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Abstract
This study analyzes the impact of international trade on the diﬀusion of
flexible manufacturing in a general equilibrium framework. Suppliers produce
a flexible base product that can be adapted to the specific input requirements of
a continuum of downstream industries. The vertical structure is determined by
the trade-oﬀ between economies of scope in flexible manufacturing and product
specificity of in-house production. In this framework, globalization can lead
to alternating waves of insourcing and outsourcing, but once the world market
reaches a threshold size, outsourcing prevails. We also derive a number of
testable predictions with regard to firm size and productivity measures that
are in line with recent empirical and casual evidence.
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Introduction

Modern manufacturing exhibits two prominent features: Manufacturing flexibility and outsourcing. Manufacturing flexibility describes the range of products that can be produced
by a manufacturing system with only a minimum of intervention (US Oﬃce of Technology
Assessment, 1984; Norman and Thisse, 1999). Today, many manufacturing firms use flexible
manufacturing as a strategy to increase their market potential. As such, flexible manufacturing is an important determinant of a manufacturing firm’s international competitiveness.
Consequently, the diﬀusion of flexible manufacturing systems has increased significantly over
the last decades (Gerwin, 1993; Mansfield, 1993; Norman and Thisse, 1999). In this paper
we address the role of international trade in the diﬀusion of flexible manufacturing and study
the accompanying market structure and welfare eﬀects.
Flexible manufacturing can aﬀect the vertical organization of industries by enabling upstream suppliers to provide inputs to a larger range of downstream producers. Many downstream firms use heterogeneous technologies that require specific inputs. From the viewpoint
of these downstream firms, flexibility in upstream manufacturing increases the availability
of inputs and raises the thickness in intermediate goods markets (McLaren, 2003). Through
this channel, flexible manufacturing can aﬀect the downstream firm’s mode of procurement.
If the range of available inputs rises, downstream firms are more likely to find suitable inputs
in the market, so that an increase in market thickness can lead to outsourcing. In addition,
the availability of inputs is an important determinant of the productivity of downstream
firms, so that the diﬀusion of flexible manufacturing can also have implication for a country’s
welfare.
We introduce a simple framework that allows us to study the impact of international trade
on flexible manufacturing and outsourcing. The vertical organization of industries is based on
the trade-oﬀ between economies of scope in flexible manufacturing and product specificity of
in-house production. We illustrate that international trade can aﬀect the vertical equilibrium
through changes in the number of suppliers (market thickness eﬀect) and through changes in
the range of industries serviced per supplier (market width eﬀect). We will demonstrate how
these two eﬀects interact and how they can provide an explanation for alternating waves of
insourcing and outsourcing (e.g., Economist, 1991; Marsh, 1998, 2003; Murphy, Winter and
Mayne, 2003; MSI Magazine, 2003).
Our framework provides insights complementary to the popular Ethier framework. Ethier
(1979, 1982) illustrated how international trade in intermediate goods can promote specialization and how an increase in specialization can lead to eﬃciency gains through external
economies of scale (or "international economies of scale" in Ethier’s terminology). Here, we
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emphasize the role of adjustments in the vertical organization of industries and provide an
alternative explanation for productivity gains. In addition, we illustrate that adjustments
in the market width of suppliers can lead to diﬀerent predictions regarding the impact of
international trade on the market structure in upstream industries.
This study is related to a number of earlier contributions. In our modeling of flexible
manufacturing we build on Eaton and Schmitt (1994) and Norman and Thisse (1999) who
provide models of flexible manufacturing systems based on the spatial model of product differentiation á la Hotelling (1929) and Salop (1979). However, both studies are confined to
partial equilibrium in a consumer good industry and do not deal with issues of international
trade or issues of vertical integration. In extending the analysis to general equilibrium we
build on Grossman and Helpman (2002). They use Helpman’s (1981) circle to model product
diﬀerentiation in an intermediate good industry in general equilibrium and show how diﬀerences in certain industry characteristics can lead to diﬀerent modes of organization. But, in
contrast to our approach, they do not allow for flexible manufacturing.1 This paper is also
related to McLaren (2000) who illustrates how globalization can lead to a rise in outsourcing
through an increase in market thickness. He emphasizes the role of international trade in
facilitating arm’s length trade between upstream and dowstream firms, but again, he does
not address the role of flexible manufacturing, either.
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Production Technologies

The starting point of our framework is a continuum of downstream industries all of which
require the input of a specific intermediate good. Take computer chips for example. All electronic appliances and other goods with at least some electronic components require computer
chips of one kind or another. So they are identical in their need of computer chips. But the
exact types of chips needed are, of course, diﬀerent and depend on the good produced.
In order to keep the analysis simple we assume that the intermediate good is the only
input in the production of the final good and normalize units so that one unit of the specific
input produces one unit of the final good. The production function of industry i can then be
written as
(1)
Xi = Q̃i ,
where Xi is the output of industry i, and Q̃i is the input specific to industry i.
1

Grossman and Helpman (2002) incorporate a notion of flexibility in an extension where upstream firms
can choose the degree of specificity of their inputs. However, the flexibility is only important as an outside
option. In equilibrium, each upstream firm produces only one variety with a single specification and sells to
only one downstream firm.

2

All industries can be uniquely characterized by the specification of its input requirements.
We adopt Helpman’s (1981) modeling strategy and assume that all specifications can be
represented by points on the circumference of a circle. The circumference represents the
mass of industries and is denoted by Ω. Consequently, all final goods industries and their
respective input requirements are indexed over the intervall i ∈ [0, Ω].
Assume that all final goods industries are perfectly competitive and that the assembly
of the final good is costless. Then, the price of the final good pi equals the price of the
intermediate input q̃i :
(2)
pi = q̃i .
There are two diﬀerent technologies available for producing the intermediate input: a
flexible manufacturing technology (section 2.1) and a specific technology (section 2.2).

2.1

Flexible Manufacturing

The flexible manufacturing technology is seperable into two stages. In the first stage, the
manufacturer produces a base product taylored to a particular industry. In the second stage,
this base products can be adapted to a number of diﬀerent specifications. Both stages are
costly.
The defining feature of flexible manufacturing is that a single intermediate producer
services a range of industries. Thus, we have to distinguish between the location of a supplier
and the locations of industries serviced. The specifications of a supplier’s base product j
indicate the address of this supplier on the circle. Hence, for industry i = j no adaptation is
necessary and no adaptation costs have to be incurred. But if this supplier services a diﬀerent
industry, the intermediate input has to be adjusted to the particular specifications of the final
good and this adaptation is costly. In our one-dimensional representation of specifications,
the deviation of an industry’s specifications from the base product of a supplier can be
described as the shortest arc distance δ ij between the industry i’s location on the circle and
the address of supplier j. Adaptation costs aij from supplier j to industry i can then be
described as a rising function of this distance:
aij = a (δij ) .

(3)

We assume that adaptation costs are symmetric, i.e. all industries are subject to the same
adaptation function.
The adaptation function is convex and exhibits rising marginal adaptation costs (a0 > 0
and a00 > 0). We assume that adaptation costs are similar in nature to iceberg transportation
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costs, i.e. when a final goods producer purchases an input at distance δ, only
can be employed in the production process of the final good:
Q̃i =

Qij
,
a (δ ij )

1
a

of this input

(4)

where Qij describes the quantity shipped by supplier j for industry i and δ ij describes the
shortest arc distance between i and j. Hence, it is convenient to normalize adaptation costs
so that a (0) = 1.
The assumption of iceberg adaption costs is convenient in a number of ways. First, it
simplifies nicely the mathematical description of the process of adaptation by establishing a
simple correspondence between the volume of production of any variant and the volume of
production of the base product. Second, it provides a measure of productivity for intermediate
goods. According to equations (1) and (4), the productivity of supplier j’s base product in
the production of industry i is given by QXiji = a(δ1ij ) .
In addition, the assumption of iceberg adaptation costs comes particularly handy in combination with free entry. If there are no barriers to entry and the delivery to any industry is
essentially contestable, upstream firms cannot engage in price discrimination between industries with regard to the price of the base product.2 Instead, they set a single price for their
base product and add adaptation costs. Then, it is the eﬀective prices paid by downstream
firms in the various industries that diﬀer. The eﬀective price q̃ij paid by industry i to supplier
j consists of the price for the base product qj set by supplier j plus adaptation costs:
q̃ij = a (δ ij ) qj .

(5)

The volume of production of the base product Qj depends on the number of industries
serviced and on the quantity sold to each industry. We refer to the range of industries
serviced as a producer’s market width and the quantities sold to each industry as the market
depth. In the continuum case, the volume of production is given by the integral of output
per industry over the entire market width:
Qj =

Z

δ lj

Qij di +

0

Z

δ rj

Qij di,

(6)

0

¡
¢
where δ lj , δ rj describes the range of industries serviced by supplier j to the left and to the
right. Naturally, in equilibrium δ lj and δrj are determined endogenously.
The production of the base product requires the input of labor. A flexible manufacturing
2

We elaborate on this in section 3.3.
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technology has both fixed and variable cost components. One can think of the fixed cost
component as a cost for developing a versatile base product. Labor requirements lj and the
respective cost function Cj are given by
lj = f + cQj ,

(7)

Cj = wlj = w (f + cQj ) ,

(8)

where f and c denote fixed and marginal labor requirements and w is the (economy-wide)
wage rate.
The description of the technology provides first insights into the economics of flexible
manufacturing. On one hand, there are economies of scope in flexible manufacturing. Because
of the product development cost f it is cheaper for one supplier to service a range of industries
¢ R
¤
£ ¡R
Qij di < Cij (Qij ) di .3
than for a range of suppliers to service individual industries Cj
On the other hand, supplying a larger range of industries also implies higher adaptation
costs.

2.2

In-house Production

The specific technology is much simpler. It exhibity constant returns to scale where one unit
of a specific intermediate input requires the input of m1 units of labor:
Q̃i =

1
li .
m

(9)

Assume that the specific technology is indivisibly linked with the assembly of the final
product, so that this technology is only available to integrated consumer goods producers.4
Hence, we will also refer to this technology as the in-house technology as opposed to outsourcing to a flexible manufacturer.
The cost function of industry i is then
Ci = wmXi ,

(10)

pi = mw.

(11)

and marginal cost pricing yields
3
Note that economies of scope in servicing industries and economies of scale in the production of the base
product are isomorphic in this setup.
4
Alternatively, we could assume that this technology is universally available, but independent firms have
to incur an extra fixed costs gi . In this case, outsourcing of the specific technology is technologically possible
but economically unattractive (gi + mQ̃i > mQ̃i ).
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Note that (11) implies an internal transfer price for the input of
q̃i = mw.

(12)

The advantage of the specific technology is clearly that each intermediate input is taylored
to its final good. Hence, no adaptation costs arise. On the other hand, there are no economies
of scale or scope, so that unit costs remain constant. Hence, the choice of technology is
determined by the trade-oﬀ between economies of scope in flexible manufacturing and product
specificity in in-house production.

3

Flexible Manufacturing and In-house Production in
General Equilibrium

3.1

Market Width

The market width describes the range of industries serviced by a single supplier using flexible manufacturing. It is determined endogenously by a supplier’s cost advantage over its
immediate competitors. These competitors can be either other suppliers using flexible manufacturing or downstream firms with in-house production. Hence, there are two critical levels
of δ. Let δ̃ denote the range of industries for which a supplier has a cost advantage over its
closest competitor using flexible manufacturing (both to the left and to the right) while δ̄
denotes the range of industries for which the supplier has a cost advantage over the specific
in-house technology. The equilibrium market width is then determined by the minimum of
these two. This is illustrated in figures 1.a and 1.b.
Figure 1 Market width (a & b)
Figure 1.a describes the determination of the market width when the supplier is competing
primarily against in-house production. We will refer to this case as the IP regime. The
horizontal axis is normalized so that the location of supplier j is at δ = 0. At this point,
the eﬀective price q̃ for downstream firms is just equal to the price of the base product q.
As supplier j starts selling to industries further away, adaptation costs increase and the
eﬀective price rises. The closest competitor using flexible manufacturing (j + 1) is located
at distance d. Its eﬀective price is also increasing in the distance to its base location. At δ̃ j ,
the two eﬀective
j+1
´ curves intersect. Supplier j³has a´ cost advantage over supplier
³ price
¢
¡
in the interval 0, δ̃ j and a cost disadvantage in δ̃ j , d . However, in the range δ̄ j , δ̄ j+1 ,
the eﬀective prices of both suppliers are larger than the costs of in-house production, mw.
6

¢
¡
Hence, the market width of supplier j is only 0, δ̄ j and the market width of supplier j + 1
¢
¡
¢
¡
is δ̄ j+1 , d . In the range δ̄ j , δ̄j+1 , downstream firms rely on in-house production. In this
case, the market width is determined by the intersection of q̃j (and q̃j+1 ) with mw.
Figure 1.b describes a scenario where in-house production is not feasible (F M regime).
Here, the eﬀective prices q̃ at δ̃ are lower than the costs of in-house
Hence,
´
³ production.
downstream firms purchase their inputs from supplier j in the range 0, δ̃j and from supplier
³
´
j + 1 in δ̃j , d . In this scenarion, the market width is determined by the intersection of the
two q̃ curves.
Formally, the market width of supplier j to the left, δlj , and to the right, δrj , is determined
by
¡ ¢
¡
©
¢ª
(13)
qj a δ lj = min mw; qj−1 a dj−1 − δ lj
and

¡ ¢
¡
©
¢ª
qj a δ rj = min mw; qj+1 a dj+1 − δ rj .

(14)

In general equilibrium, only the parameter m is exogenous. In partial equilibrium, individual suppliers also take the wage rate w and the prices of other suppliers as well as their
locations as given. In this environment, a supplier maximizes its profits by simultaneously
setting the price for its base product qj and choosing its location on the circle, thereby determining dj−1 and dj+1 while D = dj−1 + dj+1 remains constant. We limit the analysis to
symmetric equilibria where qj = qj+1 = q and δlj = δ rj = δ and we can omit indices.
¡ ¢
Regarding the choice of location we can establish that if mw ≥ qa D2 , so that δ = δ̃ ≤ δ̄
(F M regime), a symmetric equilibrium implies that dj−1 = dj+1 = d = 2δ̃ = D2 (Helpman,
¡ ¢
1981). If mw < qa D2 , so that δ = δ̄ < δ̃ (IP regime), there exists an iso-profit section
where supplier j is indiﬀerent in its exact location. This iso-profit section is of length D − 4δ̄.
The minimum distance to either side is dmin = 2δ̄ < D2 . Hence, due to this iso-profit section
there exists a certain indeterminancy in the extact location choice. However, in a symmetric
equilibrium, where δ lj = δ rj , this indeterminancy does not aﬀect our principle results.
In a symmetric equilibrium, equations (13) and (14) can be summarized as
qa (δ) =

3.2

(

qa (δ) (F M regime)
.
mw
(IP regime)

(15)

Market Depth

The market depth is derived from the production of the various final goods. All final goods
industries are perfectly competitive and demand is derived from a Cobb-Douglas utility
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function:
Xi = αi

I
.
pi

(16)

Here, Xi is demand for final good i, I is income, and αi is the (constant) share of income
spent on good i.
The shares of income spent on consumer goods must add to one over the interval [0, Ω]:
Z

Ω

αi di = 1.

(17)

0

We simplify further by assuming that the shares of income devoted to each good are
identical across all goods (αi = α). As a result, equation (17) implies α = Ω1 . The prices
of final goods continue to diﬀer between industries even in a symmetric equilibrium because
diﬀerent industries are subject to diﬀerent adaptation costs.
Equations (1), (2), (6), and (16) now determine demand for Q:
Q = 2δ

3.3

αI
.
q

(18)

Free Entry Pricing and the Product Market Clearing Condition

We assume that there is free entry in all markets and market segments. This assumption has
two dimensions. First, with free entry the number of suppliers is determined endogenously
and each new entry can have an impact on the location of suppliers on the circle. We will
refer to this dimension as the horizontal dimensions because it aﬀects the degree of horizontal
diﬀerentiation. This issue will be addressed later. The second dimension of the free entry
assumption relates to the contestability of markets. Under free entry, no firm has exclusive
control over the delivery to any industry, so that the markets for all base products are
essentially contestable. A supplier is not only competing against other competitors to the
left and to the right of its own location but also against potential competitors on the exact
same location. We will refer to this dimension as the vertical dimension of the free entry
:
assumption. As a consequence, all base products are priced at average costs q = C
Q
q=w

µ

¶
f
+c .
Q

(19)

The price-setting behavior as described in equations (5) and (19) implies that there is
no cross-subsidizing between variants in order to increase the range of industries serviced.
The reason for the absence of cross-subsidizing is that with free entry, cross-subsidizing is
8

not a viable strategy. This is immediately obvious in the F M regime. If all firms pursue the
same strategy in a symmetric equilibrium, cross-subsidizing cannot lead to an increase in the
market width. However, in the IP regime, this is not so obvious. Figure 2 helps to illustrate
the point.
Figure 2 Cross-subsidizing in the IP regime
In figure 2, q̃ denotes the eﬀective price if no cross-subsidizing occurs (average cost pricing
of the base product). In this case, the firm makes zero profits and services industries in the
¡ ¢
range 0, δ̄ . The curve q̃ 0 denotes a cross-subsidizing scheme where the respective firm
charges
´ a price above q̃ for industries in the range (0, δA ) and a lower price in the range
³
0
0
δ A , δ̄ . With this strategy, the firm is able to increase its market width to δ̄ . We assume
that this strategy also leads to zero profits, i.e. that
profits captured in the
´
³ the additional
0 5
range (0, δ A ) are just equal to the losses in the range δ A , δ̄ . However, this firm can always
be driven out of the market by a new competitor that locates on the exact same location
¡
¢
6
and sets a price q̃0 − in the range δ A , δ̄ and q̃ in the range beyond
³
´ δ̄. Since this firm does
0

not have to cross-subsidize selling to industries in the range δ̄, δ̄ it can therefore charge
a lower price in the range (0, δ A ) and still make zero profits. Hence, this new firm captures
¡ ¢
the entire market width in the range 0, δ̄ and the old supplier has to exit. This mechanism
always works if a firm tries to increase its market width by cross-subsidizing. The only form
of cross-subsidizing that is not ruled out by free entry is a form of cross-subsidzing that
has no impact on profits and no impact on the market width. This is essentially a trivial
cross-subsidizing, and we assume that it does not occur.
With free entry, all income is labor income, so that I = wL (L denotes the economy’s
endowment with labor). Hence, (18) can be expressed as
f + cQ = 2δαL.

(20)

Equation (20) ensures that the costs incurred in the production of the intermediate goods
are covered by the expenditures of consumers. Therefore, we will refer to this condition as
the product market clearing condition (P MCC).
5

If cross-subsidizing leads to profits, it is always possible for a new entrant to undercut the indigenous
firm and still make non-negative profits. Thus, profit-enhancing cross-subsidizing is never viable.
6
The parameter denotes an infinitesimal small price reduction.
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3.4
3.4.1

The Industry Equilibrium: Firm Size and Market Width
Industry Equilibrium in the IP Regime

In the IP regime, the industry equilibrium is determined by (15), (19) and (20). We combine
(15) and (19) to
¶
µ
f
+ c = m.
(21)
a (δ)
Q
This equation describes the market width of a flexible supplier for a given output in the IP
regime. We now have two equations (20 and 21) in Q and δ and the industry equilibrium can
be illustrated graphically in a Q − δ diagram. This is illustrated in figure 3, where the curve
based on equation (21) is indicated as MW |IP (Market Width IP ). Clearly, the P MCC is
f
. The shape of the MW |IP curve
linear in Q and δ, and the δ-axis intercept is at δ|Q=0 = 2αL
2
is determined by the shape of the adaptation function. If a0 (δ) , a00 (δ) > 0, then ∂∂δQ2 > 0,
f
(Note that
and the MW |IP curve is convex in δ. The Q-axis intercept is at Q|δ=0 = (m−c)
a (0) = 1). This implies that there exist three possible outcomes for the industry:
1. No solution if the P MCC lies completely beneath the MW |IP .
2. One single solution if the P MCC lies tangent to the MW |IP .
3. Two solutions if the P MCC intersects the MW |IP from below.
Figure 3 The industry equilibrium in the IP regime.
Only the second intersection in case 3 provides a stable industry equilibrium. As the
P MCC determines demand for a given market width and the MW |IP provides the market
width for a given output, a stable equilibrium requires that the slope of the MW |IP is steeper
than the slope of the P MCC in equilibrium. This is indicated by the arrows in figure 3. The
slopes of the two curves are given by

for the P MCC and

¯
f + cQ
∂Q δ ¯¯
>0
=
¯
∂δ Q P MCC
cQ

¯
∂Q δ ¯¯
ε (δ) m
=
>0
¯
∂δ Q MW
m − a (δ) c

(22)

(23)

δ
> 0. Then, given (12), (15), (19) and (20), stability
for the MW |IP , where ε (δ) = a0 (δ) a(δ)
requires that a (δ) (ε (δ) + 1) c > m. In addition, the IP regime can only lead to a meaningful
solution if m > c.

10

3.4.2

Industry Equilibrium in the F M Regime

In the F M regime, equation (15) is redundant and plays no direct role in the determination of
the industry equilibrium. In this case, the industry equilibrium is determined by the P MCC
(20), average cost pricing (19), and the first order condition (F OC) of profit maximization
for firms. The F OC comes in because the market width of one firms depends on the pricing
decisions of the adjacent firms.
Because intermediate goods producers compete in prices, the first order condition (FOC)
of profit maximization implies that
∂Q q

∂C
³ ∂q Q ´ .
q=
∂Q 1 + ∂Q q

(24)

∂q Q

= wc. For the price elasticity of demand,
Marginal costs can be derived from (8): ∂C
∂Q
∂Q q
, we draw on (18):
∂q Q
∂Q q
∂δ q
= −1 +
.
(25)
∂q Q
∂q δ
The first term on the right hand side refers to the intensive margin. It describes how the
market depth adjusts to changes in the price of the³intermediate
good. With Cobb-Douglas
´
∂δ q
preferences, this must be −1. The second term ∂q δ on the right hand side describes
adjustments of the extensive margin, i.e. changes in the market width. The size of this eﬀect
can be derived from the partial derivatives of either (13) or (14):
1 1
∂δ q
=−
.
∂q δ
2 ε (δ)

(26)

Clearly, the market width must fall when a supplier raises the price for the base product:
∂δ q
< 0.
∂q δ
The FOC can then be written as
q = wc (1 + 2ε (δ)) .

(27)

The equilibrium is determined by equations (19), (20), and (27). The free entry first order
condition as determined by (19) and (27) yields
Q=

f
.
2ε (δ) c

(28)

The P MCC (20) and the free entry F OC (28) determine the industry equilibrium in
the F M regime. Again, the industry equilibrium can be illustrated graphically in a Q − δ
11

diagram. This is illustrated in figure 4. The slopes of the P MCC and the F OC are given
by (22) and (29):
¯
∂Q δ ¯¯
= −η (δ) ,
(29)
∂δ Q ¯F OC
¯
∂Q δ ¯
δ
0
0
where η (δ) = ε (δ) ε(δ) . We assume that ε (δ) > 0, so that η (δ) > 0 and ∂δ Q ¯
< 0.7
F OC

Figure 4 The industry equilibrium in the F M regime

The F M regime requires that the eﬀective price paid by the marginal industry is below the unit costs of in-house production. Hence, the F M regime is only sustainable if
a (δ) (1 + 2ε (δ)) c < m.

3.5

The Choice of Technology and the Vertical Equilibrium

Having described the industry equilibrium for alternative forms of vertical organization, we
need to determine the vertical equilibrium now. The discussion above showed that a stable
equilibrium in the IP regime requires that a (δ) (ε (δ) + 1) c > m and the F M regime is only
sustainable if a (δ) (1 + 2ε (δ)) c < m. These conditions are illustrated in the upper part of
figure 5. The IP regime requires that δ > δ 0 and the F M regime requires that δ < δ 00 .
Figure 5 The vertical equilibrium
The lower part of figure 5 includes both figures 3 and 4. It illustrates that at δ 0 the
P MCC lies just tangent to the MW |IP if L = L0 .8 Furthermore, this figure shows that
there is also a particular size of the economy L00 that corresponds to the critical level δ 00 in
the F M regime. Hence, the vertical structure of the economy depends on its size. We can
diﬀerentiate between three cases:
1. If L < L0 , then there is no flexible manufacturing and all downstream firms rely solely
on in-house sourcing.
2. If L0 < L < L00 , then both forms of organization co-exist and the industry equilibrium
is governed by the IP regime.
3. If L00 < L, then there is no in-house production and all downstream firms rely on
external procurement and flexible manufacturing (F M regime).
7

Take the following example: If a = (1 + δ)b , where b > 1, then ε =

8

It follows from (22) and (23) that if m = ca (δ) [ε (δ) + 1], then
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δ
b>0
1+δ
¯
∂Q δ ¯
∂δ Q ¯
P MCC

and ε0 =
¯
δ¯
= ∂Q
∂δ Q ¯

b
(1+δ)2

MW

.

> 0.

3.6

The Labor Market Equilibrium and Firm Entry

Demand for labor consists of demand for flexible manufacturing and demand for in-house
production. The final assembly is performed costlessly, so that downstream firms are best
thought of as organization entities instead of actual production facilities. The labor market
clears when Nlj + Mli = L, where N is the number of flexible manufacturers, lj denotes
labor requirements for flexible manufacturing, M is the mass of industries relying on inhouse production, and li denotes labor requirements for in-house production. As before, L
stands for the endowment with labor. Using (1), (7), (9), (11), (16), (17), I = wL, and (20),
the labor market clearing condition can be expressed as
N2δ + M = Ω.

(30)

In this form, the labor market clearing condition also expresses the fact that, in equilibrium,
all industries (Ω) are either serviced by flexible manufacturers (N2δ) or produce their inputs
in-house (M).
The real wage can be calculated by using a price index for final goods. As the various
downstream industries produce their goods with diﬀerent technologies and productivities,
prices of final goods diﬀer, too. The price index for final goods is defined as
p̃ =

2δN p̄ + Mmw
,
Ω

(31)

where p̄ = qā (δ) is the average price for inputs purchased from flexible manufacturers and
Rδ
ā (δ) = 1δ 0 a (i) di denotes the average adaptation costs for these inputs. With average cost
pricing (19) and labor market clearing (30) we can express the inverse of the real wage as
p̃
=
w

µ
¶
M
q
M
1−
ā (δ) + m.
Ω
w
Ω

(32)

Equation (32) shows that the real wage is the inverse of a weighted average of two terms.
The first term on the right hand side is the average unit labor requirement for downstream
goods produced through flexible manufacturing and the second term is the unit labor requirement of in-house production. Both terms are weighed with the relative mass of industries
applying the respective technology. In the F M regime, where M = 0, this expression is
simply wp̃ = ā (δ) wq .
The number of flexible manufacturers N can be determined using the horizontal dimension
of the free entry condition mentioned earlier. The circumference of the circle, Ω, can be
interpretated as the entire market potential. Within this potential, each supplier tries to find
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its market niche. This niche is a segment on the circle where it can reach the equilibrium
market width 2δ. New suppliers will enter as long as they are able to find their market niche.
As figure 5 illustrates there are two distinct equilibria. Therefore, we need to distinguish
between entry in the F M regime and entry in the IP regime.
3.6.1

Entry in the F M regime

In the F M regime, flexible manufacturers compete directly against other flexible manufacturers. In a symmetric equilibrium, this means that there cannot be any industry relying
on in-house production anywhere on the circle. Hence, M = 0. In this regime, entry occurs
¡ Ω ¢
is at least as large as the optimal
as long as the market potential for one more firm N+1
FM
necessary to break even. Then, a free entry equilibrium requires that
market width 2δ
Ω
Ω
≤ 2δ F M <
.
N
N +1

(33)

¡
¢
As the F M regime is only sustainable for small values of δF M δ F M ≤ δ 0 , and thus implies
a large number of firms, the number of firms can be approximated by9
N=
3.6.2

Ω
.
2δ F M

(34)

Entry in the IP regime

In the IP regime, the market width is given by δ = δIP . In this case, flexible manufacturers
enter as long as the "unpenetrated market potential" (M) is at least as large as the optimal
market width 2δ IP . Here, a free entry equilibrium requires that
M < 2δ IP <

Ω
.
N +1

(35)

The number of flexible manufacturers is then determined by
µ

Ω
N = integer
2δ IP

¶

(36)

and the level of in-house production by
M = Ω − 2δ

IP

µ

Ω
integer
2δ IP

¶

.

(37)

¡
¢
The true number of suppliers is determined by N = integer 2δΩ
and the true market width is δ =
FM
h
³
´
´
FM
FM
FM
0
Ω
ϕδ
, where ϕ ∈ 1, Ω−2δF M . As δ
is small δ
≤ δ , ϕ ≈ 1, δ ≈ δ F M and N ≈ 2δΩ
FM .
9

14

The integer constraint performs an important function in the determination of the level
of in-house production because the IP regime is characterized by large market widths and
small number of firms. Hence, the mass of industries relying on in-house production can be
substantial. Therefore, we cannot disregard the integer constraint. According to (35), the
¢
£
mass of industries relying on in-house production lies in the range M ∈ 0, 2δ IP .
Two parameters will be helpful in the characterization of the equilibrium. First, M̆ = 2δ IP
describes the upper bound of in-house production. Second, without further knowledge about
£
¢
the exact numerical solution of 2δΩIP , all solutions within the interval 0, 2δ IP are equally
probable ex ante. Hence, the "expected" mass of in-house production, denoted by M̃, is
simpliy M̃ = 12 M̆ = δ IP .
Note that the integer constraint has no impact on the vertical dimension of the free
entry condition. No matter how many suppliers are competing side by side, all of them also
compete against a potential competitor at their very own location. Hence, prices continue to
be capped by average costs.
Both equations (34) and (36) illustrate that there is a negative relation between the
flexibility in manufacturing and the number of suppliers in equilibrium. This is a well know
result in the IO literature on flexible manufacturing (e.g., Norman and Thisse, 1999). The
higher is the flexibility in manufacturing, the larger is the range of industries serviced by
a single supplier, and the smaller is the number of supplier that can reach the equilibrium
market width for a given mass of downstream industries.

4

International Trade

Suppose there are Ψ countries, which are identical in all respects except size to the country
described above. Now assume that these countries switch from autarky to free trade with
no trade costs. In the free trade equilibrium firms in all countries operate with identical
technologies (a (·), c and f ) in a larger, integrated market. Hence, the new equilibrium
on the world market is characterized not only by symmetry within a country, but also by
symmetry across countries. Suppliers in all trading countries are of equal size and market
width.
International trade integrates product markets while national factor markets remain sepP
i i
arated. Expenditures for final goods rise from αwj Lj in country j to α Ψ
i=1 w L in the
world market. Similarily, the new product market clearing conditions for base products in
country j are given by
Ψ
X
j
wi Li ,
(38)
w (f + cQ) = 2δα
i=1

15

P
i i
First of all, equation (38) implies an equalization of wages because Q and Ψ
i=1 w L are
identical for all countries. Then, equation (38) can be expressed as a single P MCC for all
countries:
Ψ
X
Li .
(39)
(f + cQ) = 2δα
i=1

³
´
P
i
j
International trade increases the size of the market for all countries ∆Lj = Ψ
L
−
L
>
0
.
i=1
In our figures, international trade turns national P MCCs outwards around δ = 0. This is
our trade shock. We will now analyze the impact of trade on firm size, market width, form of
vertical organization, firm entry and the real wage for the F M regime, the IP regime, and
the case where international trade leads to a switch in regimes.

4.1

Trade in the F M regime

In the F M regime, all industries are serviced by flexible manufacturing. The industry equilibrium in the integrated market is determined by (28) and (39). International trade leads to
an outward shift of the P MCC in figure 4. This outward shift leads to an increase in firms
size and reduces the equilibrium market width.
The comparative statics of an increase in L confirm these results:

and

f + cQ
∂δ L
=−
<0
∂L δ
f + cQ (1 + η (δ))

(40)

∂Q L
(f + cQ) η (δ)
=
> 0.
∂L Q f + cQ (1 + η (δ))

(41)

The impact on the number of suppliers is straightforward from equation (34). When δ
falls, the number of suppliers N clearly rises:
∂N L
∂δ L
=−
> 0.
∂L N
∂L δ
The impact on the real wage can be calculated from

p̃
w

(42)

= ā (δ) wq and (27):

w
= [ā (δ) c (1 + 2ε (δ))]−1 ,
p̃
so that
∂

³ ´
w
p̃

µ

f η (δ)
a (δ) − ā (δ)
³ ´ =−
+
w
∂L
ā (δ)
f + cQ
L
p̃
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(43)

¶

∂δ L
> 0.
∂L δ

(44)

Hence, a fall in δ leads unambiguously to an increase in the real wage wp̃ . This impact consist
of two eﬀects. The first eﬀect, expressed by the first term in the parentheses on the right
hand side of (44), indicates that as δ falls, average adaptation costs also fall. At the same
time, the size of suppliers rises and they move down their average cost curves, so that the
price of the base product also falls and wq decreases. This is the second eﬀect in (44). Both
eﬀects tend to reduce the price index for downstream goods and increase derived demand for
labor, so that the real wage rises.
Many of the results in this section are similar to the findings reported in Ethier (1982).
The larger market in the integrated world supports a larger number of suppliers, but these new
suppliers are now more specialized. However, specialization has a slightly diﬀerent meaning in
this setup. Here, suppliers are selling to a smaller range of industries compared to firms adding
a smaller fraction to the value of downstream goods in Ethier’s framework. In addition,
international trade leads to an increase in (average) productivity in both frameworks. But
whereas this increase is implicitly assumed in Ethier’s production function, this framework
provides a microeconomic explanation for the rise in productivity. Because the productivity
of an input is inversely correlated with its adaptation costs, average productivity rises when
average adaptation costs fall.

4.2

Trade in the IP regime

In the IP regime, the industry equilibrium is determined by (21) and (39). The outward
shift of the P MCC leads to an increase in firms size and equilibrium market width in figure
3.
The respective results of the comparative static analysis are

and

ε (δ) a (δ)
∂Q L
=
∂L Q (ε (δ) + 1) a (δ) c − m

µ

∂δ L
a (δ) (m − a (δ) c)
=
∂L δ
(ε (δ) + 1) a (δ) c − m

µ

¶

>0

(45)

¶

> 0.

(46)

f + cQ
Q

f + cQ
mQ

The elasticities can be signed because (ε (δ) + 1) a (δ) c > m.
The result with respect to the impact on the market width is fundamentally diﬀerent
from the impact in the F M regime. In the F M regime, the market width falls because
the integrated market supports a larger number of suppliers. In the IP regime, however,
suppliers are not competing against other suppliers but against in-house production. Hence,
the market width is determined by the relative costs of flexible manufacturing vis-à-vis inhouse production. International trade brings about an increase in the size of suppliers, so
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that average costs in the production of the base product fall. On the other hand, unit costs
of in-house production are constant (m). Therefore, external procurement becomes more
attractive to downstream industries at the margin and the market width of suppliers using
flexible manufacturing rises.
´
³
The increase in δ implies that the upper bound of in-house production M̆ = 2δ and its
³
´
"expected" mass M̃ = δ clearly rise. But the impact of an incremental increase in L on
the number of suppliers N and the exact mass of industries relying on in-house production M
is not calculable because equations (36) and (37) are not continuous. However, we can derive
some results regarding the absolute changes. First, we can show that the number of suppliers
Ω
, and the right hand
cannot rise. The free entry equilibrium (35) requires that N + 1 < 2δ
∆N
∆δ
= − ∆M
, where
side of this inequality falls. Furthermore, from (30) we obtain 2δ ∆L + 2N ∆L
∆L
∆N
∆M
∆δ
∆ denotes an absolute change. Hence, if ∆L = 0, then ∆L = −2N ∆L < 0. If N remains
≥ 0, i.e.
constant, M clearly falls. However, since M ≥ 0, this case is limited to M + ∆M
∆L
¡ ∆N
¢
∆δ
M
∆δ
M
to ∆L ≤ 2N . If ∆L > 2N , then N must fall ∆L < 0 . In this case, the change in M is
= 2δ∆N/∆L + N2∆δ/∆L.
ambiguous: − ∆M
∆L
| {z } | {z }
−

+

The change in the mass of industries relying on in-house production is an important
feature of this model. If M falls, this indicates that more downstream industries are sourcing
their inputs through independent suppliers. We refer to this process as outsourcing. A fall
in M also indicates an increase in the diﬀusion of flexible manufacturing. In contrast to
outsourcing, an increase in M implies an increase in in-house production. This is referred to
as insourcing. The ratio of M/N depends on two eﬀects (see equation 30):
M
=
N

µ

N
Ω

¶−1

− 2δ.

(47)

The first term on the right hand side of (47) denotes the market thickness in the market for
intermediate goods. In a spatial setup, an increase in N is not just an increase in competition,
it provides downstream firms with a larger range of base product characteristics to choose
from. Ex ante, downstream firms are then more likely to find a base product whose eﬀective
price is lower than the costs of in-house production.10 Hence, an increase in market thickness
tends to increase outsourcing. The second term on the right hand side of (47) is the market
width of flexible manufacturing. If the market width rises, a single supplier can reach more
industries. Therefore, an increase in the market width also tends to increase outsourcing.
Our results illustrate that within the IP regime, there is no clear answer to the question
of whether international trade favors outsourcing or in-house production. On one hand,
10

This definition of market thickness builds on McLaren (2000, 2003).
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international trade leads to an increase in the market width of flexible suppliers. This "market
width eﬀect" tends to favor outsourcing. On the other hand, the increase in the market width
can lead to a fall in the number of suppliers N (market thickness eﬀect). This entry-deterring
eﬀect of flexible manufacturing can lower the market thickness and, thereby, favor in-house
production.
The ambiguity in determining the impact on the number of upstream producers also
aﬀects the impact on the real wage. Using (17), the real wage as given by (32) can be
£
¤−1
written as wp̃ = (1 − αM) ā (δ) wq + αMm . The impact of international trade on the real
wage can be divided into three eﬀects. First, just like in the F M regime, wq falls as the size
of upstream firms rises. The fall in average production costs for the base product clearly
tends to increase the real wage. The second eﬀect diﬀers between the regimes. As δ rises in
the IP regime, average adaptation costs rise, too. This tends to lower the real wage. And
finally, since average costs of in-house production are higher than average costs in flexible
manufacturing, the real wage is aﬀected by the relative mass of industries relying on in-house
procurement.
The first two eﬀects can be summarized in the change in the eﬀective unit labor requirements of flexible manufacturing. Using wp̄ = ā (δ) wq from (31), so that wp̃ = (1 − αM) wp̄ +
αMm, the relative change in the real wage can be expressed as a weighed average of the
impact on the eﬀective unit labor requirements of flexible manufacturing and the relative
change in the mass of industries using in-house production.
∂

³ ´
w
p̃

L

∂L

w
p̃

= −λ

(1−αM)ā(δ) q

∂

¡ p̄ ¢

L
∂M L
¡ p̄ ¢ − (1 − λ) m̃
,
∂L w
∂L M
w

(48)

m−ā(δ) q

w
w
where λ = (1−αM)ā(δ) q +αMm
and m̃ =
. The latter denotes the average cost disadm
w
vantage of in-house production relative to outsourcing.
m
from (12), we obtain
The first eﬀect can be signed unambiguously. As wq = a(δ)

∂

¡ p̄ ¢

L
∂δ L
¡ p̄ ¢ = [ε̄ (δ) − ε (δ)]
< 0,
∂L w
∂L δ
w

(49)

δ
< ε (δ). Hence, the fall in the average production costs for the base
where ε̄ (δ) = ā0 (δ) ā(δ)
product clearly outweighs the increase in average adaptation costs in its impact on the real
wage.
The last eﬀect, the change in M, can be either positive or negative, depending on whether
N changes. If the change in δ is too small to trigger adjustments in the number of suppliers
¢
¡
M
M ∂M L
∂δ L
= − ∂L
< 0. In this case, the real wage
, then M clearly falls: N2δ
N ∆δ ≤ 2N
∂L M
δ
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clearly rises:

∂( w
p̃ ) L
∂L w
p̃

> 0. But if N falls, this eﬀect is ambiguous and we can only derive the

impact
on the "expected"
mass of industries M̃ = δ. The "expected" mass of industries rises
³
´
∂ M̃ L
∂δ L
= ∂L
> 0 , so that this eﬀect tends to lower the "expected" real wage. Then, the
∂L M̃
δ
impact of international trade on the "expected" real wage is ambiguous. An increase requires
that
αM
m̃.
(50)
ε (δ) − ε̄ (δ) >
(1 − αM)
The "expected" real wage rises if the adaptation function is strongly curved (high ε (δ)−ε̄ (δ)),
if the relative mass of industries relying on in-house production is low (low αM/ (1 − αM)),
and if the relative cost disadvantage of in-house production is small (low m̃).

4.3

Trade and a switch in regimes

International trade aﬀects not only the equilibrium within a particular regime, it can also lead
to a switch in regimes. The lower part of figure 5 clearly shows that the vertical organization
of firms depends on the size of the economy. As international trade increases the size of the
economy, it can also aﬀect the vertical organization within an industry.
Let Lj denote the autarky size of the economy in country j and LW the size of the world
market. In the previous sections we covered the cases where both Lj and LW fall in the same
regimes: L0 < Lj , LW < L00 (IP regime) and L00 < Lj , LW (F M regime). In this section we
address first the case where Lj < L0 < LW and then the case where L0 < Lj < L00 < LW .
If Lj < L0 < LW , then the size of country j’s economy in autarky is too small for flexible
manufacturing. All industries rely on in-house sourcing. When this country opens up to trade
with other countries, and the world market is large enough to support flexible manufacturing
¢
¡ 0
L < LW , then this country experiences a switch to the IP regime. As a consequence, some
industries will switch from in-house procurement to outsourcing.
If L0 < Lj < L00 < LW , then in autarky country j is governed by regime IP , and an
opening up to trade will lead to a switch to the F M regime. In this case, international
trade eliminates all in-house production and external procurement becomes the sole form of
sourcing. The number of suppliers using flexible manufacturing (N) clearly rises. The market
width of flexible suppliers will unambiguously fall, but the impact on the size of these firms
is ambiguous. On one hand, the increase in demand brought about by the access to foreign
markets tends to increase the output of firms, but on the other hand, the significant fall in
the range of industries serviced works in the opposite direction.
The most important result of this section is that if international trade leads to a switch
in regimes, it clearly favors outsourcing. Both a switch from no flexible manufacturing to the
IP regime as well as a switch from the IP to the F M regime reduces the range of industries
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relying on in-house production and increases the diﬀusion of flexible manufacturing.

5

Discussion of Results

This framework provides a number of testable predictions with respect to the impact of
international trade. First of all, the framework yields a clear prediction with respect to firm
size:
Proposition 1 International trade leads to an increase in the size of firms in the upstream
industry.
In both regimes, international trade leads to an increase in the size of firms in the upstream
L
> 0 [see equations (41) and (45)] This result diﬀers from the predictions of
industry: ∂Q
∂L Q
the Ethier (1982) framework, and empirical evidence suggests that these size adjustments
are indeed taking place (Tybout, 2003).
Second, in our framework we can decompose the impact of international trade on average
productivity into the impact on the various components of productivity. Average productivity
RΩ
1
Xi di. With average cost pricing, A = wp̃ . Then, given equations (31),
is given by A = ΩL
0
(32) and (48), the relative change in A can be decomposed into three components:
¶
µ
∆A
∆M
∆ā (δ) ∆ wq
.
= − (1 − λ) m̃
−λ
+ q
A
M
ā (δ)
w

(51)

¡
¢
Equation (51) shows that there are three sources of productivity gains. First, − ∆ wq / wq
captures gains from economies of scale and scope at the intermediate goods producer level.
Second, − (m̃∆M/M) captures productivity gains from an larger share of outsourcing. Since
outsourcing is the more eﬃcient mode of procurement, shifts toward outsourcing increase
productivity. And finally, − (∆ā (δ) /ā (δ)) captures gains from a better availability of intermediate inputs as measured by the fall in average adaptation costs. These three sources of
productivity gains correspond to the scale eﬀect, the share eﬀect and the residual (or technical eﬃciency) eﬀect in Tybout and Westbrook (1995) and Tybout (2003). Our findings
yield the following predictions:
Proposition 2 In the IP regime, the ’scale eﬀect’ is positive, the ’share eﬀect’ is ambiguous,
and the ’residual eﬀect’ is negative. The size of the ’scale eﬀect’ outweighs the ’residual eﬀect’,
so that the sum of both eﬀects is positive. In the F M regime, there is no ’share eﬀect’. Both
the ’scale eﬀect’ and the ’residual eﬀect’ are positive.
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The result of a positive scale eﬀect is well documented (Head and Ries, 1999; Tybout,
2003). In contrast to most theoretical studies that rely on a representative firm assumption
(e.g. Ethier, 1982), our framework also yields a prediction with regard to the share eﬀect.
The discontinuities in the impact of trade on outsourcing imply an ambiguous relation. This
theoretical ambiguity could explain some of the diﬃculties in finding evidence for the existence of a significant share eﬀect in empirical studies (Tybout, 2003). The third eﬀect, often
referred to as the residual eﬀect, can be pinpointed to savings in adaptation costs. This is
equivalent to an increase in the productivity of inputs. Its sign is unambiguous within each
regime, but switches between regimes.
As A = wp̃ , the same results apply to the impact of international trade on the real wage.
This has important welfare consequences. Our discussion of equations (48), (49) and (50)
illustrates that international trade can potentially lead to a fall of the real wage through a
thinning of upstream markets.
A central result of our study is that international trade can lead to a switch in regimes
determining the industry equilibrium. The two regimes can be unambiguously identified by
the impact of international trade on the market width of suppliers.
Proposition 3 The two regimes governing the industry equilibrium can be distinguished by
the impact of trade on the range of industries serviced by upstream firms. In the F M regime,
the range of industries serviced falls with trade. In the IP regime, the range of industries
serviced rises with trade.
The switch in regimes indicates that globalization can have a more fundamental impact
than just a larger trade volume. In our framework it can aﬀect the primary competitors of
a supplier. In the IP regime, a supplier using flexible manufacturing competes primarily
against in-house production. Its market width is not limited by industries serviced by other
flexible suppliers, but rather by industries using in-house production. In the F M regime,
suppliers are competing directly against other suppliers.
A prominent feature of flexible manufacturing in spatial models is that the number of
firms is related to their market width. Equations (34) and (36) illustrate that this feature
holds in both regimes. Hence, the diﬀerence in the impact of trade on δ is mirrowed in the
impact of trade on the number of firms:
Proposition 4 In the F M regime, international trade increases the number of suppliers.
Within the IP regime, international trade tends to reduce the number of suppliers.
Our results with regard to the impact of international trade on outsourcing are summarized in proposition 5:
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Proposition 5 Outsourcing and the diﬀusion of flexible manufacturing rise, if (a) a switch
in regimes occurs, or (b) the market width eﬀect outweighs the market thickness eﬀect. Insourcing and the diﬀusion of in-house production rise, if the market thickness eﬀect outweighs
the market width eﬀect.
First of all, our results show that the impact of international trade on outsourcing is a
matter of the size of the trade shock. If opening up to trade leads to a switch in regimes, it
unambiguously favors outsourcing. Furthermore, in the F M regime, international trade has
no impact on the diﬀusion of flexible manufacturing. This result may appear as trivial, since
flexible manufacturing and outsourcing are the sole form of organization in the F M regime,
but this result also implies that once the economy is in the F M regime, international trade
will not lead to a re-introduction of in-house production.
Within the IP regime, the impact of a small (marginal) trade shock has ambiguous
eﬀects regarding the vertical form of organization. The change in in-house production is
¡
¢
∆M
2δN ∆N L
∆δ L
∆δ L
L
. As ∆N
=
−
+
≤ 0 (the market thickness eﬀect) and ∆L
> 0
∆L
L
∆L N
∆L δ
∆L N
δ
(the market width eﬀect), the impact of trade on in-house production depends on whether
¯ ∆N L ¯ ¯ ∆δ L ¯
¯T¯
¯.
¯
∆L N
∆L δ
Our results provide interesting insights into how international trade can aﬀect the vertical
organization of industries. It also provides an astonishing analogy to Ethier’s (1979) paper.
There, Ethier argued that scale economies resulting from an increased division of labor depend at an aggregate level upon the size of the world market rather than upon geographical
concentration of the industry. Here, we see that the same is true for economies of scope and
for the vertical organization of firms. The industry equilibrium is determined by the size of
the world market rather than national markets.
Finally, our framework provides an interesting theory for waves of outsourcing and insourcing:
Corollary 1 If globalization increases the size of the world market continuously, it will lead
to waves of outsourcing and insourcing. The magnitude of these waves is increasing within
the IP regime. These waves (as well as all in-house production) disappear when the world
economy switches to the F M regime.
Corollary 1 is based upon equation (37). This equation has points of discontinuity whenΩ
Ω
∈ N+ . In between these points of discontinuity, i.e. when 2δ
∈
/ N+ , the impact of an
ever 2δ
Ω
∂δ
= ∂M
< 0. At 2δ
∈ N+ , an increase in L leads
increase in L on M is clearly negative ∂M
∂L
∂δ ∂L
to a fall in the equilibrium number of firms, so that there is a upward jump in the function
= 2δ = M̆. Hence, the functional relation
M (L). The magnitude of this jump is given by ∂M
∂N
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Ω
between M and L is given by a decreasing function in ranges where 2δ
∈
/ N+ and upward
Ω
∈ N+ . The magnitude of these upward jumps is clearly increasing in L
jumps
whenever
2δ
´
³
∂ M̆
>0 .
∂L
Now assume that globalization leads to a series of incremental increases in the world
market. This assumption is not meant as a dynamic interpretation of a static model. Instead,
it is meant as a series of comparative static analyses, with no particular reference to time.
Each upward shift can then be interpreted as a wave of insourcing (M rises as L increases)
and the sections between these jumps can be interpreted as waves of outsourcing (M falls
as L rises). In this sense, globalization can lead to alternating waves of outsourcing and
M̆
> 0, the magnitude of these waves is increasing. However, in the
insourcing. And as ∂∂L
long-run, outsourcing will prevail. These waves, as well as all in-house production, disappear
when the economy switches to the F M regime.

6

Concluding Remarks

The present paper sets out to explain the impact of international trade on the diﬀusion of
flexible manufacturing and the vertical equilibrium. The idea behind the framework is that an
industry’s mode of procuring inputs is determined by the trade-oﬀ between economies of scope
in flexible manufacturing and the specificity of in-house production. In general equilibrium,
this trade-oﬀ can be aﬀected by international trade. We show that this framework yields
a number of plausible and testable predictions which are in line with recent empirical and
casual evidence.
The description of international trade in intermediate goods based on the spatial model of
product diﬀerentiation provides insights complementary to the popular Ethier (1982) framework. The focus of the two approaches is diﬀerent. The Ethier model is based on Dixit’s
and Stiglitz’s (1977) "love of variety" approach and assumes that each supplier services only
one industry. Consequently, the point of view is from the downstream firm and the analysis
provides insights into how many suppliers are involved in the production of a single final
good. In the spatial model each final goods assembler employs only one intermediate good.
Hence, the point of view is from the upstream firm and our analysis puts an emphasis on
the determination of the number of final goods industries serviced by a single supplier. Reality is somewhere in between these two worlds, and both models contribute to a better
understanding of the whole picture.

24

7

Acknowledgments

This paper was presented to a seminar at University College Dublin, at the Göttingen Workshop "International Economics", at the ETSG conference in Nottingham, at the VfS conference in Dresden and at the Midwest International Economics Meetings in St. Louis. I am
grateful to Ari van Assche, Hartmut Egger, Peter Egger, Joe Francois, Wilhelm Kohler, Sajal
Lahiri, Dermot Leahy, Arne Melchior, Daria Malin, Xenia Matschke, Peter Neary, Nicolas
Schmitt, Frank Stähler and Henry Wan Jr. for helpful comments and discussions.

References
[1] Dixit, Avinash; Stiglitz, Joseph E. (1977): "Monopolistic Competition and Optimum
Product Diversity", American Economic Review, 67 (2), 297-308.
[2] Eaton, Curtis B.; Schmitt, Nicolas (1994): "Flexible Manufacturing and Market Structure", American Economic Review, 84 (4), 875-888.
[3] Economist (1991): "Manufacturing - The Ins and Outs of Outing", August 31, 320
(7722), 54-56.
[4] Ethier, Wilfred J. (1979): "Internationally Decreasing Costs and World Trade", Journal
of International Economics, 9, 1-24.
[5] Ethier, Wilfred J. (1982): "National and International Returns to Scale in the Modern
Theory of International Trade", American Economic Review, 72 (1), 389-405.
[6] Gerwin, D. (1993): "Manufacturing Flexibility: A Strategic Perspective", Management
Science, 39, 395-410.
[7] Grossman, Gene M.; Helpman, Elhanan (2002): "Integration versus Outsourcing in
Industry Equilibrium", Quarterly Journal of Economics, 117 (1), 85-120.
[8] Head, Keith; Ries, John (1999): "Rationalization eﬀects of tariﬀ reductions", Journal
of International Economics, 47, 295-320.
[9] Helpman, Elhanan (1981): "International Trade in the Presence of Product Diﬀerentiation, Economies of Scale and Monopolistic Competition", Journal of International
Economics, 11, 305-340.
[10] Hotelling, Harold (1929): "Stability in Competition", Economic Journal, 39, 41-57.

25

[11] Mansfield, E. (1993): "The Diﬀusion of Flexible Manufacturing Techniques in Japan,
Europe and the United States", Management Science, 39, 149-159.
[12] Marsh, Peter (1998): "The benefits of doing it yourself: Management bringing manufacturing in-house", Financial Times, London: April 16, pg. 12.
[13] Marsh, Peter (2003): "Trio lead the way in performance", Financial Times, London:
March 14, pg. 5.
[14] McLaren, John (2000): "’Globalization’ and Vertical Structure", American Economic
Review, 90 (5), 1239-1254.
[15] McLaren, John (2003): "Trade and Market Thickness: Eﬀects on Organizations", Journal of the European Economic Association, 1 (2-3), 328-336.
[16] MSI Magazine (2003): "Insourcing is the latest wrinkle in outsourcing movement",
September 2003, 21 (9), pg. 15.
[17] Murphy, Tom; Winter, Drew; Mayne, Eric (2003): "Insourcing", Ward’s Auto World,
39 (5), 44-48.
[18] Norman, George; Thisse, Jacques-François (1999): "Technology Choice and Market
Structure: Strategic Aspects of Flexible Manufacturing", Journal of Industrial Economics, 47, 345-372.
[19] Salop, Steven C. (1979): "Monopolistic Competition with Outside Goods", Bell Journal
of Economics, 10, 141-156.
[20] Tybout, James R. (2003): "Plant- and Firm-Level Evidence on ’New’ Trade Theories",
in: E. Kwan Choi; James Harrigan (eds.): Handbook of International Trade, Volume 1,
Oxford: Basil-Blackwell.
[21] Tybout, James R.; Westbrook, M. Daniel (1995): "Trade liberalization and the dimensions of eﬃciency change in Mexican manufacturing industries", Journal of International
Economics, 39, 53-78.
[22] US Oﬃce of Technology Assessment (1984): Computerized Manufacturing Automation:
Employment, Education and the Workplace, Government Printing Oﬃce: Washington,
DC.

26

Figures

q

q
q~ij

q~ij + 1

q~ij

q~ij + 1
mw

mw
qj

qj

δj

~

δj

δ j +1

d

Figure 1.a:
Market width in the IP regime

q

δ

~

δ j +1 δ j

δj

Figure 1.b:
Market width in the FM regime

q~ ′

q~

mw
A

δA δ

d

δ′

Figure 2: Cross-subsidizing in the IP regime

δ

δ

MW

Q

IP

PMCC
Q IP

f
m −c

δ′

f

2 αL

δ

δ

IP

Figure 3: The industry equilibrium in the IP regime

Q

PMCC

Q FM

FOC FM

f

2 αL

δ FM

δ

Figure 4: The industry equilibrium in the FM regime

ca(δ )[2ε (δ ) + 1]

ca(δ )[ε (δ ) + 1]

m
c

δ ′′

δ′

δ
FOC FM

L′
L′ < L < L′′
L > L′'
Q

MW
Figure 5: The vertical equilibrium

IP

L′′

Bisher erschienene Diskussionspapiere
Nr. 45: Eckel, Carsten: International Trade, Flexible Manufacturing and Outsourcing,
Mai 2005
Nr. 44: Hafner, Kurt A.: International Patent Pattern and Technology Diffusion, Mai
2005
Nr. 43: Nowak-Lehmann D., Felicitas; Herzer, Dierk; Martínez-Zarzoso, Immaculada;
Vollmer, Sebastian: Turkey and the Ankara Treaty of 1963: What can Trade
Integration Do for Turkish Exports, Mai 2005
Nr. 42: Südekum, Jens: Does the Home Market Effect Arise in a Three-Country
Model?, April 2005
Nr. 41: Carlberg, Michael: International Monetary Policy Coordination, April 2005
Nr. 40: Herzog, Bodo: Why do bigger countries have more problems with the Stability
and Growth Pact?, April 2005
Nr. 39: Marouani, Mohamed A.: The Impact of the Mulitfiber Agreement Phaseout on
Unemployment in Tunisia: a Prospective Dynamic Analysis, Januar 2005
Nr. 38: Bauer, Philipp; Riphahn, Regina T.: Heterogeneity in the Intergenerational
Transmission of Educational Attainment: Evidence from Switzerland on
Natives and Second Generation Immigrants, Januar 2005
Nr. 37: Büttner, Thiess: The Incentive Effect of Fiscal Equalization Transfers on Tax
Policy, Januar 2005
Nr. 36: Feuerstein, Switgard; Grimm, Oliver: On the Credibility of Currency Boards,
Oktober 2004
Nr. 35: Michaelis, Jochen; Minich, Heike: Inflationsdifferenzen im Euroraum – eine
Bestandsaufnahme, Oktober 2004
Nr. 34: Neary, J. Peter: Cross-Border Mergers as Instruments of Comparative
Advantage, Juli 2004
Nr. 33: Bjorvatn, Kjetil; Cappelen, Alexander W.: Globalisation, inequality and
redistribution, Juli 2004
Nr. 32: Stremmel, Dennis: Geistige Eigentumsrechte im Welthandel: Stellt das TRIPsAbkommen ein Protektionsinstrument der Industrieländer dar?, Juli 2004
Nr. 31: Hafner, Kurt: Industrial Agglomeration and Economic Development, Juni 2004

Nr. 30: Martinez-Zarzoso, Inmaculada; Nowak-Lehmann D., Felicitas: MERCOSUREuropean Union Trade: How Important is EU Trade Liberalisation for
MERCOSUR’s Exports?, Juni 2004
Nr. 29: Birk, Angela; Michaelis, Jochen: Employment- and Growth Effects of Tax
Reforms, Juni 2004
Nr. 28: Broll, Udo; Hansen, Sabine: Labour Demand and Exchange Rate Volatility,
Juni 2004
Nr. 27: Bofinger, Peter; Mayer, Eric: Monetary and Fiscal Policy Interaction in the
Euro Area with different assumptions on the Phillips curve, Juni 2004
Nr. 26: Torlak, Elvisa: Foreign Direct Investment, Technology Transfer and
Productivity Growth in Transition Countries, Juni 2004
Nr. 25: Lorz, Oliver; Willmann, Gerald: On the Endogenous Allocation of Decision
Powers in Federal Structures, Juni 2004
Nr. 24: Felbermayr, Gabriel J.: Specialization on a Technologically Stagnant Sector
Need Not Be Bad for Growth, Juni 2004
Nr. 23: Carlberg, Michael: Monetary and Fiscal Policy Interactions in the Euro Area,
Juni 2004
Nr. 22: Stähler, Frank: Market Entry and Foreign Direct Investment, Januar 2004
Nr. 21: Bester, Helmut; Konrad, Kai A.: Easy Targets and the Timing of Conflict,
Dezember 2003
Nr. 20: Eckel, Carsten: Does globalization lead to specialization, November 2003
Nr. 19: Ohr, Renate; Schmidt, André: Der Stabilitäts- und Wachstumspakt im Zielkonflikt zwischen fiskalischer Flexibilität und Glaubwürdigkeit: Ein Reformansatz unter Berücksichtigung konstitutionen- und institutionenökonomischer
Aspekte, August 2003
Nr. 18: Ruehmann, Peter: Der deutsche Arbeitsmarkt: Fehlentwicklungen, Ursachen
und Reformansätze, August 2003
Nr. 17: Suedekum, Jens: Subsidizing Education in the Economic Periphery: Another
Pitfall of Regional Policies?, Januar 2003
Nr. 16: Graf Lambsdorff, Johann; Schinke, Michael: Non-Benevolent Central Banks,
Dezember 2002
Nr. 15: Ziltener, Patrick: Wirtschaftliche Effekte des EU-Binnenmarktprogramms,
November 2002

Nr. 14: Haufler, Andreas; Wooton, Ian: Regional Tax Coordination and Foreign Direct
Investment, November 2001
Nr. 13: Schmidt, André: Non-Competition Factors in the European Competition
Policy: The Necessity of Institutional Reforms, August 2001
Nr. 12: Lewis, Mervyn K.: Risk Management in Public Private Partnerships, Juni 2001
Nr. 11: Haaland, Jan I.; Wooton, Ian: Multinational Firms: Easy Come, Easy Go?, Mai
2001
Nr. 10: Wilkens, Ingrid: Flexibilisierung der Arbeit in den Niederlanden: Die
Entwicklung atypischer Beschäftigung unter Berücksichtigung der Frauenerwerbstätigkeit, Januar 2001
Nr. 9:

Graf Lambsdorff, Johann: How Corruption in Government Affects Public
Welfare – A Review of Theories, Januar 2001

Nr. 8:

Angermüller, Niels-Olaf: Währungskrisenmodelle aus neuerer Sicht, Oktober
2000

Nr. 7:

Nowak-Lehmann, Felicitas: Was there Endogenous Growth in Chile (19601998)? A Test of the AK model, Oktober 2000

Nr. 6:

Lunn, John; Steen, Todd P.: The Heterogeneity of Self-Employment: The
Example of Asians in the United States, Juli 2000

Nr. 5:

Güßefeldt, Jörg; Streit, Clemens:
Entwicklung in der EU, Mai 2000

Nr. 4:

Haufler, Andreas: Corporate Taxation, Profit Shifting, and the Efficiency of
Public Input Provision, 1999

Nr. 3:

Rühmann, Peter: European Monetary Union and National Labour Markets,
September 1999

Nr. 2:

Jarchow, Hans-Joachim: Eine offene Volkswirtschaft unter Berücksichtigung
des Aktienmarktes, 1999

Nr. 1:

Padoa-Schioppa, Tommaso: Reflections on the Globalization and the Europeanization of the Economy, Juni 1999

Disparitäten

regionalwirtschaftlicher

