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MoIvaIon	  of	  paper	  

•  Role	  of	  exchange	  rate	  in	  the	  impact	  of	  
Abenomics	  

•  At	  aggregate	  level,	  we	  saw	  significant	  
depreciaIon	  aLer	  2013	  

•  But	  modest	  increase	  in	  export	  volume	  
•  What	  is	  the	  explanaIon?	  
•  Need	  to	  look	  at	  more	  micro	  data	  
– So	  this	  study	  is	  very	  welcome	  



Content	  of	  paper	  

•  Micro	  evidence	  on	  the	  effects	  of	  Abenomics	  
on	  firms	  sales	  and	  return	  on	  assets	  

•  Very	  large	  firm	  level	  data	  
– Survey	  of	  Japanese	  Business	  –	  longer	  sample,	  	  
large	  and	  medium	  sized	  firms,	  smaller	  number	  of	  
firms	  

– Orbis	  data	  for	  smaller	  firms	  –	  much	  shorter	  
sample	  but	  a	  lot	  more	  firms	  



Results	  

•  Finds	  strong	  effects	  	  of	  REER	  changes	  on	  sales	  
and	  ROA	  

•  Bigger	  effects	  for	  larger	  firms	  
•  Post	  2013	  effects	  (Abenomics	  bonus)	  is	  
significant	  

•  Stronger	  for	  trading	  firms	  
•  But	  post	  2013	  REER	  change	  worse	  for	  exporters	  
•  No	  evidence	  of	  weaker	  effects	  from	  offshoring	  



Discussion	  

•  Overall	  assessment	  
•  Details	  of	  regressions	  
•  Abenomics	  and	  the	  exchange	  rate	  
•  Explaining	  exchange	  rate	  disconnect	  
– Some	  lessons	  from	  exisIng	  literature	  



1.	  Assessment	  

•  In	  line	  with	  recent	  literature	  	  
– Aggregate	  effects	  of	  exchange	  rates	  give	  weak	  and	  
ambiguous	  results	  –	  exchange	  rate	  disconnect	  

– Need	  more	  firm	  level	  evidence	  
– This	  paper	  garners	  amazing	  micro	  data	  set	  
– Results	  seem	  very	  robust	  
– But	  some	  results	  seem	  somewhat	  preliminary	  –	  
need	  to	  delve	  deeper	  into	  mechanisms	  involved	  



2.	  	  Details	  of	  regressions	  

•  Benefit	  of	  micro	  data	  is	  large	  set	  of	  micro	  
covariates,	  at	  firm	  level	  
– Can	  see	  how	  exchange	  rate	  affects	  firms	  
condiIonal	  on	  characterisIcs	  

•  Here	  most	  of	  controls	  (except	  for	  export	  
status)	  are	  aggregate,	  not	  firm	  specific	  

•  Other	  features	  may	  be	  important	  
– Balance	  sheet	  characterisIcs	  
– ProducIvity	  



2.	  Details	  of	  regressions	  

•  Do	  regressions	  include	  firm	  fixed	  effects?	  
•  Much	  heterogeneity	  (see)	  	  
–  Suggests	  need	  clustering	  residuals?	  

•  Export	  status	  
– Meaning	  of	  (X-‐M)/S	  variable?	  

•  Literature	  usually	  separates	  exporters	  from	  non-‐exporters	  

•  Oil	  
•  2013	  export	  status	  –	  why	  negaIve	  for	  response	  
to	  REER?	  



Huge	  heterogeneity	  

Datasets and summary statistics (cont.)
Table 1-1. Sample statistics (Levels)

 Obs. Mean Median S.D.  Obs. Mean Median S.D.

䕔 Number of regular employees

Total Sample 2,202,265 ( 359,535 ) 508,301 338 127 1,334 1,693,964 12 8 11

 By firm size: Large (300 or more employees) 107,270 ( 8,324 ) 107,270 1,139 545 2,756
Medium (50 to 299 employees) 401,031ࠉࠉࠉࠉࠉࠉ ( 37,556 ) 401,031 124 101 72
Small (fewer than 50 employees) 1,693,964                    ࠉ ( 313,655 ) n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 1,693,964 12 8 11

 By industry: Manufacturing 380,626 ( 42,718 ) 246,452 381 128 1,683 134,174 20 18 13
䚷 Wholesale and retail 411,392 ( 54,250 ) 177,089 255 120 573 234,303 15 11 12
䚷 Construction 1,118,086 ( 204,794 ) 8,263 278 121 654 1,109,823 9 6 9

Other 292,161 ( 57,773 ) 76,497 401 140 1,367 215,664 14 10 13

䕔 Amount of sales (million yen)

Total Sample 2,239,123 ( 359,641 ) 514,745 23,940 4,987 187,502 1,724,378 463 172 1,750

 By firm size: Large (300 or more employees) 108,303 ( 8,324 ) 108,303 88,043 24,429 401,316
Medium (50 to 299 employees) 406,442ࠉࠉࠉࠉࠉࠉ ( 37,556 ) 406,442 6,858 3,677 14,945
Small (fewer than 50 employees) 1,724,378                    ࠉ ( 313,761 ) n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 1,724,378 463 172 1,750

 By industry: Manufacturing 384,783 ( 42,720 ) 249,877 21,462 3,817 148,750 134,906 651 399 1,225
䚷 Wholesale and retail 414,733 ( 54,256 ) 179,064 30,453 7,972 252,695 235,669 1,263 556 3,814
䚷 Construction 1,129,100 ( 204,844 ) 8,285 15,589 4,908 62,362 1,120,815 272 125 924

Other 310,507 ( 57,821 ) 77,519 17,773 3,199 118,532 232,988 465 176 1,460

䕔 Operating profit (million yen)

Total Sample 2,232,004 ( 359,571 ) 507,616 722 93 7,987 1,724,388 8 2 74

 By firm size: Large (300 or more employees) 107,163 ( 8,310 ) 107,163 2,811 585 17,122
Medium (50 to 299 employees) 400,453ࠉࠉࠉࠉࠉࠉ ( 37,500 ) 400,453 163 67 964
Small (fewer than 50 employees) 1,724,388                    ࠉ ( 313,761 ) n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 1,724,388 8 2 74

 By industry: Manufacturing 381,338 ( 42,714 ) 246,430 837 90 9,389 134,908 17 5 134
䚷 Wholesale and retail 412,976 ( 54,254 ) 177,307 426 96 2,527 235,669 18 4 108
䚷 Construction 1,129,102 ( 204,844 ) 8,283 448 97 2,872 1,120,819 3 1 28

Other 308,588 ( 57,759 ) 75,596 1,072 99 11,169 232,992 15 3 119

Sample of large and medium-sized firms
from

the Basic Survey of Japanese Business
Structure and Activities (BSBSA)

Sample of small firms from Orbis
(Bureau Van Dijk Database)

FY1994-FY2013 FY2005-FY2013

Total number
of

observations

BSBSA  +
Orbis

( Total number
of firms )

9

Datasets and summary statistics (cont.)
Table 1-1. Sample statistics (Levels)

 Obs. Mean Median S.D.  Obs. Mean Median S.D.

䕔 Number of regular employees

Total Sample 2,202,265 ( 359,535 ) 508,301 338 127 1,334 1,693,964 12 8 11

 By firm size: Large (300 or more employees) 107,270 ( 8,324 ) 107,270 1,139 545 2,756
Medium (50 to 299 employees) 401,031ࠉࠉࠉࠉࠉࠉ ( 37,556 ) 401,031 124 101 72
Small (fewer than 50 employees) 1,693,964                    ࠉ ( 313,655 ) n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 1,693,964 12 8 11

 By industry: Manufacturing 380,626 ( 42,718 ) 246,452 381 128 1,683 134,174 20 18 13
䚷 Wholesale and retail 411,392 ( 54,250 ) 177,089 255 120 573 234,303 15 11 12
䚷 Construction 1,118,086 ( 204,794 ) 8,263 278 121 654 1,109,823 9 6 9

Other 292,161 ( 57,773 ) 76,497 401 140 1,367 215,664 14 10 13

䕔 Amount of sales (million yen)

Total Sample 2,239,123 ( 359,641 ) 514,745 23,940 4,987 187,502 1,724,378 463 172 1,750

 By firm size: Large (300 or more employees) 108,303 ( 8,324 ) 108,303 88,043 24,429 401,316
Medium (50 to 299 employees) 406,442ࠉࠉࠉࠉࠉࠉ ( 37,556 ) 406,442 6,858 3,677 14,945
Small (fewer than 50 employees) 1,724,378                    ࠉ ( 313,761 ) n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 1,724,378 463 172 1,750

 By industry: Manufacturing 384,783 ( 42,720 ) 249,877 21,462 3,817 148,750 134,906 651 399 1,225
䚷 Wholesale and retail 414,733 ( 54,256 ) 179,064 30,453 7,972 252,695 235,669 1,263 556 3,814
䚷 Construction 1,129,100 ( 204,844 ) 8,285 15,589 4,908 62,362 1,120,815 272 125 924

Other 310,507 ( 57,821 ) 77,519 17,773 3,199 118,532 232,988 465 176 1,460

䕔 Operating profit (million yen)

Total Sample 2,232,004 ( 359,571 ) 507,616 722 93 7,987 1,724,388 8 2 74

 By firm size: Large (300 or more employees) 107,163 ( 8,310 ) 107,163 2,811 585 17,122
Medium (50 to 299 employees) 400,453ࠉࠉࠉࠉࠉࠉ ( 37,500 ) 400,453 163 67 964
Small (fewer than 50 employees) 1,724,388                    ࠉ ( 313,761 ) n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 1,724,388 8 2 74

 By industry: Manufacturing 381,338 ( 42,714 ) 246,430 837 90 9,389 134,908 17 5 134
䚷 Wholesale and retail 412,976 ( 54,254 ) 177,307 426 96 2,527 235,669 18 4 108
䚷 Construction 1,129,102 ( 204,844 ) 8,283 448 97 2,872 1,120,819 3 1 28

Other 308,588 ( 57,759 ) 75,596 1,072 99 11,169 232,992 15 3 119

Sample of large and medium-sized firms
from

the Basic Survey of Japanese Business
Structure and Activities (BSBSA)

Sample of small firms from Orbis
(Bureau Van Dijk Database)

FY1994-FY2013 FY2005-FY2013

Total number
of

observations

BSBSA  +
Orbis

( Total number
of firms )

9

Standard	  DeviaIon	  is	  9	  Imes	  the	  mean	  



Finding	  that	  offshoring	  unimportant:	  
at	  odds	  with	  aggregate	  evidence?	  

JAPAN 
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Box 1. What Explains Japan’s Export Sluggishness?1 

Solid external demand growth and the large yen 
depreciation since late 2012 have failed to trigger a firm 
export recovery. Offshoring, a substitution of production at the 
source of overseas demand for exports, seems to be the main 
culprit. A compositional shift in foreign demand towards less 
import-sensitive items and a leveling-off of trade growth due to 
the maturing of Asia’s supply chain also contributed. Since these 
factors constitute structural headwinds to exports, they are likely 
to be only partially compensated by a weaker yen. Successful 
implementation of structural reforms in Japan could rekindle a 
virtuous cycle of private investment and more dynamic exports.  

Japanese firms’ offshoring seems to be the main driver 
behind the sluggish recovery of exports.  
 Over the last two decades, Japanese firms have expanded 

abroad to exploit labor cost differentials and rising demand 
in host countries. The pace of offshoring accelerated since 
the global financial crisis, partly due to large yen 
appreciation and uncertainty about energy supply after 
the 2011 earthquake. As a result, overseas investment now 
accounts for about 25 percent of total manufacturing 
investment, while domestic production capacity declined by 
about 4 percent since 2011. In 2014, exports by Japanese 
overseas subsidiaries (to countries excluding Japan) 
exceeded exports from Japan by more than 40 percent.  

 A standard Armington export model augmented with the 
ratio of overseas to total investment captures the largely flat 
export performance of Japan after the global financial crisis 
(in both additive and multiplicative specifications, with 
partner country growth and the real effective exchange rate).   

Other factors have also contributed to slowing export 
growth in recent years. Import intensity-adjusted demand, 
which takes into account the fact that different component of 
expenditure have different import contents, exhibited a slower 
recovery during and after the crisis compared to a conventional 
measure of aggregate demand. In addition, with deepening of 
global supply chains, more Japanese firms that used to export 
intermediate goods have expanded abroad and some 
intermediate good supplies are now sourced from local suppliers 
in host countries. This explains the broad decline in Japanese 
value-added embedded in other countries’ gross exports since 
mid-2000s. 
 
1. Prepared by Joong Shik Kang (APD). 
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3.	  	  Abenomics	  and	  exchange	  rate	  

•  Puzzling	  that	  monetary	  policy	  has	  been	  
excessively	  accommodaIng	  for	  decades,	  but	  only	  
2013	  did	  currency	  begin	  to	  fall	  significantly	  

•  Svennson’s	  2001	  argued	  for	  variant	  of	  
Abenonomics	  –	  devaluaIon	  with	  price	  level	  
target	  

•  But	  requires	  commitment	  
–  If	  all	  elements	  of	  Abenomics	  not	  in	  place,	  may	  
currency	  strengthen	  again?	  
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4.	  RER	  depreciaIon	  and	  growth	  

•  May	  translate	  lihle	  into	  growth	  
•  TA	  has	  conInued	  to	  fall	  over	  last	  4	  years	  
•  Growth	  in	  export	  volume	  has	  not	  been	  strong	  
•  Suspects	  
– Low	  pass-‐through?	  	  
– Offshoring	  (need	  beher	  controls	  for	  this?)	  
– High	  import	  content	  of	  exports	  –	  supply	  chains	  



-‐2.5	  

-‐2	  

-‐1.5	  

-‐1	  

-‐0.5	  

0	  

0.5	  

1	  

1.5	  

2	  

2.5	  

2010	   2011	   2012	   2013	   2014	  

TA/GDP	  

TA/GDP	  



	  Exchange	  Rate	  pass-‐through	  

•  QuesIon	  here	  reminiscent	  of	  1980’s	  
– US	  dollar	  depreciaIon	  saw	  lihle	  change	  in	  Japanese	  
imported	  goods	  prices	  in	  US	  dollars	  

–  Krugman	  87,	  Froot	  and	  Klemperer	  89	  Dornbusch	  87	  	  
– Micro/IO	  reasons	  for	  slow	  pass-‐through	  

•  But	  then	  no	  micro	  data	  
–  Last	  10	  years	  has	  seen	  an	  explosion	  of	  detailed	  studies	  
of	  firm	  level	  data	  

•  Importance	  of	  firm	  characterisIcs	  
–  Suggests	  direcIons	  for	  this	  paper	  



Pass-‐through	  and	  ProducIvity	  

•  Berman	  et	  al	  2012	  QJE	  French	  firm	  level	  data	  
– Most	  producIve	  firms	  are	  exporters	  
– Large	  share	  of	  exports	  accounted	  for	  by	  high	  
performing	  large	  firms	  incurring	  fixed	  costs	  

– Tend	  to	  absorb	  exchange	  rate	  movements	  in	  
profits	  with	  small	  pass-‐through	  



EXPORTERS AND EXCHANGE RATE CHANGES 461

FIGURE I

Responses to RER Changes by Decile of Size

the elasticity is significantly higher for low performance firms.
The RER elasticity drops to 25–30% for firms in the last decile of
performance.25

A natural feature of models with heterogeneous firms is that
a higher productivity draw translates into a larger firm, which
represents a disproportionate share of aggregate exports. The
behavior of these firms will therefore heavily affect the aggregate
impact of exchange rate movements. We now check that firm size
heterogeneity also matters for the reaction to real exchange rate
movements. We present graphically the full set of nonparametric
interaction terms using deciles of firm’s size26 in Figure I (Panel A
and B contain respectively the price and volume RER elasticities),
together with a lowess smoother and 10% confidence bands. The
positive (export prices) and negative (export volumes) trends as
a function of size for the elasticity to exchange rate are clear.
For the smaller firms, no pricing-to-market is detected, while the
firms in the top decile increase their price by 2.5% following a
10% depreciation of the exchange rate. In terms of volume, the

25. Table W.6 in the Online Appendix reproduces Table V for the main-product
observations sample with similar results.

26. Value added is used as a proxy for firm’s size. Figures W.1 and W.2 in
the Online Appendix contain similar figures using productivity and number of
employees as measures of performance. All graphs show that the parametric form
of the interaction term in the baseline results is not a drastic violation of the
pattern revealed by the nonparametric interaction terms.
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Pass-‐through	  and	  Supply	  Chains	  

•  AmiI	  et	  al	  2013	  	  Belgian	  data	  
•  Firms	  with	  large	  share	  of	  intermediate	  goods	  
in	  producIon	  have	  systemaIcally	  lower	  pass-‐
through	  

•  Here	  we	  see	  surprisingly	  that	  impact	  of	  REER	  
does	  not	  depend	  on	  whether	  firms	  are	  net	  
exporters	  or	  importers	  
– But	  perhaps	  need	  more	  direct	  measure	  of	  
intermediate	  inputs	  use?	  
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Figure 1: Pass-through by quartile of import intensity
Note: Equal-sized bins in terms of firm-product-destination-year observations, sorted by 'f . The means of 'f

in the four bins are 1.3%, 5.5%, 13.1% and 30.1%, respectively. The figure reports pass-through coefficients
of �p⇤f,i,k,t on �ek,t within each 'f -quartile, where the regressions include additional controls in levels and
interacted with �ek,t, as indicated in the legend of the figure, to parallel columns (2)-(3) and (5)-(6) of
Table 5. The pass-through coefficient in Bin 4 is significantly different from that in Bin 1 at the 1% level for
all specifications except the third one (controlling for both �mc⇤f,t and Sf,s,k,t) for which it is not significant
at the 5%. Additional information is reported in Table A1 in the appendix.

pass-through of 87% (= 1 � 0.13) for firms with below-median import intensity and low
market share, quantitatively consistent with the results in Table 5.

From Table 6, we see that there are more observations along the main diagonal (around
30% in each bin) relative to the inverse diagonal (around 20% in each bin), which is due to the
positive correlation between the market share and the import intensity in the cross-section
of firms. This notwithstanding, the share of export value in the first bin with both low
market share and low import intensity is only 8%. The fourth bin with both above-median
import intensity and high market share accounts for the majority of exports, over 61%. This
suggests that the pass-through coefficient into destination prices from a regression weighted
by their respective export values should be substantially lower than from a regression in
which observations are unweighted. Indeed, when weighting by export values, we find a pass-
through coefficient of 62% , much lower than the 80% result in the unweighted specification
(column 1 of Table 5). Our evidence further shows that part of this difference is due to greater
markup variability among the large exporters, but of a quantitatively similar importance is
the higher import intensity of these firms.

Finally, we explore the possibility of nonmonotonic and nonlinear effects of market share

28



Pass-‐through	  and	  Market	  Share	  

•  Auer	  and	  Schoenle	  2015	  	  US	  data	  
– Pass	  through	  is	  `U’-‐shaped	  in	  exporter	  market	  
share	  

•  Devereux	  Dong	  and	  Tomlin	  2015a	  Canadian	  
Import	  price	  data	  
– Pass-‐through	  is	  declining	  in	  market	  share	  of	  the	  
impor&ng	  firm	  
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Pass-‐through	  and	  currency	  choice	  

•  Gopinath	  et	  al.	  2009:	  Pass-‐through	  is	  lower	  for	  
LCP	  pricing	  
– Supported	  by	  Canadian	  data	  

•  Look	  at	  European	  versus	  US	  exports?	  

Pass-through to Canadian-dollar-priced goods will be �C = �1 + �2, to U.S.-dollar-priced goods

it will be �U = �1 + �3 and to euro-priced goods it will be �E = �1 + �4.

Table 4 presents the results of the estimation. Note that these results are from product

level regressions (unweighted), to better reflect the assumptions and mechanisms presented in

the model.16 The first set of columns shows the estimates and the standard errors, while the

last three show the di↵erence between the estimates and indicate whether that di↵erence is

statistically significant. The results are generally in line with the predictions of the model.

For all products/sectors, pass-through is higher for U.S.-dollar-priced goods than for Canadian-

dollar-priced goods, and in all but one case (vegetable products) the di↵erence between the two

estimates is both large and statistically significant. The largest di↵erence between the two pass-

through rates is for footwear, where the pass-through estimate for U.S.-dollar goods is 0.702

and for Canadian-dollar goods it is 0.078 (and not significant). For most products/sectors the

rate of pass-through is also higher for euro-priced goods than for Canadian-dollar-priced goods.

For example, in food and beverage products, the pass-through estimate for euro goods is 0.684,

which is larger and significantly di↵erent from the Canadian-dollar estimate.

Table 4: Pass-Through and Currency Choice

CA Dollar US Dollar Euro Di↵erence
Product �C (s.e.) �U (s.e.) �E (s.e.) �C - �U �C - �E �U - �E

Overall 0.137*** (0.01) 0.502*** (0.01) 0.497*** (0.01) -0.37*** -0.36*** 0.01

Vegetable products 0.300*** (0.04) 0.325*** (0.01) 0.547*** (0.06) -0.07 -0.25*** -0.22***

Food and beverage 0.020 (0.03) 0.481*** (0.02) 0.684*** (0.03) -0.46*** -0.66*** -0.20***

Chemical products 0.128*** (0.04) 0.459*** (0.02) 0.521*** (0.06) -0.32*** -0.39*** 0.06

Textiles 0.096** (0.05) 0.587*** (0.02) 0.484*** (0.04) -0.49*** -0.39*** 0.10***

Apparel 0.123*** (0.02) 0.623*** (0.01) 0.484*** (0.02) -0.50*** -0.36*** 0.14***

Footwear 0.078 (0.06) 0.702*** (0.02) 0.562*** (0.04) -0.62*** -0.48*** 0.14***

Metal products 0.193*** (0.03) 0.451*** (0.01) 0.255*** (0.04) -0.26*** -0.06 0.20**

Industrial machinery 0.211*** (0.04) 0.597*** (0.01) 0.589*** (0.06) -0.39*** -0.38*** 0.01

Consumer electronics 0.169*** (0.06) 0.620*** (0.02) 0.740*** (0.08) -0.45*** -0.57*** -0.12

Note: The pass-through coe�cients for the di↵erent products are obtained using interaction terms, and therefore there is only one
set of coe�cients for the other explanatory variables. Each regression includes HS10 product and time fixed e↵ects. We restrict the
sample to price changes within the -100% to +100% range. The standard errors have not been clustered. We experimented with a
number of di↵erent levels of clustering (di↵erent levels of HS good, as well as clustering at the importer and exporter levels), and
the level of significance for the estimates of interest did not change.

Given that the U.S. dollar is the most common currency in Canadian imports, it is not

surprising that the coe�cient estimates for U.S.-dollar transactions are closest to the overall

pass-through estimates presented in Table 3. Nevertheless, there is some variation in currency

within products/sectors.

16The model outlines the micro mechanisms that influence firm pricing behavior. The unweighted regressions
are better suited to capture these mechanisms, since the estimates reflect the decisions of any given firm, rather
than putting extra weight on firms with high values of imports, as does the weighted regression set-up.
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Granularity:	  importance	  of	  huge	  firms	  

•  Granularity	  
–  Gabaix,	  Levchenko	  et	  al.	  	  
–  Large	  part	  of	  volaIlity	  in	  GDP	  accounted	  for	  by	  firm	  
specific	  shocks	  of	  large	  firms	  

–  Similar	  for	  exporters	  (Levchenko	  et	  al.	  2014)	  
•  Devereux	  Wei	  and	  Tomlin	  2015b	  

–  Canadian	  exports	  50%	  of	  market	  share	  accounted	  for	  by	  
top	  1	  percent	  of	  firms	  in	  terms	  of	  sales	  

–  SituaIon	  even	  more	  extreme	  on	  the	  importers	  firm	  side	  
•  Suggests	  focusing	  on	  top	  decile	  of	  exporIng	  firms	  

	  



Datasets and summary statistics (cont.)
Table 1-1. Sample statistics (Levels)

 Obs. Mean Median S.D.  Obs. Mean Median S.D.

䕔 Number of regular employees

Total Sample 2,202,265 ( 359,535 ) 508,301 338 127 1,334 1,693,964 12 8 11

 By firm size: Large (300 or more employees) 107,270 ( 8,324 ) 107,270 1,139 545 2,756
Medium (50 to 299 employees) 401,031ࠉࠉࠉࠉࠉࠉ ( 37,556 ) 401,031 124 101 72
Small (fewer than 50 employees) 1,693,964                    ࠉ ( 313,655 ) n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 1,693,964 12 8 11

 By industry: Manufacturing 380,626 ( 42,718 ) 246,452 381 128 1,683 134,174 20 18 13
䚷 Wholesale and retail 411,392 ( 54,250 ) 177,089 255 120 573 234,303 15 11 12
䚷 Construction 1,118,086 ( 204,794 ) 8,263 278 121 654 1,109,823 9 6 9

Other 292,161 ( 57,773 ) 76,497 401 140 1,367 215,664 14 10 13

䕔 Amount of sales (million yen)

Total Sample 2,239,123 ( 359,641 ) 514,745 23,940 4,987 187,502 1,724,378 463 172 1,750

 By firm size: Large (300 or more employees) 108,303 ( 8,324 ) 108,303 88,043 24,429 401,316
Medium (50 to 299 employees) 406,442ࠉࠉࠉࠉࠉࠉ ( 37,556 ) 406,442 6,858 3,677 14,945
Small (fewer than 50 employees) 1,724,378                    ࠉ ( 313,761 ) n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 1,724,378 463 172 1,750

 By industry: Manufacturing 384,783 ( 42,720 ) 249,877 21,462 3,817 148,750 134,906 651 399 1,225
䚷 Wholesale and retail 414,733 ( 54,256 ) 179,064 30,453 7,972 252,695 235,669 1,263 556 3,814
䚷 Construction 1,129,100 ( 204,844 ) 8,285 15,589 4,908 62,362 1,120,815 272 125 924

Other 310,507 ( 57,821 ) 77,519 17,773 3,199 118,532 232,988 465 176 1,460

䕔 Operating profit (million yen)

Total Sample 2,232,004 ( 359,571 ) 507,616 722 93 7,987 1,724,388 8 2 74

 By firm size: Large (300 or more employees) 107,163 ( 8,310 ) 107,163 2,811 585 17,122
Medium (50 to 299 employees) 400,453ࠉࠉࠉࠉࠉࠉ ( 37,500 ) 400,453 163 67 964
Small (fewer than 50 employees) 1,724,388                    ࠉ ( 313,761 ) n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 1,724,388 8 2 74

 By industry: Manufacturing 381,338 ( 42,714 ) 246,430 837 90 9,389 134,908 17 5 134
䚷 Wholesale and retail 412,976 ( 54,254 ) 177,307 426 96 2,527 235,669 18 4 108
䚷 Construction 1,129,102 ( 204,844 ) 8,283 448 97 2,872 1,120,819 3 1 28

Other 308,588 ( 57,759 ) 75,596 1,072 99 11,169 232,992 15 3 119

Sample of large and medium-sized firms
from

the Basic Survey of Japanese Business
Structure and Activities (BSBSA)

Sample of small firms from Orbis
(Bureau Van Dijk Database)

FY1994-FY2013 FY2005-FY2013

Total number
of

observations

BSBSA  +
Orbis

( Total number
of firms )

9

In	  total	  firm	  sample	  for	  this	  paper,	  granularity	  not	  too	  high:	  
Sales	  by	  largest	  firms	  less	  than	  8	  percent	  of	  total	  sales	  
	  
But	  maybe	  different	  for	  exporters?	  
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Policy	  implicaIons	  

•  Currency	  depreciaIon	  affecIng	  sales	  profits	  
more	  than	  employment?	  

•  SImulus	  for	  the	  real	  economy	  muted?	  
– Maybe	  want	  to	  rethink	  policies	  of	  recovery	  
through	  compeIIve	  depreciaIon?	  

•  Also,	  evidence	  seems	  clear	  that	  exchange	  rate	  
depreciaIon	  is	  very	  ineffecIve	  in	  raising	  
inflaIon	  


