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The Muddles over Outsourcing
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I n the early 1980s, “outsourcing” typically referred to the situation when firms
expanded their purchases of manufactured physical inputs, like car compa-
nies that purchased window cranks and seat fabrics from outside the firm

rather than making them inside. But in 2004, outsourcing took on a different
meaning. It referred now to a specific segment of the growing international trade
in services. This segment consists of arm’s-length, or what Bhagwati (1984) called
“long-distance,” purchase of services abroad, principally, but not necessarily, via
electronic mediums such as the telephone, fax and the Internet. Outsourcing can
happen both though transactions by firms, like phone call centers staffed in
Bangalore to serve customers in New York and x-rays transmitted digitally from
Boston to be read in Bombay, or with direct consumption purchases by individuals,
like when someone hires an offshore firm to provide plans for redesigning or
redecorating a living room.

Thus, in February 2004, the members of President Bush’s Council of Economic
Advisers stated the following: “Outsourcing of professional services is a prominent
example of a new type of trade” (Mankiw, Forbes and Rosen, 2004). The chair of
the CEA, Gregory Mankiw, made a similar point in a press interview (Andrews,
2004): ”I think outsourcing is a growing phenomenon, but it’s something that we
should realize is probably a plus for the economy in the long run. We’re very used
to goods being produced abroad and being shipped here on ships or planes. What
we are not used to is services being produced abroad and being sent here over the
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Internet or telephone wires. But does it matter from an economic standpoint
whether values of items produced abroad come on planes and ships or over
fiber-optic cables? Well, no, the economics is basically the same.”

Mankiw’s comments caused a considerable stir, with critics complaining that
he had endorsed a reduction in U.S. jobs. Journalists jumped on the bandwagon,
with Lou Dobbs of CNN going so far as to list on his program U.S. companies that
“ship jobs abroad.” Many Americans had similar concerns; for example, an Asso-
ciated Press-Ipsos poll in May 2004 found that 69 percent of Americans thought
that “outsourcing” hurts the U.S. economy, against only 17 percent who think it
helps (reported at �http://www.pollingreport.com/trade.htm�).

The resulting public debate over outsourcing has been marred by two sets of
serious muddles. The first set of muddles relates to what is meant by outsourcing.
When many politicians, journalists and even some economists start discussing
“outsourcing,” they soon leap beyond purchases of offshore arm’s-length services to
include, without analytical clarity, phenomena such as offshore purchases of man-
ufactured components and even direct foreign investment by firms. Thus, we begin
by discussing how outsourcing, properly defined as the offshore trade in arm’s-
length services, is addressed in the World Trade Organization in its General
Agreement on Trade in Services. Based on this definition, we then discuss recent
estimates of the extent of outsourcing.

The second set of muddles is more subtle: even some economists who use the
appropriate definition of outsourcing sometimes worry about whether arm’s-length
trade in services should be treated with the same analytical tools as trade in goods,
or whether it presents different issues. We present some models to illustrate the
effects of outsourcing, and we use the models to consider how trade in offshore
purchase of such arm’s-length services might affect national output, wages and
distribution of income. We argue that outsourcing is fundamentally just a trade
phenomenon; that is, subject to the usual theoretical caveats and practical re-
sponses, outsourcing leads to gains from trade, and its effects on jobs and wages are
not qualitatively different from those of conventional trade in goods. We also
distinguish between outsourcing issues arising in two alternative ways: first, because
of new technological possibilities that convert previously nontraded services into
traded arm’s-length services (at any given skills and factor endowments of coun-
tries) and, second, as skills accumulate in countries such as India and China in
information technology activities that can augment internationally traded arm’s-
length services (at any given technology for trading such services).

Muddles over the Definition of Outsourcing

The economics literature on trade in services has long made distinctions based
on the different ways in which the provider and the user could transact. For
example, Bhagwati (1984) distinguished between “long-distance” arm’s-length ser-
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vices and those requiring the provider and the user to get together.1 Sampson and
Snape (1985) offered further distinctions in the latter group. The language of the
World Trade Organization (WTO), under its General Agreement on Trade in
Services (GATS), categorizes four different ways in which services can be traded.

In Mode 1 of the WTO terminology, trade in services involves arm’s-length
supply of services, with the supplier and buyer remaining in their respective
locations. Although Mode 1 purchases have come into prominence because of the
advances in electronic information and communications technology that allow
rapid flow of voluminous data across international boundaries, such transactions
also take place through conventional communications; for example, accounting
work for a firm in New York can be done in Bangalore with records going back and
forth by snail-mail. Mode 1 trade in services is generally distinguished from goods
trade in that it cannot be readily subjected to customs inspection. Both individuals
and firms can provide Mode 1 services. In the former category, we have indepen-
dent designers, architects and consultants who sell their services electronically to
manufacturers and consumers around the world. In the latter, we have large firms
that manage call centers, back offices and software programmers.

Mode 2 services are provided by moving the service recipient to the location of
the service provider. Travel by foreign residents including tourists is the dominant
form of Mode 2 exports and contributed $64.5 billion to the U.S. services exports
in 2003, according to the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis (�http://www.bea.gov/
bea/di/home/bop.htm�). Other examples of Mode 2 exports include medical care
rendered to foreign patients and education provided to foreign students. The latter
generated as much as $13.4 billion in export revenues for the United States in 2003.

In Mode 3, the service provider establishes a commercial presence in another
country, requiring an element of direct foreign investment. The direct investment
involved is assumed to be minuscule, existing only to facilitate sales and purchases.
The most prominent examples of Mode 3 services are banking and insurance.
Mode 3 is therefore held to entail only the “right to establish,” to distinguish it from
full-scale direct investment.

In Mode 4, the service seller moves to the location of the service buyer.
Construction and consulting services are often provided through this mode. Also
included in this category are medical and educational services provided by moving
doctors and teachers to the location of the recipient. Thus, Mode 4 implies
temporary migration, which can shade over into permanent migration, since the
experience with the guestworker (gastarbeiter) program in western Europe has
shown that it can be enormously difficult to return temporary workers to their
countries of origin. As the Swiss novelist Max Frisch remarked movingly when the
German authorities could not bring themselves to return guestworkers to their

1 Bhagwati (1984) also initiated the analysis of what he called “splintering” of services from manufac-
turing. Splintering occurs when part of the manufacturing value added, such as, say, painting a car, is
done by contracting it out to a separate painting firm, and the painting value added then becomes part
of the service sector, with little change in the overall real situation. Some economists now call this the
“fragmentation” phenomenon.
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countries of origin in the distressed economic times of the 1970s, “We imported
workers and got men instead.”

Trade in Mode 1 services is what most economists have meant when they
discuss “outsourcing.” Moreover, international trade in tourism (Mode 2), banking
and insurance (Mode 3) and programs of temporary or permanent migration
(Mode 4) present distinctive issues of their own, so that Mode 1 trade in services is
the primary focus of this article. But it is worth noting the historical irony that when
trade in services was brought into the fold of international trade rules via the
General Agreement on Trade in Services (GATS), concluded as a part of the
Uruguay Round Agreements that created the World Trade Organization (WTO) in
1995, trade in Mode 1 services was the least controversial, while Modes 3 and 4 were
the most controversial. The developed countries demanded the expansion of the
right to commercial presence abroad (Mode 3) and opposed the inward movement
of people (Mode 4). Developing countries, on the other hand, resisted liberaliza-
tion in Mode 3 services and pushed for the liberalization of Mode 4 services, which
offers their unskilled populations the possibility of offering services in developed
countries. Neither side showed much resistance to the Mode 1 cross-border trade
in services, perhaps because by definition, it did not involve accepting a foreign
presence on one’s soil. Indeed, the bulk of the liberalization commitments made as
a part of the GATS negotiations under the Uruguay Round were under Mode 1. In
the years immediately following the creation of the WTO in 1995, the United States
aggressively pushed the idea that the WTO members commit to zero duty on
Internet trade.

In the public controversy over outsourcing and its effects on American pros-
perity, jobs and wages, at least two phenomena have been muddled up with the
purchase of long-distance services à la Mode 1 of WTO, making the discussion of
the outsourcing phenomenon opaque and misleading, to say the least.

First, the public outcry often slides over into imports of all services, not just
Mode 1 services. Sometimes the critics of outsourcing appear to include even the
imports by firms of manufacturing components, as under the early-1980s definition
of “outsourcing.” In fact, such enlargement of the scope of the phenomenon of
outsourcing should include imports of products for final consumption as well: after
all, there is no difference in principle between an American factory owner import-
ing French brie and Burgundy for his supper, instead of consuming Milwaukee
beer and Kraft cheese, and his importing a Japanese lathe rather than one manu-
factured in Ohio for his factory in Youngstown. Second, the phenomenon of direct
foreign investment is often added indiscriminately to the discussion of outsourcing
of Mode 1 services, as when a firm closes its plant in Boston and invests in
production in Bombay, or when a firm simply opens up a factory in Nairobi instead
of in Nantucket.2 This confuses the phenomenon of trade in services with direct

foreign investment.
2 For a prominent recent example of expanding the definition of “outsourcing” to include other forms
of trade, see Dobbs (2004), the jacket of whose book, Exporting America, condemns that “Employment in

the auto industry has dropped by 200,000 jobs over the past four years, while imports of Chinese auto
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But direct foreign investment is not the same as offshore outsourcing, even
though sometimes both phenomena are tied together as, for example, when Dell
invests in an outsourcing facility for call answering in Bangalore. The two phenom-
ena are both empirically and analytically distinct. The pros and cons of direct
foreign investment are much discussed in the massive academic literature on the
subject. It would be fair to say that today direct foreign investment is considered to
be desirable, even if the gains from it to the recipient and to the sending countries
need not always be substantial and occasionally a downside can occur.3 Regardless,
we will ignore this question, concentrating instead on analyzing outsourcing of
Mode 1 services, as defined and distinguished above.

How Many U.S. Jobs Have Been Outsourced?

Despite the heated level of rhetoric over outsourcing, the magnitude of jobs
affected by outsourcing of Mode 1 services in the U.S. economy appears quite
modest. The smallness of the number emerges whether we look at the buyer’s side
of the transaction or that of the seller.

On the buyer’s side, perhaps the most frequently cited estimate is due to a
2002 report from Forrester Research, Inc., authored by McCarthy (2002), accord-
ing to which the total number of U.S. jobs outsourced will reach 3.3 million—
recently revised to 3.4 million in McCarthy (2004)—by 2015. Forrester does not
explain whether the prediction is that the U.S. economy will have 3.3 million fewer
jobs in 2015 than it would otherwise have had because of outsourcing, which seems
implausible given the common belief among economists that the number of jobs in
the long run is determined by the natural rate of unemployment, or whether the
prediction is that outsourcing will cause 3.3 million U.S. workers to shift from jobs
that they might otherwise have had into different jobs, which is a more plausible
claim. Nor does this report focus on just Mode 1 services, so in that sense the
estimate for outsourcing is likely to be overstated.
parts have doubled.” Similarly, Dobbs complains on the flap of his book jacket: “Carrier, maker of
air-conditioning and heating units, closes its Syracuse, New York, plants—and most of its 1,200 jobs go
to Singapore and Malaysia.” Politicians on all sides make similar conceptual errors. For example, John
Kerry’s website advocates “Close Loopholes In International Tax Law That Encourage Outsourcing,”
and the surrounding discussion makes clear that “outsourcing” covers any company with a foreign
subsidiary (�http://www.johnkerry.com/issues/economy/jobs.html�, accessed September 2, 2004).
Matching this confusion, Republicans like U.S. Senate Majority Leader Bill Frist have struck back at the
critics of outsourcing by highlighting the number of major foreign companies like Nissan who “in-
source,” that is, build manufacturing plants in the United States (for examples, see �http://www.ofii.
org/facts_figures/�). Whatever the merits of such arguments about foreign subsidiaries and the

location of manufacturing, it is conceptually quite different from Mode 1 trade in services.
3 The voluminous literature has been reviewed by many, including Richard Caves (1996), a principal
researcher in this area. A review and assessment from the perspectives of civil-society complaints about
direct foreign investment, including whether multinationals exploit foreign workers in poor countries,
can be found in Bhagwati (2004).
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But even accepting these estimates at face value, Forrester is suggesting an
average annual outflow of jobs of at most 300,000 (without any offset for the inflow
of jobs due to outsourcing by other nations from the United States). The Forrester
report associates this outflow with nine occupational categories—for example,
management, architecture and engineering and computer and mathematical op-
eration—identified as especially subject to outsourcing. The estimated number of
jobs affected turns out to be a minuscule 0.53 percent of the 56.7 million jobs in
2002 in these nine occupational categories.4 Alternatively, considering that the U.S.
economy destroyed as many as 30 million jobs in 2003 and created approximately
as many of them, according to the Business Employment Dynamics survey of the
Bureau of Labor statistics at �http://www.bls.gov/bdm/home.htm�, the Forrester
estimate of job outflows is about 1 percent of the number of jobs destroyed and
created annually currently.

Evidence on job losses from yet other sources reinforces the conclusion that
the aggregate effect of outsourcing has so far been negligible. Companies that lay
off 50 workers or more are asked by the U.S. Department of Labor to explain the
reason. Only 2 percent of the layoffs in the past five years are reported to have come
from companies reallocating operations overseas or from import-competition pres-
sure. Evidently, Mode 1 outsourcing of services must be only a small part of these
2 percent of the total layoffs.

Likewise, Mann (2003) calculates that once we cut through the dotcom boom
and bust, adjust for the business cycle downturn and compare more meaningfully
therefore the employment in the information technology-related industries during
end-1999 to October 2003, employment in architecture and engineering occupa-
tions is stable, in computer and mathematical occupations is 6 percent higher and
in business and financial occupations is 9 percent higher. These figures do not
directly measure the extent of outsourcing, but insofar as the occupational cate-
gories they represent are the ones subject to outsourcing, a stable or rising
employment trend in them suggests relatively little impact of outsourcing on
employment.

The number of outsourced jobs can also be measured from the seller’s side.
India is by far the largest provider to date of offshore Mode 1 services. According
to India’s National Association of Software and Service Companies (NASSCOM),
employment of workers such as software developers and call center operators
serving clients outside India increased by 353,000 between March 2000 and March
2004, reaching 505,000. Of the increase, 70 percent or 247,000 workers went into
serving clients in the United States. This works out to 61,750 jobs per year. In the
Philippines, the increase in the number of workers doing back-office work for

4 Kirkegaard (2003) offers a detailed and careful analysis of the job losses in the nine occupational
categories between 2000 and 2002. Though manufacturing accounted for less than 10 percent of
employment in these categories, it accounted for the vast majority of the job losses in them. Services
experienced a net gain in jobs in the categories. Among the nine occupational categories, management
accounted for 60 percent of the job losses.
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non-Philippine companies between 2002 and 2003 was 14,500.5 Adding up these
numbers and accounting for some missing countries and categories, it is unlikely
that the number of workers engaged in providing offshore services to the United
States companies could have averaged more than 90,000 to 100,000 per year.

Moreover, even if outsourcing sometimes reduces jobs proximately at certain
firms or in certain sectors, in other cases it can help to create new U.S. jobs. This
happens when the availability of the cheaper lower-end skilled workers abroad
makes an activity that also uses higher-end skilled workers in the United States
financially feasible. For example, the Information Management Consultants (IMC)
of Reston, Virginia, several years ago considered producing software that would
allow biotech companies to exploit better the new human genome research. The
project seemed financially nonviable if undertaken entirely in the United States.
But having its Indian subsidiary do the bulk of the coding work made the project
viable. The outcome was a thriving line of business in bio-informatics for IMC and
employment at six-figure salaries in the United States. For each engineer in India,
the firm now employs six engineers in the United States (Pearlstein, 2004).

Moreover, any proximate job losses due to outsourcing from the United States
must be set against the proximate job gains due to others outsourcing to the United
States. The United States is a substantial exporter of services in fields as diverse as
legal, medical and accounting services. These include outsourcing of Mode 1
services, of course. We analyze more fully below the consequences of outsourcing
for jobs in the United States, but we may remark here that while linking sectoral
trade balances to aggregate jobs is inappropriate on theoretical grounds, if we were
to disregard this caveat and join the policy debate on whether we proximately
export more service jobs than we import, the large U.S. trade surplus in services—
$51.1 billion in 2003 according to the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis—surely
has to favor outsourcing. Since the U.S. economy offers high-value Mode 1 services
while importing low-value ones instead, the net trade balance in Mode 1 services is
also almost certainly in America’s favor, just as it is on services more generally.

Given then the meager evidence that outsourcing has been or will be quanti-
tatively important in U.S. labor markets, why has the issue risen to such promi-
nence? One answer is that stagnant job growth since the recession of 2001 has led
to a search for possible causes. This attempt to draw a connection between
international trade in services and slow U.S. job growth in the early 2000s is surely
linked to the crude and incorrect view often used by protectionists that all imports,
whether of goods or services, cause a “loss of jobs” for Americans. These complaints
reduce to the conventional witticism: Trade is good but imports are bad. This
fallacy is, of course, all too pervasive; but it has regained popularity at a time when
trade deficits are large and job generation has been slow. Another reason for the

5 We take the numbers cited in this paragraph so far from the Hilsenrath (2004) story in the Wall Street
Journal. He also says that, in Ireland, the number of jobs created by U.S. multinationals between 2002
and 2003 was only 1,139 per year; but these numbers relate to direct foreign investment rather than
outsourcing.
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furor over outsourcing is that the technological advances in computing, commu-
nications and information technology have made the outsourcing of services a
practical possibility in a way that was not possible in the past, creating fear of job loss
among white-collared workers. A presidential election campaign in 2004 added
intensity to this volatile mix of ingredients.

Analyzing Outsourcing

Some economists have expressed a concern that outsourcing may be less likely
than other forms of international trade to be beneficial to overall prosperity and
more likely to harm the workforce. Conventional analysis of trade policy distin-
guishes three issues: how does trade affect aggregate economic welfare; what is its
effect on the level of employment; and how does it affect income distribution,
especially the real wages of workers? The popular textbook models of trade, like the
two-country, two-factor, two-country model (Bhagwati, Panagariya and Srinivasan,
1998, chapters 5, 6 and 10) used extensively by international trade theorists and
associated with Paul Samuelson’s classic stripped-down version of the Heckscher-
Ohlin model, typically answer these questions along these lines. First, free trade in
this model raises the overall income of each nation over what it will have under
autarky; it enlarges the size of the pie available to each country in the process.
Second, this model focuses on long-run analysis and therefore assumes full em-
ployment, which means it assumes that trade has no effect on the aggregate number
of jobs. Third, the model allows factor prices to adjust to maintain full employment,
and therefore, trade can cause changes in income distribution.

In particular, imagine a country that is relatively abundant in skilled labor, like
the United States, and that begins to trade with a country that is relatively abundant
in unskilled labor, like India. In such a case, trade may increase the real income of
skilled labor in the United States and lower that of unskilled labor. The need for
the reallocation of resources may also cause workers to experience dislocation—
that is, the loss of a job, followed by a period of unemployment, followed perhaps
by finding that the available jobs pay less than the ones held earlier. In models with
flexible real wages, unskilled workers can experience a decline in their real wages.

Nothing changes in this conventional analysis of trade policy when we consider
outsourcing. To illustrate this conclusion, we consider three alternative models that
capture different aspects of trade in services according to Mode 1. The first model
uses one (aggregate) final good and two factors of production. With only one final
good, there is no basis for trade initially. But the introduction of outsourcing opens
the possibility of trading labor services for the final good. This outsourcing leads
unambiguously to welfare gains, with the usual distributive effects between the two
factors. The second model contains two goods and three factors. This model allows
for conventional trade in goods at fixed world prices initially and then introduces
outsourcing. It shows that the country still gains overall from outsourcing, albeit
with the income-distribution effects just as in the first model. The third model has
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three goods and two factors, and it shifts the nature of outsourcing to one where,
with two traded goods, the third non-traded good becomes tradable online. In this
model, allowing the nontraded good to be imported at a lower price, thanks to
offshore trading becoming feasible, leads to welfare gain and to both factors
becoming better off, thus refuting the presumption that outsourcing will necessar-
ily harm the real wages of particular factors of production. The overall message of
these models is that offshore outsourcing is generally beneficial to an economy
(with conventional caveats, and also the distributional effects are not necessarily
divisive).

Model 1: Gains from Outsourcing in a One-Good Model
Let’s start with a model that has only one good, which is produced with two

factors of production, labor and capital. Assume diminishing returns to the factors,
and let the MPL curve in Figure 1 represent the marginal product of labor, given
the fixed endowment of capital in the economy. Letting L0 be the endowment of
labor, the wage in terms of the final good is represented by W 0. The wage bill is the
area formed by the rectangle OW 0E 0L0. The return to capital is the area under the
MPL curve and above the horizontal line W 0E 0.

Given only one good, this model offers no scope for conventional interna-
tional trade. Suppose, however, that an innovation allows the economy to buy the
services of labor abroad electronically at the fixed wage W �. The economy contin-
ues to hire the same endowment of domestic labor, but now paying the lower wage.
In this case, the economy buys L0L� labor abroad paying the rectangle L0L�E�R for
it. Domestic labor receives OL0RW � and capital the area under the MPL curve and
above the horizontal line W �E�.

The following economic effects obtain. The country’s total income rises by the
triangular area E 0RE�, which is the net gain from outsourcing. The income of
labor, the “import-competing” factor, declines by area W 0E 0RW � and is redistrib-
uted to capital. Thus, capital owners make a gain of W 0E 0E�W �.

This model captures much of the popular rhetoric that expresses doubts about
outsourcing. That is, the model shows that outsourcing may benefit society as a
whole. But in the absence of a method for some of the social benefits received by
capital to be transferred to workers, firms or owners of capital receive more than
100 percent of the social benefits from outsourcing, while workers experience
losses.

Model 2: Gains from Outsourcing in the Presence of Trade
Now consider a two-good, three-factor model in which the country already

trades in the world markets and a technological innovation makes outsourcing
possible. Following Samuelson (1971) and Jones (1971), let there be two final
goods, each produced using a sector-specific factor and another factor that is
common to both goods. For concreteness, say that the import-competing good uses
unskilled labor as its specific factor, while the exportable good uses capital as its
specific factor, with the common factor to producing both goods being skilled
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labor. Now imagine that a technological change makes it possible for skilled labor
to be outsourced.

Taking the world prices as given for the moment, Figure 2 shows the initial
trading equilibrium in the absence of outsourcing. Axis O1O2 represents the total
endowment of skilled labor in the economy. We measure skilled labor employed in
sector 1 of import competing goods to the right from O1 and that in sector 2 of
exportable goods to the left from O2. Thus, any point on O1O2 represents an
allocation of skilled labor between the two sectors. The VMPL1 and VMPL2 denote
the value-of-marginal-product curves for skilled labor in sectors 1 and 2, respec-
tively. The equilibrium allocation of skilled labor between the two sectors is given
by S 0, where the skilled wage offered by the two sectors is the same, R 0. The GDP
can be then measured by the sum of the areas under the two curves up to the point
indicating the employment of skilled labor, S 0, which will show the total produc-
tion of both goods.

Suppose now that an innovation allows the country to purchase the services of
skilled labor abroad at a lower wage shown by R�. At this wage, there is excess
demand for the services of skilled labor equaling GE�. This demand is satisfied
through outsourcing, which expands the skilled-labor supply by O2O�2 such that
O2O�2 � GE�.

To locate the new equilibrium, we shift the VMPL2 curve horizontally to the
right by O2O�2 � GE� as shown by VMPL�2 (alternatively, we could shift the VMPL1

curve to the left by the same amount). Because the size of this horizontal shift to the
right is the same at every point, E 0A � GE� by construction, sector 1 employs S 0S�
of the outsourced supply and sector 2 employs S�S�. The quantity of outsourced
labor is O2O�2, and it is paid the wage R�.

The arrival of outsourcing increases national income. To see this on the

Figure 1
Economics of Outsourcing
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diagram, first consider sector 1 and then sector 2. Before outsourcing, the original
total value of output of sector 1 at the original wage R was given by the area under
the VMPL1 curve, up to the quantity of skilled labor input O1S 0. After outsourcing,
the value of output is the area under the VMPL1 curve up to the quantity of skilled
labor input O1S�. However, the extra rectangle S 0FE�S� represents wages that need
to be paid to the workers who provided the outsourced services, so the output value
gain in sector 1 is the triangle E 0FE�. Now consider sector 2, where in graphical
terms, the addition of outsourced labor has “pulled” both the right-hand axis and
the VMPL2 curve to the right. Because of this horizontal shift, the original value of
output of sector 2, which was the area under VMPL2 given the skilled labor input
O2S 0 (measuring from right to left), is exactly equal to the area under VMPL�2
given the input of skilled labor from O�2 to S�. However, sector 2 can also increase
output by making use of outsourced labor from S� to S�. The rectangle S�E�BS�
must be paid to foreign workers in sector 2, but the triangle ABE� represents a
social gain. Thus, the increase in output for the home country consists the sum of
the two triangles E 0FE� and ABE�.

The distributional issues become more complex in this setting. However,
assuming diminishing returns to all factors of production, the increase in quantity
used of skilled labor and a decline in the skilled wage will cause the unskilled wage
and the rental on capital to rise.

As long as we assume that the country is small so that the terms of trade are
fixed and there are no other distortions in the form of prior tariffs or distortionary
taxes, outsourcing remains beneficial in this setting. However, if we assume that the
country is large, the introduction of outsourcing will not necessarily lead to a
welfare gain, because the opening to outsourcing can shift the terms of trade in the
final goods. There are two alternative ways to understand this result.

First, imagine that at the initial prices, outsourcing expands the output of the

Figure 2
Outsourcing with Pre-Existing Trade in Goods

E 0

R 0R 0

R �

VMPL �2

VMPL 2
VMPL 1

R �
E � B

A

G F

Skilled
wageSkilled

wage

Skilled
wage

S 0O 1 S � S � O 2 O �2



104 Journal of Economic Perspectives
exportable good more than the demand for it, which raises the possibility that the
terms of trade in the goods market deteriorate (that is, it will cost a nation more in
terms of exports to purchase a fixed quantity of imports). This deterioration may
more than offset the direct benefits from outsourcing. Alternatively, if outsourcing
largely expands the output of the import competing good, the demand for imports
declines, which lowers the price of the imported good and improves the terms of
trade. In this case, the direct gain from outsourcing is reinforced by the improve-
ment in the terms of trade.

A second way to understand how outsourcing can lead to welfare losses draws
on the generalized theory of immiserizing growth, developed in Bhagwati (1968).
Bhagwati demonstrated that a nation’s own growth in the presence of distortions
could be immiserizing to the nation itself when it occurred in the presence of an
uncorrected distortion. The secondary loss from the distortion can be accentuated
by the growth, outweighing the primary gain from the growth. When trade oppor-
tunity increases such as that resulting from the information technology that con-
verts the hitherto nontradable service into a Mode 1 service, this is analytically the
equivalent of growth. But when a large country is following a free trade policy
instead of exploiting its monopoly power in trade by adopting an optimal tariff, the
free trade policy itself is a kind of distortion—and the enhanced trade opportunity
may accentuate the loss from such a policy (Bhagwati, Panagariya and Srinivasan,
1998, chapter 29).

In thinking about the welfare consequences of Mode 1 services in this model,
it is worth stressing that there really are three scenarios: autarky, free trade before
outsourcing and free trade after outsourcing. Either of the trade outcomes will be
preferable to autarky in welfare terms. However, while free trade with outsourcing
will be preferable to free trade without outsourcing in an economy with fixed terms
of trade and no other distortions, this conclusion can, but need not, be overturned
if those assumptions change.

Model 3: Both Factors Gain
In the previous model, outsourcing leads to an adverse impact on the real

income of the factor of production imported online. But this outcome is not
inevitable. Consider a three-good, two-factor model such that goods 1 and 2 are
traded, while good 3 is initially a nontraded service. Assume, as before, that the
country is small and produces both traded goods. Perfect competition ensures that
the average cost of each trade good, which is a function of the two-factor prices,
equals the exogenously given goods price. The two average-cost-pricing equations
then ensure that the factor prices themselves are fixed as long as the traded good
prices are fixed. Given these fixed factor prices, the average cost of good 3 is fixed
as well, implying that its supply curve is horizontal with its equilibrium quantity
determined entirely by demand.6

6 This is the well-known Komiya (1967) model that has been generalized to a dynamic context by Findlay
(1970).



The Muddles over Outsourcing 105
Suppose now that due to an innovation, the formerly nontraded service
becomes tradable and is available from abroad at a lower price than the one at
which it is supplied at home. It then follows that the domestic supply of the service
will disappear altogether, with the resources released by it absorbed by production
of goods 1 and 2. As long as both of these goods continue to be produced, the
factor prices measured in terms of those goods will be unchanged. But since the
price of the service, good 3, has declined, the buying power of the two factors in
terms of that good rises. Thus, outsourcing ends up making the owners of both
factors better off.

These models underline the fact that trade in outsourced services is just
another kind of trade, subject to the same principles that the theorists of commer-
cial policy have developed in the postwar period (and are set out in Bhagwati,
2002). With trade in either goods or services, the precise manner in which the
benefits of outsourcing filter through the economy depends on the structure of the
economy. Thus, if outsourcing principally takes the form of an intermediate input
into the production of other goods, it will act like input-saving technical change,
augmenting productivity. An example would be customized software or designs
supplied at lower costs through outsourcing to the firms producing, say, automo-
biles in the United States. On the other hand, if outsourcing takes the form of a
new product or an old product supplied at a lower price to the final consumers, it
will directly add to real income.

These three models can be thought of as describing several possible outcomes
of a technological change that leads to increased outsourcing. In the first model,
outsourcing benefits society, but the benefits arrive in a combination of higher
returns to capital and lower wages. In the second model, with multiple factors of
production and fixed goods prices, outsourcing again provides aggregate benefits,
but some workers gain while others lose. In the final model, outsourcing provides
benefits in a way that, at least after workers make a transition to other industries,
leads to higher real incomes for all workers.

Accumulation of Skills Abroad
So far, we have analyzed outsourcing as involving technical change that entails

converting a nontradable service, initially requiring proximity of provider and user,
into a Mode 1 traded service. The phenomenon is analytically analogous to a
reduction in transport costs that turns some initially nontraded goods into traded
goods. It therefore has effects on the United States similar to those of conventional
freeing of trade, holding the factor endowments including skill levels constant.

But offshore outsourcing may also be augmented, holding the technology of
outsourcing constant, when skills levels increase abroad in countries like India and
China. Some of the recent outsourcing fears have arisen from this analytically
distinct possibility. For example, Craig Barrett, the chief executive officer of Intel,
has argued that India and China will soon have 300 million high-skilled workers
and that this situation poses a danger to the U.S. prosperity and to skilled workers
in the U.S. economy (Sickinger, 2004; “Q & A: Intel CEO Craig Barrett,” 2003).
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Fears have been aroused that the acquisition by foreign workers of the information
technology related, medical and other skills would lead to losses both for the U.S.
economy in the aggregate and for the skilled American workers.

While we will later question the empirical relevance of these fears, we focus
here on the analytic issue they raise. Taking the outsourcing technology as given,
what is the effect of an increase in the number of skilled workers abroad on U.S.
prosperity and on U.S. skilled workers? The three models we have outlined above
readily permit the analysis of this question.

The effect of the expansion of skilled labor force abroad feeds directly into the
U.S. economy through the wage paid to the workers providing outsourcing services
in Models 1 and 2 and indirectly through the price of good 3 in Model 3. In Models
1 and 2, the increased supply of skilled labor in the foreign economy leads to a
decline in the skilled wage there. In consequence, in Model 1, the augmented skill
levels abroad will increase aggregate U.S. welfare but will also reduce the real wages
of the skilled workers in the United States.

In Model 2, the same results should follow, but there is a complication because
of trade in goods. If the United States were a “small country” in the sense that it
cannot affect the goods terms of trade, the storyline is the same as with Model 1:
overall gain, loss for skilled workers. But if the terms of trade can shift, we must take
a possible induced (secondary) effect into account. If terms of trade deteriorate for
the United States, this secondary loss can outweigh the primary gain from the lower
wage of skilled offshore services, resulting in a net loss of U.S. welfare.

In Model 3, where the skill accumulation abroad can only work its trade effects
indirectly through the goods markets, the expansion of skills abroad will manifest
itself in a decline in the price of good 3, with beneficial effect for the United States.
Moreover, under the small-country assumption, since the two factor prices continue
to be determined by the average-cost-pricing conditions in the goods market, the
real returns will be unchanged in terms of the traded goods but will rise in terms
of good 3: both factors will therefore benefit.

Evidently, therefore, the message again is much like that from analysis in
conventional trade models. That skills accumulation abroad, or for that matter any
exogenous change abroad, will harm or help the United States, depending on what
happens to the terms of trade, is a message that is in fact pretty well understood in
the analytical literature that goes back over half a century. Thus, when the U.S.
economy was growing more briskly than the European economy in the 1950s, and
there was a celebrated “dollar shortage,” Europeans were concerned that U.S.
growth injured their standard of living. When Japan was growing rapidly in the
1960s and 1970s, many Americans, fearful of Japan becoming the premier world
economy, were equally concerned that Japanese growth would harm the United
States. The same argument is now surfacing again in the context of China and
India, spurred by the loss of a few jobs to offshore outsourcing.7
7 In the 1930s, fear of cheap Japanese exports of textiles, lamps, hurricane lanterns and other labor-

intensive products led to talk of the “yellow peril.” The most feared product that made it into popular
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The answer that all depends on the induced terms of trade change, if any, can
be traced back to the literature inspired by the European fears of U.S. productivity
growth in the 1950s. In one of several pioneering contributions, Harry Johnson
(1954) constructed a two-country, two-good model in which each country special-
ized entirely in one good. When the U.S. economy grew, the production of its
export good increased and, provided the import good was not inferior in U.S.
consumption, the effect was to increase U.S. exports of its own good, lower the
price of U.S. exports and help Europe. Johnson (1955) then generalized the
analysis by allowing the production of both goods by each country: this allowed the
consumption effect of growth to be offset by the production effect of the growth,
so that (consistent with market stability) the terms of trade could either rise or fall,
leaving the effect on European welfare ambiguous.8

Whether the change abroad is significant enough, in terms of its net effects on
excess demands and supplies of goods at existing terms of trade, and whether it
makes sense to worry about sufficiently large “national monopoly power” in inter-
national trade such that large terms of trade changes may follow from modest
changes in excess demands and supplies, are empirical questions where our pre-
sumptions (addressed in part below) are to discount and dismiss the possibility of
significant terms of trade changes following skills accumulation abroad.

Implications for Outsourcing and the U.S. Economy: Welfare, Jobs,
Wages and Dislocation

Let us now turn to a consideration of the implications of outsourcing for the
U.S. economy. There are four issues to consider: overall welfare; the total number
of jobs; the quality of jobs; and dislocation.

Overall Welfare
Our theoretical analysis leads us to conclude that there is a strong presumption

that outsourcing that turns previously nontraded services into Mode 1 tradable
consciousness was the “one-dollar blouse.” Recent years have seen revived fears of the “yellow peril,”
involving either exports from Asian “tiger” economies like South Korea, Thailand and Indonesia and
also from China. The offshore “outsourcing” of services might be called the “brown peril,” since the

foreign country most prominently involved in media reports is India.
8 In a theoretical contribution in this journal, Paul Samuelson (2004) has constructed a Ricardian model
where the effect of productivity change abroad is to make the autarkic price ratios between goods
identical between the trading countries so that the gains from trade disappear for each of the trading
countries. This means, of course, that the country that has not experienced any change is immiserized:
the external change has eliminated the gains from trade while the country has no primary gain of its own
to set against that loss. It is like being hit by a cyclone that arrives exogenously to one’s actions.
Panagariya (2004) shows, however, that the Samuelson analysis does not capture the essence of the
offshore outsourcing phenomenon. The recent work of Gomory and Baumol (2001, chapter 2) is
understood in a similar way: it shows some countries gaining and some losing from changes in
productivity coefficients in a Ricardian economy.
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services is beneficial to the United States. We have also shown that taking the
phenomenon of outsourcing as given, the expansion of skills abroad that we
already import is also beneficial for the U.S. economy, since it makes the imported
services even cheaper. The main qualification results from the possibility of the
deterioration of the terms of trade in other goods—specifically, that the primary
beneficial impact of the introduction of outsourcing or expansion of skills abroad
may give rise to a sufficiently strong adverse secondary terms of trade effect in the
traded goods to offset the former.

This may happen, for example, because the U.S. exports goods that are more
intensive in information technology services and imports goods that are less inten-
sive in information technology. Taking outsourcing as given, foreign (say, Indian
and Chinese) growth then makes the outsourced information technology services
cheaper to the United States, which is beneficial, but it also has the harmful effect
that it expands the world supply of the information technology intensive good that
the U.S. economy exports and, thus, worsens the U.S. terms of trade.

There are good reasons to believe that this last possibility does not capture the
reality of outsourcing, however. For one thing, growth in China and India in the
near future is likely to remain concentrated in low-end information technology
services that they are already exporting to the United States. The notion that India
and China will quickly educate 300 million of their citizens to acquire sophisticated
and complex skills at stake borders on the ludicrous. The educational sectors in
these countries face enormous difficulties. The students enrolled in colleges and
universities in India account for only 6 percent of the population in their age group
(18–24 years). Of those that do enroll in college, only a tiny fraction have the
minimal English language skills that would enable them to function even moder-
ately well in occupations such as call answering. Moreover, with the exception of a
handful of institutions such as the Indian Institutes of Technology and Indian
Institutes of Management, the higher education system in India is in a dire state
and starved of resources. Adding 300 million to the pool of the skilled workers in
India and China will take some decades.

Even if we were to grant the possibility of substantial expansion of complex
skills in China and India, the conventional Johnson-type model (1955) that predicts
losses due to the deterioration of the terms of trade becomes less relevant. When
the revival of Europe and Japan brought their skill levels closer to those of the
United States, the gains from trade induced by “factor endowment differences”
were increasingly replaced by gains from “intraindustry” trade; for example, the
United States now specializes in high-end chips such as Pentium, while leaving
more standard semiconductor chips to foreign producers. Similarly, we can confi-
dently expect “intraservice” and “intraindustry” trade to grow between the United
States on the one hand and China and India on the other as the latter acquire more
skills. Models such as those of Johnson in the 1950s do not give a particularly
helpful handle on the analysis that is called for today.
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One final source of gains from outsourcing is the gain in productivity that
lower-priced services used as intermediate inputs can bring. Mann (2003), drawing
on Mann and Kirkegaard (2003), points to very substantial productivity gains for
the United States from the globalization of information technology hardware
production. She reports that globalized production and trade made information
technology hardware 10 to 30 percent cheaper than it would have been otherwise.
Taking the mid-point of these estimates, she calculates that the price decrease
translated into higher productivity growth and a faster real GDP growth of
0.3 percent per year from 1995 to 2002 in the United States. She hypothesizes that
globally integrated production of information technology software and services will
follow a similar pattern, reduce the prices of these products and promote further
diffusion of information technology throughout the U.S. economy. In turn, this
would give further boost to productivity growth.

The Total Number of Jobs
Economists typically argue, with plausibility for the current U.S. economy, that

macroeconomic policy determines the total number of jobs, whereas trade policy
affects the composition of jobs.9 Thus, Brainard and Litan (2004) note in their
recent analysis of outsourcing that the number of jobs has flexibly adjusted to the
growth in the labor force in the United States. Despite declining barriers to trade,
rapid expansion of the volume of imports and the innovation of what appear to be
job displacing technologies, the U.S. economy has added 30 million workers to its
payrolls since 1985—including the 2001 recession and the relatively slow growth in
jobs during the recovery. Moreover, the growth in jobs has been attended by a rise
in the median family income by 20 percent during the last two decades.

Those who contend that all or most service jobs will be outsourced to India and
China are both empirically and theoretically mistaken. The empirical mistake is
that not all service jobs can be outsourced. About 70 percent of the jobs in the
United States are in service industries such as retailing, catering, restaurants and
hotels, tourism and personal care that require the consumer and producer to be
present in the same place and, therefore, cannot be outsourced (Agrawal and
Farrell, 2003). The theoretical mistake is that the possibility that all jobs, in both
manufactures and services, will go to China and India, whether through outsourc-
ing or other trade, because of low labor costs, comes perilously close to confusing
absolute and comparative advantage.

9 In certain situations, trade policy can affect the total number of jobs. For example, in a Keynesian
economy, tariffs can shift a given expenditure toward home goods, yielding an expansionary effect on
output and employment. Or in a situation of sticky real wages with associated unemployment, trade
policy can affect total employment, as analyzed in pioneering articles by Brecher (1974a, b). But neither
possibility applies in a significant manner to the U.S. economy currently. This view seems implicit also
in the writings of labor economists like Alan Krueger who say that the number of jobs in the United
States is determined by the supply of workers: a view that is inconsistent with Keynesian unemployment
or inflexible real wage neoclassical models.
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Finally, not all outsourcing results in direct displacement of the U.S. workers.
In some cases, it may create services not previously available, which is like opening
an economy to the imports of products not produced in the country. For example,
getting telephone numbers through 411 and 555-1212 had become very expensive,
and as a U.S.-based service, it would have been virtually eliminated. Instead, the
availability of call centers abroad has made it possible to retain this service. In other
cases, outsourcing may replace capital rather than workers in the United States.
Outsourcing allows some human operators abroad to answer the phone for many
billing and business inquiries, rather than having such tasks replaced by fully
automated electronic response systems. Likewise, outsourcing may lead to a return
to manual inputting of checks into the computer system instead of using expensive
imaging software.10

But even if outsourcing and trade are unlikely to reduce total employment,
specific types of jobs can certainly be lost, like jobs in telephone call centers or in
routine tax preparation. The interesting question is whether the new jobs that
workers displaced by outsourcing will find are going to be “better” jobs that pay
more or “worse” jobs that pay less. Are computer programmers earning $60,000
going to be bumped down into $15,000 jobs stocking shelves and bagging groceries
at Wal-Mart?

Will Other High-Value Jobs Arise?
There are several reasons to expect that other high-value jobs will arise for any

workers displaced by outsourcing, so that outsourcing is unlikely to lower overall
wage level of the displaced U.S. workers.

First, outsourcing from the U.S. economy is generally for low-value jobs, like
back-office operations, phone centers and data entry. There are admittedly some
exceptions—R&D laboratories have been set up in India, for instance—but this
process seems unlikely to go very far in intermediate run, since the labs often have
to be close to home where new products tend to be developed. This effect of
outsourcing is like the first stage of what Raymond Vernon (1966) famously called
the “product cycle,” where innovating firms introduce and debug the product in
the domestic market, and once the product matures and is standardized, they shift
its production to countries where it is cheapest to produce, with the home country
eventually becoming an importer of the product. On the other hand, insourcing to
the United States—where others buy American-produced legal, medical, educa-
tional and other services online—leads to higher-value jobs. Thus, outsourcing
means that the U.S. economy loses low-wage call centers, but gains high-wage jobs
in medical, legal and other services. On balance, therefore, the outsourcing phe-
nomenon, or the expansion of trade in Mode 1 services, seems likely to offer
America a transition to higher-value jobs.

10 The example here has been drawn from Agrawal, Farrell and Reemes (2003), who cite several others.
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The claim that outsourcing will lead to a reduction in information technology
jobs in the U.S. economy seems especially far-fetched. The Occupation Outlook
Handbook (OOH ) of the Bureau of Labor statistics, as discussed in Mann (2003),
projects that three of the ten largest numerical increases in job categories will be
computer-related occupations: computer support specialists, computer software
applications engineers and computer software systems engineers. The OOH also
predicts that 13 percent of the total number of jobs created in the economy up till
2010 will be related to information technology. The growth in these occupations
will be 43 percent, compared with an economy-wide job growth rate of 13 percent.
Although the precise growth rates in the OOH predictions should not be taken too
seriously, the general direction of the trends seems clear.

The general point is that the dynamic U.S. economy grows by a continuous
infusion of new products and processes, which in turn offers a stream of new jobs.
Even if some computer support technicians start answering phone questions from
overseas, an increased number of service firms will provide technicians to set up,
repair and manage computer and infrastructure services here in the United States.
These “electronic plumbers” of the future, like the water-oriented plumbers of old,
will earn more money than many professors. Similarly, even if some jobs for
medical technicians, like reading x-ray charts, migrate overseas, surely no one
expects that the U.S. health care industry as a whole will diminish its number of jobs
with an aging population and an obesity epidemic. As long as the U.S. economy
continues to raise its levels of technology, human capital and physical capital and
to run an economy not too far from full employment, then the dynamic twists and
turns of that economy will produce higher-wage jobs.

Job Dislocation
Popular economic models of trade, at least the basic ones used in this paper,

typically assume that workers who lose one job can readily find another (although
the wage may change, and not necessarily for the worse). But in the real world,
workers may suffer through a period of joblessness and displacement.

One of the most influential studies of the costs of trade displacement, by Lori
Kletzer (2001), divides manufacturing industries into low, medium and high im-
port competing, based on the change in the import share during 1979–1994. For
example, the import-competing group includes the usual labor-intensive industries
such as apparel, footwear, knitting mills, leather products, textiles, blast furnaces,
radio and television and toys and sporting goods and accounts for 6.5 million, or
38 percent, of the total jobs displaced in manufacturing during 1979–1999. Across
all three groups of industries, about two-thirds of those displaced are reemployed
within two years, with about half of that group ending up with job that paid roughly
as much or more than their previous job and the other half experiencing a wage cut
of 15 percent or more. Thus, the rate of reemployment and wage changes for
workers that Kletzer characterizes as trade displaced are quite similar to those for
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other workers. In other words, a common factor, most likely technological change,
is behind the displacement in all categories.11

The issue of how society should deal with displaced workers will arise in any
dynamic market-oriented economy. For example, the United States has unemploy-
ment assistance that applies regardless of whether a worker loses a job because of
poor management, poor personal performance, a shift in demand, a shift in the
technology of production, a shift in many of the domestic policies, domestic
competition, foreign competition or outsourcing. The United States has also had
specific assistance programs for the manufacturing-sector employees displaced by
imports competition for over four decades (Baicker and Rehavi, 2004) and inter-
national economists have vigorously analyzed adjustment assistance as far back as
the 1980s (Bhagwati, 1982). Trade adjustment assistance of this type seems a
prudent public policy if openness to international trade is to be maintained. Such
trade adjustment assistance should be extended to workers who are displaced by
outsourcing. More broadly, wage insurance schemes for all dislocated workers, such
as the one proposed by Kletzer and Litan (2001) and experimentally built into the
Trade Promotion Authority legislation of 2003, are also an important innovative
idea.

Concluding Remarks

A productive public debate about outsourcing might usefully begin by restrict-
ing the “outsourcing” phraseology to services traded internationally at arm’s length
and principally on-line: what the WTO calls Mode 1 services. Next, it would help to
admit that outsourcing is a relatively small phenomenon in the U.S. labor market.
Finally, it would be useful to discuss outsourcing as a trade phenomenon, with
effects that are not qualitatively different from those of conventional trade in
goods. Thus, outsourcing leads to gains from trade and increases in national
income, with the caveats that are standard in this literature. For example, at a
theoretical level one must recognize, as trade theorists have long done, the com-
plexity introduced by induced deterioration in the terms in trade if the country has
monopoly power in trade. At a policy level, one needs to be concerned about
workers who are displaced from certain sectors. But outsourcing is not a small step
that will take a preponderance of U.S. workers off the edge of an abyss into
prolonged unemployment and re-employment only at low wages. Over time, high-
value jobs can be expected to arise and expand.

We hope that our analysis will dispel some of the fear of outsourcing. But fear,

11 One can raise methodological questions about this study, like how the industries are categorized. Also,
the study focuses on manufacturing rather than services or outsourcing, and job-specific or industry-
specific skills are likely more important in manufacturing firms while service-oriented skills like account-
ing or payroll may transfer across firms and industries more easily. But these kinds of concerns seem
unlikely to overturn the main result.
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as the Russian proverb says, has big eyes. It also can have deaf ears. However, we
remain optimistic.

y We acknowledge helpful conversations with Ralph Gomory, Koichi Hamada and Paul
Craig Roberts, valuable comments from Alan Deardorff, Douglas Irwin, Murray Kemp, Lori
Kletzer, Catherine Mann, Paul Samuelson and John Williamson and excellent editorial
assistance from James Hines, Andrei Shleifer, Michael Waldman and, above all, Timothy
Taylor.
References

Agrawal, Vivek and Diana Farrell. 2003. “Who
Wins in Offshoring.” McKinsey Quarterly. Special
Edition: Global Directions, pp. 37–41.

Agrawal, Vivek, Diana Farrell and Jaana K.
Remes. 2003. “Offshoring and Beyond.” McKin-
sey Quarterly. Special Edition: Global Directions,
pp. 25–35.

Andrews, Edmund L. 2004. “Democrats Criti-
cize Bush Over Job Exports.” New York Times.
February 11, p. A26.

Baicker, Katherine and M. Marit Rehavi. 2004.
“Policy Watch: Trade Adjustment Assistance.”
Journal of Economic Perspectives. Spring, 18:2,
pp. 239–55.

Bhagwati, Jagdish. 1968. “Distortions and Im-
miserizing Growth: A Generalization.” Review of
Economic Studies. 35:104, pp. 481–85.

Bhagwati, Jagdish, ed. 1982. Import Competition
and Response. Chicago: University of Chicago
Press.

Bhagwati, Jagdish. 1984. “Splintering and Dis-
embodiment of Services and Developing Na-
tions.” World Economy. 7:2, pp. 133–44.

Bhagwati, Jagdish. 2002. Free Trade Today.
Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press.

Bhagwati, Jagdish. 2004. In Defense of Globaliza-
tion. New York: Oxford University Press.

Bhagwati, Jagdish, Arvind Panagariya and
T.N. Srinivasan. 1998. Lectures in Trade Theory.
Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press.

Brainard, Lael and Robert E. Litan. 2004.
“‘Offshoring’ Service Jobs: Bane or Boon and
What to Do?” Policy Brief No. 132, Washington,
D.C., Brookings Institution.

Brecher, Richard. 1974a. “Minimum Wage

Rates and the Pure Theory of International
Trade.” Quarterly Journal of Economics. 88:1,
pp. 98–116.

Brecher, Richard. 1974b. “Optimal Commer-
cial Policy for a Minimum Wage Economy.” Jour-
nal of International Economics. 4:2, pp. 139–49.

Caves, Richard E. 1996. Multinational Enter-
prise and Economic Analysis, Second Edition. Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press.

Findlay, Ronald. 1970. “Factor Proportions
and Comparative Advantage in the Long Run.”
Journal of Political Economy. 78:1, pp. 27–34.

Gomory, Ralph and William Baumol. 2001.
Global Trade and Conflicting National Interests.
Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press.

Hilsenrath, Jon E. 2004. “Behind Outsourcing
Debate: Surprisingly Few Hard Numbers.” Wall
Street Journal. April 12, p. A1.

Johnson, Harry. 1954. “Increasing Productiv-
ity, Income-Price Trends and Trade Balance.”
Economic Journal. 64, pp. 462–85.

Johnson, Harry. 1955. “Economic Expansion
and International Trade.” Manchester School of
Economic and Social Studies. May, 23, pp. 95–112.

Jones, Ronald W. 1971. “A Three-Factor
Model in Theory, Trade and History,” in Trade,
Balance of Payments and Growth. J. Bhagwati et al.,
eds. Amsterdam: North Holland, pp. 3–21.

Kletzer, Lori. 2001. Job Loss from Imports: Mea-
suring the Costs. Washington, D.C.: Institute for
International Economics.

Kletzer, Lori and Robert Litan. 2001. “A Pre-
scription to Relieve Worker Anxiety.” Policy
Brief 01-2, Washington D.C., Institute for Inter-
national Economics.

Komiya, Ryutaro. 1967. “Non-Traded Goods

http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1086%2F259598&citationId=p_15
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1467-9957.1955.tb00960.x&citationId=p_19
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.2307%2F2525597&citationId=p_23
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.2307%2F2296774&citationId=p_5
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.2307%2F1881796&citationId=p_12
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2F0022-1996%2874%2990057-9&citationId=p_13
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1467-9701.1984.tb00265.x&citationId=p_7
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.2307%2F2227741&citationId=p_18
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?system=10.1257%2F0895330041371196&citationId=p_4


114 Journal of Economic Perspectives
and the Pure Theory of International Trade.”
International Economic Review 8:2, pp. 132–52.

Mankiw, N. Gregory, Kristin J. Forbes and
Harvey S. Rosen. 2004. “Testimony before the
Joint Economic Committee, U.S. Congress: ‘The
Economic Report of the President.’” February
10; Available at �http://www.whitehouse.gov/
cea/economic_report_20040210.html�.

Mann, Catherine. 2003. “Globalization of IT
Services: and White Collar Jobs.” Policy Brief
PBO 3-11, Washington, D.C., Institute for Inter-
national Economics.

Mann, Catherine L. and Jacob Kirkegaard.
2003. “Globalization of Information Technology
Firms and the Impact on Economic Perfor-
mance.” Mimeo, Institute for International Eco-
nomics, May 2.

McCarthy, John. 2002. “3.3 Million US Jobs to
Go Offshore.” Cambridge, Mass., Forrester Re-
search, Inc., November 11.

McCarthy, John. 2004. “ Near-Term Growth of
Offshoring Accelerating: Resizing US Services
Jobs Going Offshore.” Cambridge, Mass., For-
rester Research, Inc., May 14.

Panagariya, Arvind. 2004. “Why the Recent

Samuelson Article in NOT about Offshore Out-
sourcing.” Available at �http://www.Columbia.
edu/�ap2231/�.

Pearlstein, Steven. 2004. “Still Short of the
Offshoring Ideal.” Washington Post. March 12,
p. E1.

“Q & A: INTEL CEO Craig Barrett.” 2003.
Mercury News. December 27.

Sampson, Gary P. and Richard H. Snape.
1985. “Identifying the Issues in Trade in Ser-
vices.” World Economy. June, 8, pp. 171–81.

Samuelson, Paul. 1971. “An Exact Hume-
Ricardo-Marshall Model of International
Trade.” Journal of International Economics. 19:1,
pp. 1–18.

Samuelson, Paul. 2004. “Where Ricardo and
Mill Rebut and Confirm Arguments of Main-
stream Economists Supporting Globalization.”
Journal of Economic Perspectives. Summer, 18:3, pp.
135–46.

Sickinger, Ted. 2004. “‘Outsourcing’ Not Bad,
Intel Chief Says.” Oregonian. May 12; Available at
�http://www.oregonlive.com/business/oregonian/
index.ssf?/base/business/108436374459910.xml�.

Vernon, Raymond. 1966. “International In-
vestment and International Trade in the Prod-
uct Cycle.” Quarterly Journal of Economics. May, 80,

pp. 190–207.

http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1467-9701.1985.tb00421.x&citationId=p_34
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.2307%2F1880689&citationId=p_38
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2F0022-1996%2871%2990013-4&citationId=p_35
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?system=10.1257%2F0895330042162403&citationId=p_36


This article has been cited by:

1. Gabriel Brondino. 2023. Fragmentation of Production, Comparative Advantage, and the Heckscher-
Ohlin Theory. Review of Political Economy 35:3, 803-822. [Crossref]

2. Mathilde Muñoz. 2023. Trading Nontradables: The Implications of Europe’s Job-Posting Policy. The
Quarterly Journal of Economics . [Crossref]

3. Afonso Amaral, M. Granger Morgan, Joana Mendonça, Erica R.H. Fuchs. 2023. National core
competencies and dynamic capabilities in times of crisis: Adaptive regulation of new entrants in
advanced technology markets. Research Policy 52:4, 104715. [Crossref]

4. Nattanicha Chairassamee, Oudom Hean. 2023. The ripple effects of offshoring in the United States:
Boosting local productivity and capital investment. PLOS ONE 18:4, e0284490. [Crossref]

5. Supratik Guha. 2023. Does Rising Energy Prices Lead to Production Fragmentation? An Example
from Indian Manufacturing Industries. South Asia Economic Journal 24:1, 78-100. [Crossref]

6. Di Wang, Sajal Lahiri. 2023. Bilateral foreign direct investments: differential effects of tariffs in source
and destination countries. The Journal of International Trade & Economic Development 32:1, 66-83.
[Crossref]

7. Estrella Gomez-Herrera, Frank Müller-Langer, Matthias Werner. Online-Arbeitsmärkte, Digitales
Mindset und Digitale Kompetenzen 155-177. [Crossref]

8. Li Weidong, Li Jianwu, Wen Bojie, Han Mei. 2022. Review of the input-output network and its
application in energy and mineral industries. Frontiers in Energy Research 10. . [Crossref]

9. Milan Kalinović, Miloš Todorović, Ivan Marković. 2022. The Significance of ICT Services for the
Balance of Payments in the Republic of Serbia. Economic Themes 60:2, 187-204. [Crossref]

10. Kailan Tian, Erik Dietzenbacher, Richard Jong‐A‐Pin. 2022. Global value chain participation and its
impact on industrial upgrading. The World Economy 45:5, 1362-1385. [Crossref]

11. Saibal Kar, Sarmistha Banerjee. 2022. Pollution Abatement and Production Outsourcing in India.
Journal of Industry, Competition and Trade 22:1, 83-97. [Crossref]

12. Asmita Goswami, K. Narayanan. 2022. Technological Efforts, Firm Ownership and Productivity: A
Study of Information Technology Service Firms in India. South Asia Economic Journal 23:1, 86-109.
[Crossref]

13. Judyta Kabus, Michał Dziadkiewicz, Ireneusz Miciuła, Marcin Mastalerz. 2022. Using Outsourcing
Services in Manufacturing Companies. Resources 11:3, 34. [Crossref]

14. Jaya Singhal, Kalyan Singhal. 2022. Analytical Foundations of Trade Dynamics and Irrational
Expectations in Trade-and-Spending-Allocation Dynamics (A General Theory of Trade Dynamics
with Linear Production, Part 1 of Two Parts). SSRN Electronic Journal 18. . [Crossref]

15. Jaya Singhal, Kalyan Singhal. 2022. Trade Dynamics: The Impact of Innovations and Population
Changes (A General Theory of Trade Dynamics with Linear Production, Part 2 of Two Parts). SSRN
Electronic Journal 25. . [Crossref]

16. Wilhelm Kohler, Jens Wrona. 2021. Trade in tasks: Revisiting the wage and employment effects of
offshoring. Canadian Journal of Economics/Revue canadienne d'économique 54:2, 648-676. [Crossref]

17. Leila Simona Talani. The Three Paradoxes of Globalisation and Migration 27-68. [Crossref]
18. Afonso Amaral, M. Granger Morgan, Joana Mendonça, Erica Renee Fuchs. 2021. National Core

Competencies and Dynamic Capabilities in Times of Crisis: Regulation of Ventilators and New Market
Entrants in Portugal and Spain. SSRN Electronic Journal 56. . [Crossref]

19. Ron Hira. 2020. Outsourcing: A Case of Shared Mental Models in Conflict. Kyklos 73:3, 410-435.
[Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.1080/09538259.2021.1977540
https://doi.org/10.1093/qje/qjad032
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2022.104715
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0284490
https://doi.org/10.1177/13915614231167724
https://doi.org/10.1080/09638199.2022.2080246
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-658-41104-6_9
https://doi.org/10.3389/fenrg.2022.983911
https://doi.org/10.2478/ethemes-2022-0011
https://doi.org/10.1111/twec.13209
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10842-021-00371-7
https://doi.org/10.1177/13915614211070793
https://doi.org/10.3390/resources11030034
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4117683
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4117692
https://doi.org/10.1111/caje.12507
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-79321-0_2
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3952788
https://doi.org/10.1111/kykl.12242


20. Roger Bandick. 2020. Global sourcing, productivity and export intensity. The World Economy 43:3,
615-643. [Crossref]

21. Bruno Merlevede, Bernhard Michel. 2020. Downstream offshoring and firm‐level employment.
Canadian Journal of Economics/Revue canadienne d'économique 53:1, 249-283. [Crossref]

22. Enno Schröder. 2020. Offshoring, employment, and aggregate demand. Journal of Evolutionary
Economics 30:1, 179-204. [Crossref]

23. Javed Hossain. 2020. A Two-Country Model of Technology Sharing. SSRN Electronic Journal 108. .
[Crossref]

24. Begoña Fuster, Adelaida Lillo-Bañuls, Carmen Martínez-Mora. 2019. The effects of service offshoring
on employment. Structural Change and Economic Dynamics 51, 529-538. [Crossref]

25. Rosa Forte, Rúben Ribeiro. 2019. The Impact of Offshoring on Home Country’s Employment.
Estudos Econômicos (São Paulo) 49:4, 751-776. [Crossref]

26. Jai-Young Choi, Eden S. H. Yu. 2019. International Outsourcing, Unemployment and Welfare: A
Re-Examination. East Asian Economic Review 23:3, 261-284. [Crossref]

27. Jonathan Whitaker, Sunil Mithas, Che-Wei Liu. 2019. Beauty Is in the Eye of the Beholder: Toward
a Contextual Understanding of Compensation of Information Technology Professionals Within and
Across Geographies. Information Systems Research 30:3, 892-911. [Crossref]

28. Emilio Colombo, Fabio Mercorio, Mario Mezzanzanica. 2019. AI meets labor market: Exploring the
link between automation and skills. Information Economics and Policy 47, 27-37. [Crossref]

29. Sunanda Jha, Dinabandhu Bag. 2019. The service sector: migration, technology and productivity.
International Journal of Sociology and Social Policy 39:1/2, 2-21. [Crossref]

30. Ron Hira. 2019. Outsourcing STEM Jobs: What STEM Educators Should Know. Journal of Science
Education and Technology 28:1, 41-51. [Crossref]

31. Leif van Neuss. 2019. THE DRIVERS OF STRUCTURAL CHANGE. Journal of Economic Surveys
33:1, 309-349. [Crossref]

32. Martin Tobal. 2019. A model of wage and employment effects of service offshoring. Canadian Journal
of Economics/Revue canadienne d'économique 52:1, 303-338. [Crossref]

33. Akihiko Shinozaki, Shigehiro Kubota. 2018. The Role of Cross-Border Networks of Skilled Labor in
Offshore Outsourcing: Empirical Evidence Based on the Network Theory. The Review of Socionetwork
Strategies 12:2, 153-165. [Crossref]

34. Saibal Kar, Meghna Dutta. 2018. Outsourcing and Productivity During Economic Crisis: Evidence
from Indian Manufacturing Firms. Arthaniti: Journal of Economic Theory and Practice 17:2, 168-182.
[Crossref]

35. Begoña Fuster, Adelaida Lillo-Bañuls, Carmen Martínez-Mora. 2018. Offshoring of services as a
competitive strategy in the tourism industry. Tourism Economics 24:8, 963-979. [Crossref]

36. Hasliza Abdul Halim, Noor Hazlina Ahmad, T. Ramayah. The Impact of Outsourcing on
Performance and Competitive Priorities among Malaysian SMEs 1318-1336. [Crossref]

37. Robert LOPEZ, Heap-Yih CHONG, Sungkon MOON, Xiangyu WANG. 2017. CASE STUDY ON
SUBCONTRACTING ARRANGEMENTS IN THE SCAFFOLDING SUPPLY CHAIN OF A
LIQUEFIED NATURAL GAS INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECT. Journal of Civil Engineering and
Management 23:8, 1136-1147. [Crossref]

38. Klaus E. Meyer. 2017. International business in an era of anti-globalization. Multinational Business
Review 25:2, 78-90. [Crossref]

39. Tsung-Han Ke, Hung-Chun Huang, Hsin-Yu Shih. The Time Trend of the Impact of Foreign Direct
Investment on Labor Market: The Moderation Effect of Production Technology 1-12. [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.1111/twec.12887
https://doi.org/10.1111/caje.12425
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00191-018-0582-4
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4019459
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.strueco.2019.03.007
https://doi.org/10.1590/0101-41614945rfr
https://doi.org/10.11644/KIEP.EAER.2019.23.3.363
https://doi.org/10.1287/isre.2019.0837
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.infoecopol.2019.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJSSP-10-2017-0141
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10956-018-9747-z
https://doi.org/10.1111/joes.12266
https://doi.org/10.1111/caje.12373
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12626-018-0028-3
https://doi.org/10.1177/0976747918792638
https://doi.org/10.1177/1354816618785536
https://doi.org/10.4018/978-1-5225-3909-4.ch059
https://doi.org/10.3846/13923730.2017.1388277
https://doi.org/10.1108/MBR-03-2017-0017
https://doi.org/10.23919/PICMET.2017.8125271


40. Vikramaditya S. Khanna. The Evolving Global Supply Chain for Legal Services: India's Role as a
Critical Link 419-454. [Crossref]

41. Hasliza Abdul Halim, Noor Hazlina Ahmad, Theresa C. F. Ho, T. Ramayah. 2017. The Outsourcing
Dilemma on Decision to Outsource Among Small and Medium Enterprises in Malaysia. Global
Business Review 18:2, 348-364. [Crossref]

42. Kannan Ramaswamy, Saptarshi Purkayastha, Barbara S. Petitt. 2017. How do institutional transitions
impact the efficacy of related and unrelated diversification strategies used by business groups?. Journal
of Business Research 72, 1-13. [Crossref]

43. Hasliza Abdul Halim, Noor Hazlina Ahmad, T. Ramayah. The Impact of Outsourcing on
Performance and Competitive Priorities among Malaysian SMEs 157-175. [Crossref]

44. Jai-Young Choi. 2016. International outsourcing, terms of trade and non-immiserization. International
Review of Economics & Finance 43, 222-233. [Crossref]

45. Roger Bandick. 2016. Offshoring, Plant Survival and Employment Growth. The World Economy 39:5,
597-620. [Crossref]

46. Juann H Hung, Priscila Hammett. 2016. Globalization and the Labor Share in the United States.
Eastern Economic Journal 42:2, 193-214. [Crossref]

47. Shahbaz Nasir, Kaliappa Kalirajan. 2016. Information and Communication Technology-Enabled
Modern Services Export Performances of Asian Economies. Asian Development Review 33:1, 1-27.
[Crossref]

48. William G. Tierney, Michael Lanford. Conceptualizing Innovation in Higher Education 1-40.
[Crossref]

49. Pablo Agnese, Jana Hromcová. 2016. Low-skill offshoring and welfare compensation policies.
Economic Modelling 52, 408-426. [Crossref]

50. Aekapol Chongvilaivan. Does Outsourcing Enhance Skill Premiums in ASEAN? 217-229. [Crossref]
51. Leif van Neuss. 2016. The Economic Forces Behind Deindustrialization: An Empirical Investigation.

SSRN Electronic Journal 118. . [Crossref]
52. Jože Damijan, Stefanie A. Haller, Ville Kaitila, Črt Kostevc, Mika Maliranta, Emmanuel Milet, Daniel

Mirza, Matija Rojec. 2015. The Performance of Trading Firms in the Services Sectors - Comparable
Evidence from Four EU Countries. The World Economy 38:12, 1809-1849. [Crossref]

53. Tobias Brändle. 2015. Is offshoring linked to offshoring potential? Evidence from German linked
employer–employee data. Review of World Economics 151:4, 735-766. [Crossref]

54. Jan Hogrefe, Jens Wrona. 2015. Trade, tasks and training: The effect of offshoring on individual skill
upgrading. Canadian Journal of Economics/Revue canadienne d'économique 48:4, 1537-1560. [Crossref]

55. Mark P. Dallas. 2015. ‘Governed’ trade: global value chains, firms, and the heterogeneity of trade in
an era of fragmented production. Review of International Political Economy 22:5, 875-909. [Crossref]

56. Hartmut Egger, Udo Kreickemeier, Jens Wrona. 2015. Offshoring domestic jobs. Journal of
International Economics 97:1, 112-125. [Crossref]

57. A. Aneesh. 2015. Emerging Scripts of Global Speech. Sociological Theory 33:3, 234-255. [Crossref]
58. Paul Sergius Koku. 2015. A view from the street: an exploratory study of consumer attitudes toward

offshoring of professional services in the United States. Journal of Services Marketing 29:2, 150-159.
[Crossref]

59. Ronald Hirshhorn. 2015. Getting Value from Global Value Chains: A Canadian Perspective.
Transnational Corporations Review 7:1, 1-21. [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316585207.013
https://doi.org/10.1177/0972150916668603
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2016.11.005
https://doi.org/10.4018/978-1-5225-1886-0.ch009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iref.2016.02.011
https://doi.org/10.1111/twec.12316
https://doi.org/10.1057/eej.2014.50
https://doi.org/10.1162/ADEV_a_00059
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-26829-3_1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econmod.2015.09.022
https://doi.org/10.1057/9781137535085_11
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2817332
https://doi.org/10.1111/twec.12291
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10290-015-0228-7
https://doi.org/10.1111/caje.12156
https://doi.org/10.1080/09692290.2015.1018920
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jinteco.2015.03.010
https://doi.org/10.1177/0735275115600736
https://doi.org/10.1108/JSM-10-2013-0263
https://doi.org/10.5148/tncr.2015.7101


60. Łukasz Kozakowski. 2015. Management of Formalised Marketing and Media Activities in Outsourcing
Companies in the Age of Competitiveness, with Particular Emphasis on Contemporary Marketing
Approach. Social Communication 1:2. . [Crossref]

61. Mark Dallas. 2015. Firms, Organization and Global Value Chains in International Trade:
Transactional Trade Data and the Fragmentation of Production in China. SSRN Electronic Journal
. [Crossref]

62. Falendra Kumar Sudan. Business Process Offshoring Services in India 165-184. [Crossref]
63. Chu-Ping Lo. 2014. International outsourcing, wage gap, and welfare. Economic Modelling 43,

168-172. [Crossref]
64. Amelia U. Santos-Paulino, Mariagrazia Squicciarini, Peilei Fan. 2014. Foreign Direct Investment,

R&D Mobility and the New Economic Geography: A Survey. The World Economy 37:12, 1692-1715.
[Crossref]

65. Christophe Carrincazeaux, Marie Coris, Vincent Frigant, Alain Piveteau. 2014. Délocalisations : les
enseignements d'une analyse régionale. Revue d’Économie Régionale & Urbaine octobre:3, 443-469.
[Crossref]

66. Richard A. Brecher, Zhiqi Chen. 2014. Unemployment and welfare consequences of international
outsourcing under monopolistic competition. Canadian Journal of Economics/Revue canadienne
d'économique 47:2, 540-554. [Crossref]

67. Bernhard Michel, François Rycx. 2014. Productivity Gains and Spillovers from Offshoring. Review of
International Economics 22:1, 73-85. [Crossref]

68. Anthony Goerzen, Christian G. Asmussen, Bo B. Nielsen. Global Cities and Multinational Enterprise
Location Strategy 137-180. [Crossref]

69. Mark P. Dallas. 2014. 'Governed' Trade: Value Chains, Firms and the Heterogeneity of Trade in an
Era of Fragmented Production. SSRN Electronic Journal 30. . [Crossref]

70. Mark P. Dallas. 2014. International Fragmented Production: An Interdisciplinary Conceptual and
Policy Framework. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

71. Purba Roy Choudhury. Unit Root and Structural Break: Experience from the Indian Service Sector
295-320. [Crossref]

72. Jan König, Erkki Koskela. 2013. The Role of Profit Sharing in Dual Labour Markets with Flexible
Outsourcing. LABOUR 27:4, 351-370. [Crossref]

73. Antonio Andreoni, Mike Gregory. 2013. Why and How Does Manufacturing Still Matter: Old
Rationales, New Realities. Revue d'économie industrielle :144, 21-57. [Crossref]

74. Yochanan Shachmurove, Uriel Spiegel. 2013. Sustainable effects of technological progress and trade
liberalization. Economic Modelling 33, 956-964. [Crossref]

75. Sergio Mariotti, Marcella Nicolini, Lucia Piscitello. 2013. Vertical linkages between foreign MNEs in
service sectors and local manufacturing firms. Structural Change and Economic Dynamics 25, 133-145.
[Crossref]

76. Anthony Goerzen, Christian Geisler Asmussen, Bo Bernhard Nielsen. 2013. Global cities and
multinational enterprise location strategy. Journal of International Business Studies 44:5, 427-450.
[Crossref]

77. Christian Geisler Asmussen, Anthony Goerzen. 2013. Unpacking Dimensions of Foreignness: Firm-
Specific Capabilities and International Dispersion in Regional, Cultural, and Institutional Space.
Global Strategy Journal 3:2, 127-149. [Crossref]

78. Massimo Riccaboni, Alessandro Rossi, Stefano Schiavo. 2013. Global networks of trade and bits.
Journal of Economic Interaction and Coordination 8:1, 33-56. [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.1515/sc-2015-0006
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2589737
https://doi.org/10.4018/978-1-4666-7470-7.ch011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econmod.2014.08.003
https://doi.org/10.1111/twec.12208
https://doi.org/10.3917/reru.143.0443
https://doi.org/10.1111/caje.12089
https://doi.org/10.1111/roie.12097
https://doi.org/10.1057/9781137472311_6
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2501823
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2501839
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-81-322-1650-6_18
https://doi.org/10.1111/labr.12018
https://doi.org/10.4000/rei.5668
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econmod.2013.06.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.strueco.2012.07.001
https://doi.org/10.1057/jibs.2013.11
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2042-5805.2013.01055.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11403-012-0101-x


79. Reshad N. Ahsan. 2013. Offshoring and Wages. Australian Economic Review 46:1, 110-118. [Crossref]
80. Rafael Gomez, Morley Gunderson, René Morissette. 2013. Labour Adjustment Implications of Service

Offshoring: Evidence from Canada. British Journal of Industrial Relations 51:1, 148-173. [Crossref]
81. Nafi Niang. Internationalisation des services et normes internationales 337-380. [Crossref]
82. RAFAL KIERZENKOWSKI, ISABELL KOSKE. 2013. THE DRIVERS OF LABOR INCOME

INEQUALITY — A LITERATURE REVIEW. Journal of International Commerce, Economics and
Policy 04:01, 1350004. [Crossref]

83. Amita Singh. From Governance to e-Governance 1-34. [Crossref]
84. Richard A. Brecher, Zhiqi Chen, Zhihao Yu. 2013. The Trouble with Offshoring: Static and Dynamic

Losses in the Presence of Unemployment. The World Economy 36:1, 1-11. [Crossref]
85. Michael Pflüger, Uwe Blien, Joachim Möller, Michael Moritz. 2013. Labor Market Effects of Trade

and FDI – Recent Advances and Research Gaps. Jahrbücher für Nationalökonomie und Statistik 233:1. .
[Crossref]

86. Yochanan Shachmurove, Uriel Spiegel. 2013. Are All Technological Improvements Beneficial?
Absolutely Not. SSRN Electronic Journal 25. . [Crossref]

87. Matthieu Crozet, Emmanuel Milet, Daniel Mirza. 2013. The Discriminatory Effect of Domestic
Regulations on International Trade in Services: Evidence from Firm-Level Data. SSRN Electronic
Journal . [Crossref]

88. C. Michael Wernerheim. 2012. Productivity Performance and the International Outsourcing of
Services by Canadian Industry. The International Trade Journal 26:5, 413-435. [Crossref]

89. A. Aneesh. 2012. Negotiating Globalization: Men and Women of India's Call Centers. Journal of
Social Issues 68:3, 514-533. [Crossref]

90. WINSTON W. CHANG. 2012. THE ECONOMICS OF OFFSHORING. Global Journal of
Economics 01:02, 1250009. [Crossref]

91. Sasan Bakhtiari. 2012. Offshoring, wages and the growing skill gap: Advocating offshoring without
sectoral reallocation. International Review of Economics & Finance 23, 46-58. [Crossref]

92. C. Michael Wernerheim. 2012. Does services offshoring boost productivity? Some Canadian evidence
on causation. The Service Industries Journal 32:4, 551-569. [Crossref]

93. Rosario Crinò. 2012. Service Offshoring and the Skill Composition of Labour Demand*. Oxford
Bulletin of Economics and Statistics 74:1, 20-57. [Crossref]

94. G. Jason Goddard, Bill Marcum. Investing in Warehouse and Industrial Property 205-224. [Crossref]
95. Joseph Dillon Davey. India 99-113. [Crossref]
96. Bernhard Michel, François Rycx. 2012. Does offshoring of materials and business services affect

employment? Evidence from a small open economy. Applied Economics 44:2, 229-251. [Crossref]
97. Winston W. Chang. 2012. The Economics of Offshoring. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]
98. Joze P. Damijan, Stefanie Haller, Ville Kaitila, Mika Maliranta, Emmanuel Milet, Matija Rojec, Daniel

Mirza. 2012. The Performance of Trading Firms in the Services Sector - Comparable Evidence from
Four EU Countries. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

99. Farhad Rassekh. 2011. International Review of Economics & Finance 20:4, 849-850. [Crossref]
100. Alexander Hijzen, Mauro Pisu, Richard Upward, Peter W. Wright. 2011. Employment, job turnover,

and trade in producer services: UK firm‐level evidence. Canadian Journal of Economics/Revue
canadienne d'économique 44:3, 1020-1043. [Crossref]

101. Holger Breinlich, Chiara Criscuolo. 2011. International trade in services: A portrait of importers and
exporters. Journal of International Economics 84:2, 188-206. [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8462.2013.12005.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8543.2012.00898.x
https://doi.org/10.3917/scpo.graz.2013.01.0337
https://doi.org/10.1142/S179399331350004X
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-81-322-1632-2_1
https://doi.org/10.1111/twec.12015
https://doi.org/10.1515/jbnst-2013-0107
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2281858
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2337410
https://doi.org/10.1080/08853908.2012.721089
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2012.01761.x
https://doi.org/10.1142/S2251361212500097
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iref.2011.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1080/02642069.2011.613937
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0084.2010.00634.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-23527-6_10
https://doi.org/10.1057/9781137295071_8
https://doi.org/10.1080/00036846.2010.503932
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2016984
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2279324
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iref.2011.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5982.2011.01664.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jinteco.2011.03.006


102. Zhihao Yu. 2011. Understanding the Fear of Globalisation. The World Economy 34:7, 1168-1180.
[Crossref]

103. Danielle D. van Jaarsveld, Yoshio Yanadori. 2011. Compensation Management in Outsourced Service
Organizations and Its Implications for Quit Rates, Absenteeism and Workforce Performance: Evidence
from Canadian Call Centres. British Journal of Industrial Relations 49, s1-s26. [Crossref]

104. Antonio Affuso, Roberta Capello, Ugo Fratesi. 2011. Globalization and Competitive Strategies in
European Vulnerable Regions. Regional Studies 45:5, 657-675. [Crossref]

105. Sumit K. Majumdar, Kenneth L. Simons, Ashok Nag. 2011. Bodyshopping versus offshoring among
Indian software and information technology firms. Information Technology and Management 12:1,
17-34. [Crossref]

106. Jan König, Erkki Koskela. 2011. Does International Outsourcing Really Lower Workers’ Income?.
Journal of Labor Research 32:1, 21-38. [Crossref]

107. Syud Amer Ahmed, Thomas W. Hertel, Terrie L. Walmsley. 2011. Outsourcing and the US Labour
Market. The World Economy 34:2, 192-222. [Crossref]

108. Vito Amendolagine, Rosa Capolupo, Giovanni Ferri. 2011. Offshoring, Extent of the Shadow Economy
and Productivity Effects. Evidence from Italian Manufacturing Firms. SSRN Electronic Journal 89. .
[Crossref]

109. Jack Hou. 2011. Impact of the Global Economic Crisis on Taipei, China’s Industrial Structure and
Firm Activity. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

110. Dermot Leahy, Catia Montagna. 2011. Economising, Strategising and the Decision to Outsource.
SSRN Electronic Journal 14. . [Crossref]

111. Steven Globerman. 2011. Global Value Chains: Economic and Policy Issues. SSRN Electronic Journal
. [Crossref]

112. Ralph Perfetto, Nikhilesh Dholakia. 2010. Exploring the cultural contradictions of medical tourism.
Consumption Markets & Culture 13:4, 399-417. [Crossref]

113. Zhao Nan. The trend of industry choice of FDI and service outsourcing base's construction 801-804.
[Crossref]

114. Rosario Crinò. 2010. The Effects of Offshoring on Post-displacement Wages: Evidence from the
United States. The World Economy 33:12, 1836-1869. [Crossref]

115. Jacques Poot, Anna Strutt. 2010. International Trade Agreements and International Migration. The
World Economy 33:12, 1923-1954. [Crossref]

116. Robert Anderton, Paul Hiebert. The impact of globalisation on the euro area macroeconomy 14-72.
[Crossref]

117. Ebru Kongar, Mark Price. 2010. Offshoring of white‐collar jobs in the United States and gendered
outcomes. International Journal of Manpower 31:8, 888-907. [Crossref]

118. Youxu Cai Tjader, Jennifer S. Shang, Luis G. Vargas. 2010. Offshore outsourcing decision making:
A policy-maker’s perspective. European Journal of Operational Research 207:1, 434-444. [Crossref]

119. Richard A. Brecher, Zhiqi Chen. 2010. Unemployment of Skilled and Unskilled Labor in an Open
Economy: International Trade, Migration, and Outsourcing. Review of International Economics 18:5,
990-1000. [Crossref]

120. Giammario Impullitti. 2010. INTERNATIONAL COMPETITION AND U.S. R&D SUBSIDIES:
A QUANTITATIVE WELFARE ANALYSIS*. International Economic Review 51:4, 1127-1158.
[Crossref]

121. Joseph Francois,, Bernard Hoekman. 2010. Services Trade and Policy. Journal of Economic Literature
48:3, 642-692. [Abstract] [View PDF article] [PDF with links]

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9701.2011.01371.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8543.2010.00816.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/00343401003614290
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10799-010-0081-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12122-010-9100-7
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9701.2010.01297.x
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1855273
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1963073
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1965964
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2179533
https://doi.org/10.1080/10253866.2010.502417
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICISE.2010.5690897
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9701.2010.01278.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9701.2010.01299.x
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511760594.003
https://doi.org/10.1108/01437721011088566
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejor.2010.03.042
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9396.2010.00921.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2354.2010.00613.x
https://doi.org/10.1257/jel.48.3.642
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdf/10.1257/jel.48.3.642
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/jel.48.3.642


122. P. Hiebert, I. Vansteenkiste. 2010. International trade, technological shocks and spillovers in the
labour market: a GVAR analysis of the US manufacturing sector. Applied Economics 42:24, 3045-3066.
[Crossref]

123. Gerald P.W. Simons, Paul N. Isely. 2010. The effect of offshoring on knowledge flows in the US
automobile industry. Economics of Innovation and New Technology 19:6, 553-568. [Crossref]

124. Dora S. Neo. China, India and global outsourcing of services under GATS 277-313. [Crossref]
125. Nan Zhao. Research on the Road of China's BPO 1-4. [Crossref]
126. Subhayu Bandyopadhyay, Howard J. Wall. 2010. Immigration and Outsourcing: A General-

Equilibrium Analysis. Review of Development Economics 14:3, 433-446. [Crossref]
127. Yochanan Shachmurove, Uriel Spiegel. 2010. The Welfare of Nations in a Globalized Economy. The

International Trade Journal 24:3, 230-260. [Crossref]
128. Donna L. Paul, Rossitza B. Wooster. 2010. An Empirical Analysis of Motives for Offshore

Outsourcing by U.S. Firms. The International Trade Journal 24:3, 298-320. [Crossref]
129. Devashish Mitra, Priya Ranjan. 2010. Offshoring and unemployment: The role of search frictions

labor mobility. Journal of International Economics 81:2, 219-229. [Crossref]
130. Morihiro Yomogida, Laixun Zhao. 2010. Two-Way Outsourcing, International Migration, and Wage

Inequality. Southern Economic Journal 77:1, 161-180. [Crossref]
131. KARTHIK RAMANNA, SUGATA ROYCHOWDHURY. 2010. Elections and Discretionary

Accruals: Evidence from 2004. Journal of Accounting Research 48:2, 445-475. [Crossref]
132. Andrés Rodríguez-Clare. 2010. Offshoring in a Ricardian World. American Economic Journal:

Macroeconomics 2:2, 227-258. [Abstract] [View PDF article] [PDF with links]
133. ROSARIO CRINÒ. 2010. Service Offshoring and White-Collar Employment. Review of Economic

Studies 77:2, 595-632. [Crossref]
134. Yiping Zhu. 2010. Trade, capital flows and external balance: is China unique in two hundred years of

globalisation?. Journal of Chinese Economic and Business Studies 8:1, 1-22. [Crossref]
135. Sang Hoo Bae, Chung Sik Yoo, Joseph Sarkis. 2010. Outsourcing with quality competition: insights

from a three-stage game-theoretic model. International Journal of Production Research 48:2, 327-342.
[Crossref]

136. Giuseppe Vittucci Marzetti, Maria Luigia Segnana, Chiara Tomasi. Global Sourcing and Business and
Social Networks: Quality Heterogeneity and Firms’ Efficiency 242-256. [Crossref]

137. Maren Lurweg, Andreas Westermeier. 2010. Jobs Gained and Lost Through Trade – The Case of
Germany. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

138. Rose M. Baker, Ki Seok Jeon, David Lynn Passmore. 2010. Susceptibility of Pennsylvania Service-
Producing Occupations to Offshoring. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

139. Maren Lurweg. 2010. Perceived Job Insecurity, Unemployment Risk and International Trade – A
Micro-Level Analysis of Employees in German Service Industries. SSRN Electronic Journal 69. .
[Crossref]

140. Daniel Horgos. 2010. A Ricardo-Viner Approach to Offshoring. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]
141. Subhayu Bandyopadhyay, Sugata Marjit, Lei Yang. 2010. An Evaluation of the Employment Effects

of Barriers to Outsourcing. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]
142. Huy Quang Vu. 2010. Imports in Intermediate Inputs and the Demand for Skilled and Unskilled

Labor in Australian Manufacturing Sector. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]
143. Elisa Álvarez, Rafael L. Myro Sánchez, Josefa Vega. 2010. Delocation in the Manufacturing Sectors

in the EU: A Regional Overview. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.1080/00036840801964864
https://doi.org/10.1080/10438591003688792
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511760235.010
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICMSS.2010.5577134
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9361.2010.00563.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/08853908.2010.491417
https://doi.org/10.1080/08853908.2010.491420
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jinteco.2010.04.001
https://doi.org/10.4284/sej.2010.77.1.161
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-679X.2010.00373.x
https://doi.org/10.1257/mac.2.2.227
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdf/10.1257/mac.2.2.227
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/mac.2.2.227
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-937X.2009.586.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/14765280903488322
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207540903174882
https://doi.org/10.1057/9780230294967_13
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1574790
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1582545
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1616023
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1646933
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1687138
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1695293
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1714301


144. Vahid Almasi. 2010. Difficulties and Solutions for the Brokers in the Digital Era. SSRN Electronic
Journal . [Crossref]

145. Park Soonchan. 2009. Impacts of Service Offshoring on Productivity and Employment: Evidence from
Korea. East Asian Economic Review 13:2, 175-201. [Crossref]

146. JOY ABRENICA, CHRISTOPHER FINDLAY, AIK HOE LIM. The future of trade in services for
developing countries1 341-462. [Crossref]

147. Paul Sergius Koku. 2009. Consumer Attitude Toward Outsourcing of Technical Support Services: An
Exploratory Study. Services Marketing Quarterly 30:4, 315-332. [Crossref]

148. Václav Žďárek. 2009. Modern methods of production and foreign direct investment. Politická ekonomie
57:4, 509-543. [Crossref]

149. Peter D. Ørberg Jensen, Jacob Funk Kirkegaard, Nicolai Søndergaard Laugesen. 2009. Beyond job
losses. Strategic Outsourcing: An International Journal 2:2, 123-144. [Crossref]

150. Matthew Walker, Melanie Sartore, Robin Taylor. 2009. Outsourced marketing: it's the
communication that matters. Management Decision 47:6, 895-918. [Crossref]

151. Dermot Leahy, Catia Montagna. 2009. Outsourcing vs FDI in Oligopoly Equilibrium. Spatial
Economic Analysis 4:2, 149-166. [Crossref]

152. Rosario Crinò. 2009. OFFSHORING, MULTINATIONALS AND LABOUR MARKET: A
REVIEW OF THE EMPIRICAL LITERATURE. Journal of Economic Surveys 23:2, 197-249.
[Crossref]

153. Alok Chakrabarti, Pradip K. Bhaumik. 2009. Internationalization of technology development in India.
Journal of Indian Business Research 1:1, 26-38. [Crossref]

154. Luciano Boggio. 2009. Long-run effects of low-wage countries’ growing competitiveness and exports
of manufactures. Structural Change and Economic Dynamics 20:1, 38-49. [Crossref]

155. Shiladitya Dasgupta, Debashish Sanyal. 2009. Bridge to the future: connect your strategies in an
interconnected world. Foresight 11:1, 81-93. [Crossref]

156. Arindam Banerjee, Scott A. Williams. 2009. International service outsourcing: Using offshore
analytics to identify determinants of value‐added outsourcing. Strategic Outsourcing: An International
Journal 2:1, 68-79. [Crossref]

157. Bernard Hoekman, Aaditya Mattoo. Services trade and growth 21-58. [Crossref]
158. Anandasivam Gopal, Balaji R. Koka. Determinants of Service Quality in Offshore Software

Development Outsourcing 497-523. [Crossref]
159. Deborah Winkler. Introduction 1-19. [Crossref]
160. Deborah Winkler. Framework of Services Offshoring 21-88. [Crossref]
161. Deborah Winkler. Labor Market Effects in (Neo)Classical Models of Offshoring 141-167. [Crossref]
162. Deborah Winkler. Conclusion 249-278. [Crossref]
163. C. Berndt. Transnational Corporations in Developing Countries 368-375. [Crossref]
164. Seppo Honkapohja, Frank Westermann. Outsourcing 122-143. [Crossref]
165. Gianpaolo Rossini. Price Setting is Popular among Firms: Will It Persist in Vertical Relationships

with Market Uncertainty? 33-50. [Crossref]
166. Yochanan Shachmurove, Uriel Spiegel. 2009. Ricardo Meets China, India and U.S. Three Hundred

Years Later. SSRN Electronic Journal 29. . [Crossref]
167. Robert Anderton, Paul Hiebert. 2009. The Impact of Globalisation on the Euro Area Macroeconomy.

SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1716437
https://doi.org/10.11644/KIEP.JEAI.2009.13.2.205
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139162128.008
https://doi.org/10.1080/15332960903199067
https://doi.org/10.18267/j.polek.696
https://doi.org/10.1108/17538290910973358
https://doi.org/10.1108/00251740910966640
https://doi.org/10.1080/17421770902833964
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6419.2008.00561.x
https://doi.org/10.1108/17554190910963172
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.strueco.2008.10.004
https://doi.org/10.1108/14636680910936459
https://doi.org/10.1108/17538290910935909
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511812392.004
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-540-88851-2_22
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-7908-2199-4_1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-7908-2199-4_2
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-7908-2199-4_4
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-7908-2199-4_6
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-008044910-4.00236-4
https://doi.org/10.1057/9780230236653_5
https://doi.org/10.1057/9780230274334_3
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1392282
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1448566


168. Dr Julie Beardsell. 2009. Managing Culture as Critical Success Factor in Outsourcing. SSRN Electronic
Journal . [Crossref]

169. Giuseppe Vittucci Marzetti, Maria Luigia Segnana, Chiara Tomasi. 2009. Global Sourcing and
Business & Social Networks: Quality Heterogeneity and Firms’ Efficiency. SSRN Electronic Journal
112. . [Crossref]

170. Soonchan Park. 2009. : (Impacts of Service Offshoring on Productivity and Employment: Evidence
from Korea). SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

171. DEVASHISH MITRA, PRIYA RANJAN. 2008. THE ECONOMICS OF OFFSHORING:
THEORY AND EVIDENCE WITH APPLICATIONS TO ASIA. The Singapore Economic Review
53:03, 357-369. [Crossref]

172. JACOB F. KIRKEGAARD. 2008. OFFSHORING, OUTSOURCING AND PRODUCTION
RELOCATIONS — LABOR MARKET EFFECTS IN THE OECD AND DEVELOPING ASIA.
The Singapore Economic Review 53:03, 371-418. [Crossref]

173. Therese Lindgren, Pål Castell. 2008. OPEN SPACE MANAGEMENT IN RESIDENTIAL AREAS
‐ HOW IT IS ORGANISED AND WHY. International Journal of Strategic Property Management
12:3, 141-160. [Crossref]

174. Gianpaolo Rossini. 2008. Competition and bargaining in vertical relationships with market
uncertainty. International Review of Economics 55:3, 229-242. [Crossref]

175. Carl Davidson, Steven J. Matusz, Andrei Shevchenko. 2008. OUTSOURCING PETER TO PAY
PAUL: HIGH-SKILL EXPECTATIONS AND LOW-SKILL WAGES WITH IMPERFECT
LABOR MARKETS. Macroeconomic Dynamics 12:4, 463-479. [Crossref]

176. Françoise Lemoine, Deniz Ünal-Kesenci. 2008. Rise of China and India in International Trade: From
Textiles to New Technology. China & World Economy 16:5, 16-34. [Crossref]

177. . Bibliography 353-374. [Crossref]
178. G. Jason Goddard, Riad A. Ajami. 2008. The Poverty Curtain Revisited: Reflections on the Doha

Development Agenda. Journal of Asia-Pacific Business 9:3, 292-310. [Crossref]
179. William Milberg. 2008. Shifting sources and uses of profits: sustaining US financialization with global

value chains. Economy and Society 37:3, 420-451. [Crossref]
180. Jonathan Supovitz. 2008. Melding Internal and External Support for School Improvement: How

the District Role Changes When Working Closely With External Instructional Support Providers.
Peabody Journal of Education 83:3, 459-478. [Crossref]

181. Richard Janda, Mark Glynn. In pursuit of the cosmopolitan vocation for trade: GATS and aviation
services 566-596. [Crossref]

182. Luca Lambertini, Gianpaolo Rossini. 2008. IS VERTICAL DISINTEGRATION PREFERABLE
TO INTEGRATION WHEN THERE IS PROCESS R&D?. Economics of Innovation and New
Technology 17:5, 401-416. [Crossref]

183. G. Jason Goddard, Riad A. Ajami. 2008. Outsourcing: Which Way Forward? An Essay. Journal of
Asia-Pacific Business 9:2, 105-120. [Crossref]

184. Jun Ruan, Munisamy Gopinath, Steven Buccola. 2008. Welfare Effects of Technological Convergence
in Processed Food Industries. American Journal of Agricultural Economics 90:2, 447-462. [Crossref]

185. Hugues Jennequin. 2008. The evolution of the geographical concentration of tertiary sector activities
in Europe. The Service Industries Journal 28:3, 291-306. [Crossref]

186. Frank Barry, Frank Walsh. 2008. Gains and losses from sectoral relocation: A review of theory and
empirics. Structural Change and Economic Dynamics 19:1, 4-16. [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1490442
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1534779
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3077749
https://doi.org/10.1142/S0217590808003038
https://doi.org/10.1142/S021759080800304X
https://doi.org/10.3846/1648-715X.2008.12.141-160
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12232-007-0038-x
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1365100508070247
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1749-124X.2008.00127.x
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203933930.bmatt2
https://doi.org/10.1080/10599230802265537
https://doi.org/10.1080/03085140802172706
https://doi.org/10.1080/01619560802222426
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511494543.027
https://doi.org/10.1080/10438590701325590
https://doi.org/10.1080/10599230801981878
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8276.2007.01063.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/02642060701856142
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.strueco.2007.11.004


187. Matija Rojec, Jože P. Damijan. 2008. Relocation via foreign direct investment from old to new EU
member states. Structural Change and Economic Dynamics 19:1, 53-65. [Crossref]

188. Beryl Burns. 2008. Offshoring: secure or open to the praying mantis?. Strategic Outsourcing: An
International Journal 1:1, 77-86. [Crossref]

189. Ronald W. Jones. 2008. Key international trade theorems and large shocks. International Review of
Economics & Finance 17:1, 103-112. [Crossref]

190. Inge Kaul. Providing (Contested) Global Public Goods 89-115. [Crossref]
191. Sang Hoo Bae, Chung Sik Yoo, Joseph Sarkis. 2008. Outsourcing with Quality Competition: Insights

from a Three Stage Game Theoretic Model. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]
192. Michele Moretto, Gianpaolo Rossini. 2008. Vertical Integration and Operational Flexibility. SSRN

Electronic Journal . [Crossref]
193. Donna L. Paul, Rossitza B. Wooster. 2008. An Empirical Analysis of Motives for Offshore

Outsourcing by U.S. Firms. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]
194. Chiara Franco, Francesco Rentocchini, Giuseppe Vittucci Marzetti. 2008. Why Do Firms Invest

Abroad? An Analysis of the Motives Underlying Foreign Direct Investments. SSRN Electronic Journal
42. . [Crossref]

195. Devashish Mitra, Priya Ranjan. 2008. Can Offshoring Reduce Unemployment?. SSRN Electronic
Journal 97. . [Crossref]

196. Gianpaolo Rossini. 2007. Pitfalls in Private and Social Incentives of Vertical Cross-border Integration
and Disintegration. Review of International Economics 15:5, 932-947. [Crossref]

197. Wanjin Hu, Luchuan Liu, Yu Chen. Software outsourcing in beijing: Basics, trends and implications
3235-3239. [Crossref]

198. Debbie Davy. Technical Communication and Consulting: The Flat World Alignment Paradigm, or
Why Technical Communication Consultants Have Nothing to Fear from Offshoring 1-9. [Crossref]

199. Gilles Saint-Paul. 2007. Making sense of Bolkestein-bashing: Trade liberalization under segmented
labor markets. Journal of International Economics 73:1, 152-174. [Crossref]

200. Sunil Mithas, Jonathan Whitaker. 2007. Is the World Flat or Spiky? Information Intensity, Skills,
and Global Service Disaggregation. Information Systems Research 18:3, 237-259. [Crossref]

201. SUBHAYU BANDYOPADHYAY, HOWARD J. WALL. 2007. POLICY EVALUATION IN THE
PRESENCE OF OUTSOURCING: GLOBAL COMPETITIVENESS VERSUS POLITICAL
FEASIBILITY. Economics & Politics 19:2, 219-234. [Crossref]

202. Andreas Boes, Tobias Kämpf. 2007. The nexus of informatisation and internationalisation: a new stage
in the internationalisation of labour. Work Organisation, Labour and Globalisation 1:2. . [Crossref]

203. Kim Kaivanto. 2007. Trade-related Job Loss, Wage Insurance and Externalities: An Ex Ante Efficiency
Rationale for Wage Insurance. The World Economy 30:6, 962-971. [Crossref]

204. Patrick Ternaux, Desislava Kolarova. 2007. Delocalisation and ICT Outsourcing in the CEEC
Countries: The Role of Proximities. The Service Industries Journal 27:3, 279-292. [Crossref]

205. Shiv Ganesh. 2007. Outsourcing as symptomatic: class visibility and ethnic scapegoating in the US
IT sector. Journal of Communication Management 11:1, 71-83. [Crossref]

206. Guillaume Daudin, Jean-Luc Gaffard, Francesco Saraceno. 2007. Ordre et désordre dans l'échange
international. Revue de l'OFCE no 100:1, 143-174. [Crossref]

207. Yew-Kwang Ng, Guang-Zhen Sun. 2007. ECONOMICS OF ENDOGENOUS SPECIALIZATION:
INTRODUCTION. Pacific Economic Review 12:1, 63-67. [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.strueco.2007.11.005
https://doi.org/10.1108/17538290810857493
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iref.2006.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1057/9780230584297_4
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1124950
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1130159
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1271784
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1283573
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1398728
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9396.2007.00680.x
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICSMC.2007.4413621
https://doi.org/10.1109/IPCC.2007.4464051
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jinteco.2006.09.009
https://doi.org/10.1287/isre.1070.0131
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0343.2007.00309.x
https://doi.org/10.13169/workorgalaboglob.1.2.0193
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9701.2007.01039.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/02642060701207122
https://doi.org/10.1108/13632540710725996
https://doi.org/10.3917/reof.100.0143
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0106.2007.00340.x


208. Wen-li Cheng, Ding-sheng Zhang. 2007. CAN PRODUCTIVITY PROGRESS IN CHINA HURT
THE USA? SAMUELSON'S EXAMPLE EXTENDED. Pacific Economic Review 12:1, 101-115.
[Crossref]

209. Achim Hecker. Outsourcing als Coopetition 1-39. [Crossref]
210. Arnab K. Basu, Nancy H. Chau. 2007. A risk-based rationale for two-way capital flows: Why do

capital flights and inward foreign direct investments co-exist?. International Review of Economics &
Finance 16:1, 37-59. [Crossref]

211. Chris Alexander, Ken Warwick. 2007. Governments, Exports and Growth: Responding to the
Challenges and Opportunities of Globalisation. The World Economy 30:1, 177-194. [Crossref]

212. Margit Molnar, Nigel Pain, Daria Taglioni. 2007. The Internationalisation of Production,
International Outsourcing and Employment in the OECD. SSRN Electronic Journal 20. . [Crossref]

213. Frank A. G. den Butter, Christiaan Pattipeilohy. 2007. Productivity Gains from Offshoring. SSRN
Electronic Journal 42. . [Crossref]

214. Subhayu Bandyopadhyay, Howard J. Wall. 2007. Policy Evaluation in the Presence of Outsourcing:
Global Competitiveness Versus Political Feasibility. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

215. Dermot Leahy, Catia Montagna. 2007. 'Make-or-Buy' in International Oligopoly And the Role of
Competitive Pressure. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

216. Elizabeth Maitland, Pierre J. Richard. 2007. Yesterday's Friends, Tomorrow's Foes? Offshoring, Rents
and Institutional Settings. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

217. Jacob F. Kirkegaard. 2007. Offshoring, Outsourcing, and Production Relocation - Labor-Market
Effects in the OECD Countries and Developing Asia. SSRN Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

218. Vincent Mosco. 2006. Knowledge and Media Workers in the Global Economy: Antimonies of
Outsourcing. Social Identities 12:6, 771-790. [Crossref]

219. Ann E. Harrison, Margaret S. McMillan. 2006. Dispelling Some Myths About Offshoring. Academy
of Management Perspectives 20:4, 6-22. [Crossref]

220. Elhanan Helpman. 2006. Trade, FDI, and the Organization of Firms. Journal of Economic Literature
44:3, 589-630. [Abstract] [View PDF article] [PDF with links]

221. Andreas Boes, Tobias Kämpf. 2006. Offshoring und die Notwendigkeit nachhaltiger
Internationalisierungsstrategien. Informatik-Spektrum 29:4, 274-280. [Crossref]

222. Miroslav Rebernik, Barbara Bradač. 2006. Cooperation and opportunistic behaviour in
transformational outsourcing. Kybernetes 35:7/8, 1005-1013. [Crossref]

223. André Cartapanis, Audrey Koulinsky, Nadine Richez-Battesti. 2006. L'hétérogénéité sociale de
l'Union européenne après l'élargissement et la question des délocalisations. Revue économique Vol.
57:4, 793-822. [Crossref]

224. N. Gregory Mankiw, Phillip Swagel. 2006. The politics and economics of offshore outsourcing.
Journal of Monetary Economics 53:5, 1027-1056. [Crossref]

225. Wilhelm Kohler. 2006. The “Lisbon Goal” of the EU: Rhetoric or Substance?. Journal of Industry,
Competition and Trade 6:2, 85-113. [Crossref]

226. Sunil Mithas, Daniel Almirall, M. S. Krishnan. 2006. Do CRM Systems Cause One-to-One
Marketing Effectiveness?. Statistical Science 21:2. . [Crossref]

227. Brian Snowdon, George Stonehouse. 2006. Competitiveness in a globalised world: Michael Porter
on the microeconomic foundations of the competitiveness of nations, regions, and firms. Journal of
International Business Studies 37:2, 163-175. [Crossref]

228. Nolwen Henaff. 2006. Introduction. Autrepart n° 37:1, 3-18. [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0106.2007.00343.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-8349-9331-1_1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iref.2004.12.012
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9701.2007.00877.x
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1027467
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1032125
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.942336
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.959411
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.965342
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.988067
https://doi.org/10.1080/13504630601030958
https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2006.23270303
https://doi.org/10.1257/jel.44.3.589
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdf/10.1257/jel.44.3.589
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/jel.44.3.589
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00287-006-0087-7
https://doi.org/10.1108/03684920610675058
https://doi.org/10.3917/reco.574.0793
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmoneco.2006.05.009
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10842-006-9473-8
https://doi.org/10.1214/088342306000000213
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8400190
https://doi.org/10.3917/autr.037.0003


229. Claudia Canals. 2006. What Explains the Widening Wage Gap? Outsourcing vs. Technology. SSRN
Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

230. Claudia Canals. 2006. Offshoring and Externalization: New Trends in International Economics
(Offshoring y deslocalización: nuevas tendencias de la economía internacional). SSRN Electronic
Journal 42. . [Crossref]

231. Herve Boulhol, Lionel Fontagne. 2006. Deindustrialisation and the Fear of Relocations in the Industry.
SSRN Electronic Journal 51. . [Crossref]

232. Habibullah Khan, M. Shahidul Islam. 2006. Outsourcing, Migration, and Brain Drain in the Global
Economy: Issues and Evidence. SSRN Electronic Journal 64. . [Crossref]

233. Bih Jane Liu, Alan Yun Lu, An-Chi Tung. 2006. Export Outsourcing: Cost Disadvantage and
Reputation Advantage. SSRN Electronic Journal 112. . [Crossref]

234. Elhanan Helpman. 2006. Trade, FDI, and the Organization of Firms. SSRN Electronic Journal 14. .
[Crossref]

235. Jacob F. Kirkegaard, Peter D. Ørberg Jensen, Nicolai Søndergaard Laugesen. 2006. Offshoring in
Europe - Evidence of a Two-Way Street from Denmark. SSRN Electronic Journal 18. . [Crossref]

236. Zhihao Yu. 2006. The Fear of Competitive Pressure of Globalization and Outsourcing. SSRN
Electronic Journal 118. . [Crossref]

237. Nirvikar Singh. 2006. Services-Led Industrialization in India: Assessment and Lessons. SSRN
Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

238. Ashok Bardhan. 2006. Globalization, Job Creation and Inequality: The Challenges and Opportunities
on Both Sides of the Offshoring Divide. SSRN Electronic Journal 9. . [Crossref]

239. Gianpaolo Rossini. 2005. Outsourcing with labor management. Economic Systems 29:4, 455-466.
[Crossref]

240. Robert W. Dimand. 2005. Teachings of the Worldly Philosophers: Reassessing the Case for Free
Trade in Light of Smith, Ricardo, Rae and Marx. The Journal of Economic Asymmetries 2:2, 49-69.
[Crossref]

241. Mary A. Marchant, Sanjeev Kumar. 2005. An Overview of U.S. Foreign Direct Investment and
Outsourcing*. Review of Agricultural Economics 27:3, 379-386. [Crossref]

242. Michael Reed. 2005. Discussant's Response to "Outsourcing and Foreign Direct Investment: Boon or
Bane?"*. Review of Agricultural Economics 27:3, 402-404. [Crossref]

243. Michael Pflüger. 2005. Neue Őkonomische Geographie - Neue Argumente gegen den Freihandel?.
List Forum für Wirtschafts- und Finanzpolitik 31:1, 13-32. [Crossref]

244. Peter Mertens. Gefahren für die Wirtschaftsinformatik — Risikoanalyse eines Faches 1733-1754.
[Crossref]

245. Hartmut Egger, Peter Egger. 2005. Labor market effects of outsourcing under industrial
interdependence. International Review of Economics & Finance 14:3, 349-363. [Crossref]

246. Mari Sako. 2005. Outsourcing and Offshoring: Key Trends and Issues. SSRN Electronic Journal 45. .
[Crossref]

247. Dermot Leahy, Catia Montagna. 2005. Economising, Strategising and the Vertical Boundaries of the
Firm. SSRN Electronic Journal 14. . [Crossref]

248. Shailey Dash. 2005. The Economic Implications of Outsourcing. SSRN Electronic Journal 18. .
[Crossref]

249. J. Bradford Jensen, Lori G. Kletzer. 2005. Tradable Services: Understanding the Scope and Impact
of Services Outsourcing. SSRN Electronic Journal 132. . [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1011688
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1018890
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1243522
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1606106
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.876891
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.901426
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.902035
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.948639
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.951735
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.990993
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecosys.2005.05.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jeca.2005.02.003
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9353.2005.00232.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9353.2005.00235.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF03373232
https://doi.org/10.1007/3-7908-1624-8_91
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iref.2004.12.006
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1463480
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2754467
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.779005
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.803906


250. John R. Lovett. 2005. Comparative Advantage in the Globalization Debate: Connecting the Dots.
SSRN Electronic Journal 18. . [Crossref]

251. Shailey Dash. 2005. Fragmentation in International Trade: Manufacturing vs Services. SSRN
Electronic Journal . [Crossref]

252. Christian Scholz, Joachim Zentes. A Strategy Map for Germany: From Passive Self-Pity to Offensive
Self-Renewal 273-301. [Crossref]

253. Frank Ridzi, Payal Banerjee. The Spirit of Outsourcing: Corporate and State Regulation of Labor
under H-1B Visa and TANF Policies in the U.S 345-373. [Crossref]

254. . References 137-149. [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.878541
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.921328
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-8349-9254-3_12
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0277-2833(06)16013-6
https://doi.org/10.1215/9780822375715-007

	The Muddles over Outsourcing
	Muddles over the Definition of Outsourcing
	How Many U.S. Jobs Have Been Outsourced?
	Analyzing Outsourcing
	Model 1: Gains from Outsourcing in a One-Good Model
	Model 2: Gains from Outsourcing in the Presence of Trade
	Model 3: Both Factors Gain
	Accumulation of Skills Abroad

	Implications for Outsourcing and the U.S. Economy: Welfare, Jobs, Wages and Dislocation
	Overall Welfare
	The Total Number of Jobs
	Will Other High-Value Jobs Arise?
	Job Dislocation

	Concluding Remarks
	References


