
to determine service specifications in a way
that satisfies prospective recipients since
service quality is not necessarily explicit.
Providing mental health care, for instance, is
considered to be difficult because it requires
special expertise [Gurin, 1989] and it is diffi-
cult to find a sufficient number of suitable
private providers. Rural areas and commu-
nities with low-income families and ethnic
groups tend to be excluded from private
service provision since the free market often
deems such areas unprofitable.

One of the significant effects of the privat-

ization is the ethos of ‘citizens as consumers’,
which on one hand contributes to the creation
of a wider variety of services, but on the
other hand leads to compromise on equity. As
universal provision of welfare is undermined
in the context of the “customer model”
[Haque, 2001, p.69] where access to services is
determined by the consumer’s level of afflu-
ence, only those consumers who can afford to
buy services benefit from an increased choice
of services and possible reduced costs. Conse-
quently, the concern is for the most vulner-
able and socio-economically poorest seg-
ments of the population: such as those who
are chronically ill, fragile elderly, un-
employed, single parents, abused children,
and those who live in a low-income household
or minority community. These people are the
difficult-to-reach even with generous finan-
cial incentives to the supply or demand side
because providing services for them is consid-
ered expensive and economically unfeasible.
Privatization which involves nonprofit and
community sectors in partnership agreements
may to some extent be able to ameliorate
such a bipolar situation because local knowl-
edge and target-specific expertise are more
likely to be mobilized to meet the needs of
disadvantaged clientele. However, examina-
tion of several cases has indicated that con-
cerns about inadequate personal and commu-
nication skills (the government side), fear for
‘colonization’ and loss of organizational iden-
tity and independence (the nonprofit side) are
commonly felt in such partrership situations.
At the policy level also, innovative programs
in terms of financial and managerial stream-
lining are most likely to be avoided so as not
to produce discord or power frictions within
the organization. This may give a serious
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doubt to the public reformist’s allegation of
bringing ‘greater value for money’ and sus-
tainability of new service delivery based on
partnership arrangements. It is, however, not
fair to make a definite conclusion about the
future of privatization to the nonprofit sector
at this stage because the public-nonprofit
partnership attempts began only a decade
ago and the academic analysis on this subject
is still in its infancy.

Privatization may be able to reduce “mis-
matches” between the conventional welfare
state and modern society and to Dbetter
address the “new-style risks” [Giddens, 1998,
p.116] of modern society by increasing the
diversity of services produced and delivered,
but it fails to solve the long-standing chal-
lenges of poverty and social exclusion, which
were better addressed through the conven-
tional Keynesian welfare regime. Further-
more, as analyzed in the previous section,
each state has its own ideologically motivat-
ed political agenda, which shapes the frame-
work of its own ‘ideal’ welfare regime. Such
a framework, along with the particular
state’s historical and socio-cultural back-
ground, will definitely challenge the recon-
figuration of public/private division of social
roles in the accelerating privatization. It is
naive to assume that the neo-liberal claims
about closer partnerships and collaboration
between public and private entities ensures a
prioritizing of market development over
vested political interests. Political ambition
and ideology will persist and continue to
influence blueprints for future welfare pol-
icies, which will unavoidably require compro-
mise as to the extent and magnitude of
privatization.

7. Conclusion

The historical overview of the development
of the welfare state in this paper has made it
clear that the conventional social contract
between state and society in the provision of
public help was designed for a relatively
homogenous and industrializing society in
which risk-sharing was desirable and pos-
sible. The public sector reform that came
hand-in-hand with the endeavors to slim
down the welfare state in the 1970s and
onward was the indication that the present-
day social realities no longer sat comfortably
with the prescribed universal risk-sharing
formula the Keynesian welfare regime strove
to follow. Fiscal constraints which arise from
diverse interests and priorities of different
stakeholders in the policy making arena, the
creation of new-style risks in the Post-
Fordism era, and globalizing market compe-
titions all seem to have contributed to the
new conceptualization and operation of the
welfare state in modern society [Prince,
2001). Privatization of the welfare state
which tries to make social policy fit with new
economic order and social needs has gained
wide currency over the past three decades
and the mixed public/private governance
networks, including civic associations such as
nonprofit and community groups, have given
rise to commercialization, marketization,
contracting-out, collaborative and partner-
ship arrangements at various stages of
producing, delivering and financing of public
services.

Although some of the problems have been
overcome successfully by this public sector
reform, privatization by no means works as a
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panacea. In fact, the limits to privatization of
the welfare state involve multiple layers of
political, ideological and pragmatic (mainly
economic) issues. The most disadvantaged
social groups often appear to be excluded in
the new welfare regime, losing access to
services in some cases. The public-nonprofit
partnership tends to give rise to questions of
organizational identity/independence and ide-
ological conformity. The mind-set of both
governments and civic associations in the
partnership network needs to transform from
an institutionally-focused one to multi-
governance-oriented one. The quality of ser-
vices is often sacrificed for the sake of eco-
nomic benefit particularly in areas such as
social services where rigorous measuring of
quality is hard to achieve. Lack of competi-
tion among private service providers may
result in deterioration of service quality and
monopolistic behavior or increased power for
a few powerful corporations may prevail in
some areas of welfare production and deliv-
ery. In such cases, the accountability and
responsibility of the state will be significantly
undermined.

It is also clear that it is not always true
that privatized welfare services can bring
about enhanced economic efficiency. Some
services, such as pensions, may incur a huge
increase in administrative costs as well as
enlarged social and economic risks when
totally privatized and individualized. This
scenario gives rise to the question of whether
or not privatization really achieves appropri-
ate and efficient burden and risk-sharing
among states, markets and individuals.

Ultimately, how welfare should be allocat-
ed is a highly political question, not an arbi-
trary economic decision. The case studies

suggest that political ambitions, rather than
citizens’ needs, were used in the decision-
making for the formulation of a new welfare
regime. The state will continue to be the
main actor in achieving the democratic
ideals, political obligations and economic
competitiveness of welfare service provi-
sions. Arguments about the state’s eroding
power may be true in some aspects especially
in price setting and market competition, but
welfare policy will always require economic,
political and ideological decisions by the
state as a regulator of marketized service
provision. A typical example of this is the U.
S. government'’s strong interference with the
expansion of private pensions since the 1970s
[Esping-Andersen, 1990]. The state will have a
much more important role to play than it did
under the old welfare system; assuming more
responsibility and securing accountability for
the whole process of production, delivery and
finance of the services, whoever the actual
operator may be. Successful privatization of
the welfare state may be possible to a certain
degree and in certain fields of services, such
as straightforward and measurable adminis-
trative or technical works. However, there
exist definite structural obstacles that
impede the progress of neo-liberal welfare
reform in the field of social services which
are politically problematic, ideologically
unacceptable (e.g., issues of universality,
equity and service quality), inherently ineffi-
cient and inappropriate in terms of risk and
burden sharing, and economically unviable
under the market mechanism and competi-
tive global market.
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Leaseing and Selling in a durable-goods monopoly
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Abstract
This paper analyzes the problems associated with marketing durable goods through leases
and sales. In a model, consumers purchase durable goods repeatedly where the depreciation rate
of goods depends on frequency of use. Results are following: (1) There exits the case that
consumer’s willingness to pay for goods declines with their preference. (2) In this case, selling
is better than leasing for a monopolist and furthermore, the optimal strategy involves a
combination of both leasing and selling.

F—7—F I HAM, BEH, V- LRE
Keywords: Durable Goods, Used Goods, Leasing and Selling

JEL K5 : L19-Other

* FOWMECBWTHEL THAWAERRREOVAKRERE, TEEEOL 7 ) —0%E, GKBROLEICRIARL 2 4
vhERMEaELL, SCRRLUTEBHMLES, FMORFICH2 > TIIPRISERELILKESES R AN 153105 HEL
AR AEREIHIER FRMD) OBREZTELE,
* & Ak ST LRRSBNEBRAEAL
E-mail: akobashi @ mail.doshisha.ac.jp

—65 —



BERBIr—F1 BSEW1IR

1. U

AR & » THBREICEBIEI N33
AL, V-Rick-THHEENZPANDH 3.
FhafEA YN LS, RLEBEOMTY)Y
—REBROTH THIEENT 2P LH 3.
SHhETHEHAMICHT IHRICENT, %
IS STIRBRE)—ADELLHIEE LD
SmINTE:,

Coase [1972] T3, BIAMIh & AL, B
e AOMEIR L N BEFIMERLRL W
Z LR EN, Bulow (1986] HEn £ NHE
T, DRIIRFETII %N, V-2 L3468 T
COMBEEELBSFHEERLNLC LA
LhIcE N, BOFFRD Waldman [1997],
Hendel and Lizzeri [1999b] {2sp a5 BiRH
FHL, HBEARIBEILKBOTALE b
DHMEEELLWERBEFOCEERAL,ICL
oH, RIINLBHISEH>TY —XIEFREN D
HELWELTWA,

LaL, BREDNI A 7L » THOMERMR
ENRYD, Ldto>THOBILOESLR
BEW)EEFERTHLLIE, 25 LIRS
v, FFETHE, —ENRFENDL EILBNT,
LAY =N LEFBICL>THET 2135
PRECL-TEELL, SHKRIRFBIC(HI
TY—REZHATEILICE-T, HBRBRE
B DTTRE L e N A ROFBHE HITK
EL L BBERRT BN,

EFENBTIE, BAMBREERICE-TY
—Z2 &) LRFENITS HEE Lk LIRS

1) HETRLFEETIHMORBKEEIBRESITLLE,
Hendel and Lizzeri [1999a, 2002), Johnson and Wald-
man [2003] 13, WRHELLIZGAMIMO NN —2R
i3, BRROMELBHNELINTLRICE->THZ
Lz lTwad, Lil, ARVHE-E0Y —RMI,
Y—REBFEEMHALERT S L LAROBUMEFH,
AFROBMWIC LT, MVITLTHINETL, |
MO0 —2RHH, BRNON—-RBHLY L
RICES>THAELWPAFDH L EMRTES,

Biehl (2001] #*% 5, £ =Tk 2MME 7
RE->TRRNEREBEHL TR, HR
BORIFIFEBRENCELT 2L I REE B

THHLTE Y, BERRBEMREIIL{RE S,

RFEL ) — 2R EHEMTLATRLLT
i3 Desai and Purohit [1998] »¢& 5. #iR:’%c
2HMEFALERY, V)—R2ATWAIHDIT
5 WEREERACK & v IBAITIY, ) —REEEFEE
A LA I S Rzt Ens
EVIERPBERLTWR Y, RFFRICET
AL AL, HODBRTOPMIZE
BEHSIIR%Y 32, FRHBREN S 4 TRITHE
LiEEMMRIC, )V —R ERFICELT, BOR
BRINAEMICEZONTWEETLRE S,
& 2 i T13, Hendel and Lizzeri [1999b] %
bz, WRENIHAMHER)ELAVWERLS
EFNEWAT S, BIHTHBRBEDIATL
REBNOBEDORELMTT 5. Befiicsw
T, BIGTMBLALEREE 26 CHUALL
EFNCHEAAN, FSLPHRITHEARED
MR ARREALPICL, BS5EHTY—
ANAI L bR > TEZ L W
FELRT 3.

2. EFH

MM SR TEELS. BARRIE, £
D 2 WMiIcbiz > THERTIET, $280
RTEICIIEL2Clfiz k) &5 4B AMELE
ELHNMEZH. E1H0SHE v, B2H0
SEE w,i=hltl, CORBNR (0>
w EET) Sk THOMAKEERRT 3.
Wa> Wt 14 Ziﬂiﬁmu‘éﬁ% Zﬂﬁ%‘iéﬁ‘, f)
AHRT ([or0FEAUT) EbohrnREIC
HhEENS, BEOHAMEFNTREEINS

2) ROIIUREFHLHNTV S, BFNHNWIAT
DHREFB1IM, VML bHFAE Y-, $lin
FA7RBLIMZHILMALS ML EREFLMY
£A, w24 7R3B2MOAINE (V-8 TH
N EMAT S,

— 66—

£, HRERIBUNMOAZHEL, ¥
BREDEDOHMICHT 28T % ¢ TERT. HR
BEYMERMAL 2HMEAT I Lick»TH
LNLREE

u=0v+60w:—p

EEY. CCTORYBIETF, pidfMiEeE
¥. Hendel and Lizzeri [1999b] Zc ¥ Ti3ik
FI%BFFRELTWBH, I TIRBROSF
DHITHYL, 374 T7DHURENANE
ETB3LRETS. SO HDHEBRBIL, 6.>6
ShEtnWIZATTERENSG, F0L¥h,
AR nn, 5, ne DFFHEE LTHEEL, 2ntn
<y & ﬂii‘#‘ 5.

PEMBHIEEL, £ THORG|IIIRAY
RELLEWERET S, HREL, SUHSE
BALE S oM plrdpTiea, 203
BRPEREBJATIEHTES, 2HEC
ERFREBATAILLTRETHEH, 0
BIZ2w T3 Anderson and Ginsburgh [1994]
THRLIAIINTWA LS, pEHB s
AIGIBRAN YOG 2 HHZ L ICBAT
ABUEHWISBCTREEL LW, 2F DY
BEL, SUHSRIEBAL 1 BkichEHIBT
RNTEE, BHPESE (RREAIESR) *
BATERD22IbiTHod, RBXTIL,
BOEBFRICHE L LTI H, £ERNR
RiZFH L, LUITTERIAT G 0 H5R
&, FA7 P ESREBATIHAICRE
¥ 34,

3) WHDEFANE K, WHEIBMBMIZHHL T
SPATRMBE L 6%k, EHROL 5 CRKKNS
A PEREBATIHRENBIF BT EI L, £
REAMEBERELT2NMBS LCBAZ LIRS
#0. AL, 2MEOMOSAN w LT IE, F4
7 G DHREH M Lok 2 DN 0y +dws)
ThHd. ERYFZHKBIHEBEBRETI L, (COWR
FIRMFELLBSID) 1 MHR) DAL 6{v+8wa)/2
t4hd, SOy, UTTHL,TIHSEBELIY
PEOLESSE, Ot tHREVE LI, PEEED
ERZALTHSEEHERT ENT, 2B CHM
AZLEMRIZA % B,

@ge/ — b BAMOD Y — 2 LRRFEISAT 394

F I BN D L) wkiiRREE NS
PEHLB, 747 DHBRBEIEDREH
RETHMOMAZERDED, matmSn, D
RELYD, 8 LMoRdEs plw) ZETH
5, hEBEBMALLBAOE L MOKRENI
Sowi—pHw) THBH b, PEHEEBIEENE
,

p¥wi)= s,
b g( wh) = Gutn

EREEND, 247 6,j=h ] DHBEIIFH
S EHI P EREWAT LI L VT
3, DFNHHBEWALLIBAOKEED D,
HREBATIHEOREOIITI REL KL
T b%wnT, BLIMOFHBNERE pi i,

Ov— pi+ope’ = Gwn—p¥wn) )

PR LT E L 5% WS, pel 38 kI
B3, BAHICHRET M ERNT IR
NMBEEEET. - TE LM, BHR
EHEHEIHTH L &FH 2 3MINRFEEIEIL,

pi=0,(v~ ws)+ pXw»)+ ope” (2)

Lid, BEIATICENN L MIETRETE L
WeREL, BRERAZ—ENcET 5, 7
A7 6 & GDFEHICIRIET 51243, 6 H A
THEBCBRETNIELIVWOT, BELHOFR

4) AT GERTRBLBREBLLWY, 2476, OF
Hiid T 3R ROM[I BRI ENS L 5 L EH
RAORRALENRI A= =0h D LEETS. M
2 ADREINBIE, ADDEZWI L TDAAND
BYBBME U Ir—=AHMTL S, ADORGHH 3
BERALTH-TH, ARRAFKREVWBACRAS 4
TAOHFEEHBEL UL UWBRLHD, EHT, S
TIREAAAL P TE( S LEBD S, =], 4=2
G=3&,+3. AR a=m=1 BREMIILc=0, ¥
NER|IL v=1, wa=2/3, w=1/6 £+ 35. 5.2UNIKKD
KEWT, a=2/3LRE, ChoNKMERATSEE,
B A 7~NDHRBIRGL L 2> TWIS L ERPHIS
EHTRB,

5) HALI2AN wr OPESEMALLBEOKKTH S
2, w DPESEMALLBEORYL Y LT KRB,



BERRS +—FNL BSBEB1S
iz,

IT.=(8{v~ wa) + p&Xws)+ Spe? — c)(nr+ns)

EWLIEHMTEL, BMALRIEIVOMILE
R & TR B SH £ Bkbd 31,
Hendel and Lizzeri [1999b] TH#HEN T3
£, BVEBELAVWEBIZIEFNLVTIE, 18
IS migic B w R R 2448 T2
EVSRIRIZTFEL v, Bl EERiwm
PRLT—ELLY, Lb->TEBL—EL
3, 2%, 1¥MbLynREERKMKT S
&) OB FEERET AL THATH
3, LITCi3WERT LizHET 5,

3. OB HREMRF

Becker [1964] T#ImE N T3 LI 4T,
HRHEL, TS TRRLAMEERES SN
HMElA8be TEELZERL, DRALHEL
RaZEMTES, AR, BBEEREVWIH
BiEBEEZDE, F7 9 P 2BATIRTT
IR EBRILIITELW,. ERICBSDR
MZRWTERLTRLHTHAZES. h
£ DBAHFICO>WT HRBOHREDH 5.
VI —DItHDBAMEFZ 5% 61T, BR
ENEORABEBALTERIZETOMEEH
5, SBREEMOLLTEN TR EZIRA
FTa3LLwH MHMBICKEKET S,

HRELVHIFAMEHRETHLREL, X
DY) UMEEELS, HAMHERICIRATS
B % ¢, Bo@REE gL, 2=f(q,t) {8
%, 32 D(ERIIHNT IRFOMEEET,
ERBEME T, V2R AHDERLSN
ICRRPINIEMT, CHLEBLNLEMD
YOBEIE1 LT3,

2¥, QB q=v OHHHHY 1 MDY
—X ko THEINB L L L. SKEREMA

6) T RHMHITLbhZVEMTSY), UTTIRMERHE
T51MMOBT, KRS T LN IBEMNARET 3.

NG T (-3 ¥ R2E S ]

u=m§x0f(v, D+ —pt
st. t+¥¢'sT

LERMTED, pti3)—2EHEEET, FK
FIZTREMBBTRET, £:>0, fu<0, f>0,
fea<O0 LIRET 3. 6 LRl AM AR
M ¢t DBRIZEBEIC b b 25, fi{ko%k
%, 0f(v, )—1=0 & 0, di/do=—f/(6fe)
S0THY, BFNRWIEHHFIT L ERARMIT
R a0,

ZL OEAMICHT 2T, B3
LELIHBILTRLEEEZINTWS., bHAA,
FBLIZARICEI 2B L H 227, ERORKIR
CKESIKET3LHEZ6N05, 2N, ML
SBEOMTLERBEI L hiE, #hi8T
BLBT 5. hHEMTERIL, £EENLTH
SEILERIERALHMTY, LBiOREE
ENRTNBETHEZERALEPCL>THIE
DEAWIIRY 3, BADRFIEWIEREIZ
YHAMOEREERIINZ 20T, BRIFOEW
HREVFE LT Y, hEdicas
ENLFHEOBILNEAWIIKRE LS,

BAMOERARKIR Y LichrhrbbT ) —X{H
BY—ETHD LI %, Balik)—ZHNB
ANEEIIQ)TREENS, LrL, HESE
AR EWMA L TERAT 254, PkbEH
BTHRHLHLOWHICHAWBZ3Z L LTHRET
Halh, FHEREFECNTTHTEL
Ezohd,

CHEEFEBTIL, 1 MBROEHERIEL
LEAMZEBALERALALL EOREIS,

(3)

7) HBEORYIL, BAMOEMISL 2B E 2L
REIMAERLADELBERENRN K (Quasiliner
function) THRRNENTWELH, WHENHRTFICL -
THARELRB LD, HAMOBAt O I2HT
SRRRVEIL/(6/(o, 1), RBFHMOMHOG A 12
=“1Thahb, —1>-1/(6/(v,0) % 6ITBERL D
FELLY, hi, 0<14(v,0) 2L TREFNR
R =0 BRTEZ L ERMT D,

u=maxff(v, t)++dpe"(t)—p°
st. t+¢sT

EHLIEHTED, pel(2) i3 1 Mtk FEH

4)

T3 L ENMFMBERL, pe”(H)<0LT 32,

BB LN F(Ei3 0fe(v, £)—1+6pe?(t)=0 & %
3 BnRE:t, Wo@gzrrrtse,
F(v, < Flo, ) KRRV ALDDT, tH>° T
B, Fo,t)>f(0, ) THB. 2 VHR
#Hiz, ) —RDBPADITS FBADBALNE
WHETHZERL, LVKRELHAEE2ES,
—%, V-RARHBTRHIGEHNERIMOSE
i1, BALLZHBEICL>THRENEPE]R
DBZE LY LE,

DR, HRELIFEREBAT 209 ER
EMATIrOBRREZRL Tiod, (EAR
MOREEZEETHERNDE T 2% 3,

max{6f(v, £*)+(T —t*)—p*+dpe”(¢*))]

>max] 6f (wn, )+ (T —*)=p*(wn)]

CORICE-T, HREIFRZOMOBAI
FHh->ThH L wEBSHEE Ll ol

Willing to pay # WTP X0f3:) ps SRES NS,

HBDPEROBE L ERAEEE " T 5L,

p°=0(f(v, )= F(wn, t')+t'—+t°
+pY(wa)+ pe?(¢°)

i, —ELPEHRBEESHLLEFALT
13, QRZR2LbH>22 L CEHREBDORF
MEBITHITEIZE WTP b &w, L L,
GATRLTLLIZNE S LkBAEIH D &1L
WEhwn, kELL, tORETIZYV—2D
Ba A, TAEBEOTEEFET 2w
SEEMwizD, V> L AN D
D, flv, £)—flwn t9)<0 & e 25— R 2 HE
BTEHnwhroTHhb, KELBETIEERIC
WTP #*F#HT 2L %y —X%ERL, TORF
i) =2 &) HERFE (L L IR —R ERFED
A DE) PERICL>TEE LWiiadd
AlrEHLPICT S,

(5)

WYL/ = b D EAMD Y — 2 LRI T 2 T

4. ERARFMOEL

FROMEBATIROWTPORILE &
Ftaieoicid, 2THS L hH RO MAERA
MEDEIICENT I 2MILES B, 22
T, B2HTUHALLEFNVCEIHNEX:
WY AN, HRENBIFIL, HFRLPHS
DEREHORER L DBRFEE ORI THAL,IC
T3, BMBEFHUMNLT I T=1, §=1¢
L, feelg, )=02RET . L LIDEE
I22WT, RICBBICEWYTREBMS BT
Lo ThaURIz%L, +ah&8neHz
LN BPHATIIMBE L,

247 0 DHREY, BRIV w.NhERE
A L7 b & iCfERT 2 EERNIS,

max(8f (ws, £)+(1—)—p*(wn)]
DT H 206, —FBEDRMFIZ
0f(wn, )—1=0 (6)

ERDLNE, KICHIEWMALLBAOMER
B 23R B, ZoleHizid, (HRNEND &
hEEENRELFENT 2LEFH S, 2o
Tk Bk, MEAEE & DS ERol
FrEEIc ks LES. hEMoRRII2H
HLAZkuvd, EEEEMIMMT 2L
TESRICAMERHIMMTLEHFLHI L b
T&3, WEISISI%LOT, 1M
BY w it dWREFLBE,

pe?(£)=(1—#)p(ws)+ to(ews)

LEBTEL, I3 M EH —(p(ws)
—p(w)) DHBREMBRTH S, £-T, HI%
MIA L7 & DR tERRRT (X
mgx[ﬂf(v. +(1=8)=p°+p(ws)
—t(p(ws) ~p(w:)))

NBRTH 5, plw)—plw)=k & B &, —
B &4,

































