
In Brief
Economic Capsules
Japanese Banks’ Customers in the United States

by Rama Seth and Alicia Quijano

Some recent studies attribute the growth of foreign 
banks in the United States to the increase in foreign 
direct investment in this country. Foreign banks are said 
to specialize in providing services to multinational firms 
from their home countries.1 This interpretation of the 
importance of foreign bank lending is applied in particu
lar to Japanese banks, which accounted for over 16 
percent of U.S. commercial and industrial loans in 1989, 
well over half of such loans made by foreign banks.

Available data on Japanese banks, however, provide 
little support for the view that foreign bank lending 
growth essentially reflects increased foreign investment 
in the United States. While Japanese banks’ branch and 
agency lending in the United States increased more 
than sixfold in the period between 1984 and 1989, 
borrowing by U.S. nonbank affiliates of Japanese firms 
less than quadrupled during the same period.2 As a 
result, loans to Japanese-owned firms may have 
accounted for more than three-quarters of Japanese 
branch lending in this country in 1984, but no more than 
two-fifths in 1989. Japanese banks may initially have set 
up shop to service Japanese customers, but in the later 
1980s the banks significantly expanded their strictly 
U.S. market share.

tSee, for example, George Bentson, "U.S. Banking in an Increasingly 
Competitive World Economy,” Journal o f Financial Services 
Research, vol. 4 (1990), pp. 311-39; and Charles W. Hultman and 
L. Randolph McGee, "Factors Affecting the Foreign Banking 
Presence in the U.S.," Journal of Banking and Finance, vol. 13 
(1989), pp. 383-96.

2A U.S. affiliate is a U.S. firm in which a foreign investor owns or
controls 10 percent or more of the voting securities of the firm.

Inferences from data on liabilities and loans
We calculate the share of Japanese bank lending to 
U.S. nonbank affiliates of Japanese companies by com
paring data on affiliate liabilities and data on loans by 
U.S. branches and agencies of Japanese banks. (See 
the appendix for a discussion of data sources and 
details of the methodology.) Our estimates of the share 
of borrowing by Japanese firms are based on the 
extreme assumption that all of the bank debt of Jap
anese multinationals in the United States was owed to 
Japanese banks’ branches and agencies. To the extent 
that such affiliates borrowed from non-Japanese banks, 
claims of Japanese branches and agencies on firms 
without Japanese ownership would be even higher.3

Our findings, presented in the chart, show the 
decreased relative importance of Japanese firms in 
branch and agency lending in the United States. Loans 
to these firms in all sectors taken together accounted 
for at most two-fifths of Japanese lending in this country 
by 1989, as opposed to more than three-fourths of the 
lending in 1984. Although only data for 1984 and 1989 
are actually plotted in the chart, the intervening years

3The overstatement of the affiliate share may be offset by any 
underreporting by U.S. affiliates of Japanese firms that is 
attributable in part to the rapid growth in direct foreign investment. 
The degree of offset, however, cannot be measured. Some bias is 
also introduced in the estimates because the data sources are not 
fully synchronized: the bank data are reported on a calendar-year 
basis, while affiliate data are reported on a fiscal-year basis. The 
direction of the bias introduced by this inconsistency is not clear 
since the fiscal year varies across affiliates. This difference in 
reporting may not be of much consequence, however, since the 
fiscal year matches the calendar year for roughly three-quarters of 
affiliates from all countries.
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confirm the pattern of decline.4 A breakdown of loans by 
category, moreover, underscores the decreasing share 
of lending to affiliates in the fastest growing categories 
of loans.

The nonfinance sectors, commerce and industry and 
real estate, offer clear-cut evidence of the diminished 
role of U.S. affiliates of Japanese firms as a customer 
base. At the beginning of the period under study, Jap
anese banks may well have relied on Japanese cus
tomers for a ready-made custom er base in these 
sectors. In 1984, U.S. borrowing by Japanese-owned 
firms accounted for as much as three-quarters of the 
commercial and industrial loans made by Japanese 
banks’ branches and agencies. Japanese-owned real 
estate firms and partnerships could have accounted for 
all real estate loans by the branches and agencies until 
1986. But in more recent years, a different pattern 
emerged. Our estimates suggest that in 1988 and 1989,

“ See Rama Seth and A licia Quijano, “ Growth in Japanese Lending 
and in Investment in the United States: Are They Related?” Federal 
Reserve Bank of New York, Research Paper no. 9101, January 1991.

U.S. borrowing by Japanese-owned commercial and 
industrial firms and by real estate firms could account 
for less than two-fifths of total credit by Japanese banks’ 
branches and agencies to each of these sectors.

This shift in the customer base did not affect one area 
of lending. In both 1984 and 1989, loans to nonbank 
finance a ffilia tes of Japanese firm s could en tire ly  
account for this category of lending by branches and 
agencies of Japanese banks. Such loans, however, 
amounted to a relatively small part of overall lending by 
branches and agencies: about 3 percent of their total 
portfolio in 1984 and 1989. Thus it appears that Jap
anese banks, in expanding the ir U.S. operations, 
increasingly directed their credit to U.S.-owned com
mercial, industrial, and real estate firms.

Nonfinance affiliates of Japanese firms do not domi
nate Japanese bank lending in the United S tates 
despite their heavy reliance on bank financing. Roughly 
half of the U.S. liabilities of these nonfinance affiliates 
have been, and continue to be, owed to banks (see 
table). This financing pattern mirrors that of nonfinancial

U.S. Loans Made by U.S. Branches and Agencies of Japanese Banks
Billions of dollars
*120 --------------------------------------------------  ------------------------------------------------------------------

1984 loans 1989 loans

U.S. commercial and 
industrial loans

Japanese firms

100% / / /  36% . . . .  / / / / / / / / / / / /

Possible loans to
U.S. affiliates of

100%
100%

Real estate loans Loans to nonbank 
financial institutions

Sources: U.S. Department of Commerce; Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council, Reports of Condition; Federal Reserve Bank of 
New York staff estimates.

Notes: Chart shows bank debt of U.S. nonbank affiliates of Japanese firms as a share of loans to U.S. addressees by branches and agencies 
of Japanese banks. If bank debt is greater than loans, 100 percent of branch and agency lending in the category is assumed to be made to 
affiliates. Affiliate borrowing for 1989 is estimated.

80 FRBNY Quarterly Review/Spring 1991
Digitized for FRASER 
http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/ 
Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis

Spring 1991



Bank Share of Affiliate Debt
(Percent)

1984 1989

All sectors 50 16
Finance and insurance (nonbank only) 23 5
Nonfinance 57 55

Real estate 78 80
Other industries 56 50

Sources: U.S. Department of Commerce; Federal Reserve 
Bank of New York staff estimates.
Notes: Table reflects U.S. liabilities of U.S. nonbank affiliates of 
Japanese firms. Figures for 1989 are estimates.

firms in Japan, which owed an estimated 53 percent of 
their debt to banks in 1985.5 U.S.-owned nonfinancial 
corporate business, by contrast, owed only between 
one-fifth to one-quarter of its liabilities to banks during 
the same period.6

An interesting sidelight to this finding is the fact that 
nonbank financial firms affiliated with Japanese firms 
rely hardly at all on bank financing. Acquisition-led 
tripling of the balance sheets of these affiliates— pre
dom inantly securities firm s— probably explains why 
their liability structure so closely resembles that of U.S. 
securities firms in general.7 In both cases, only a minor

part of the firms’ liabilities is owed to banks. Seven 
percent of the Japanese finance affiliates’ liabilities has 
been to banks in recent years, and 4 percent to 6 
percent of the liabilities of the largest U.S. securities 
firms was owed to banks between 1984 and 1989.8

Conclusion
In conclusion, recent growth in Japanese banks’ assets 
in the United States cannot be solely or even largely 
attributed to growth in direct investment from Japan. 
Japanese banks may initially have followed their Jap
anese customers to the United States, at least in order 
to lend to firms in commerce, industry and real estate. 
Home-country relationships, however, cannot explain 
the recent expanded presence of the Japanese in the 
U.S. lending market. Although Japanese nonfinance 
affiliates rely more heavily than their U.S. counterparts 
on bank loans, they do not account for the bulk of U.S. 
lending by Japanese banks’ branches and agencies. 
Rather, loans to U.S.-owned firms now appear to pre
dominate in the U.S. loan books of Japanese banks.

This finding suggests that any slowdown in foreign 
asset growth stemming from Japanese banks’ difficulty 
in meeting capital requirements could have a broader 
impact than often thought. Specifically, U.S.-owned 
firms could find themselves vulnerable to a tightening of 
credit by Japanese banks.

5Bank for International Settlements, 59th Annual Report, June 1989, 
p. 87.

6Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System, Flow of Funds 
Accounts, F inancial Assets and Liabilities, Year-end 1966-89, 
September 1990, p. 10.

7The sim ilarity in the liab ility  structure of U.S.-owned and Japanese-
owned firms emerged when Yasuda Life Insurance acquired an 18 
percent interest in Paine Webber and Nippon Life Insurance

Footnote 7 continued
acquired a 13 percent interest in Shearson Lehman Brothers in 
1987. In spite of the minority ownership, the U.S. Commerce 
Department classifies all of the acquired liabilities as those of the 
new affiliate. Before these acquisitions, the bank share in affiliate 
financing was roughly 20 percent.

8John R. Dacey and Jackie Bazel-Horowitz, “ L iab ility M anagem ent,’ 
Funding and Liqu id ity: Recent Changes in L iqu id ity Management 
Practices at Commercial Banks and Securities Firms, Federal 
Reserve Bank of New York, July 1990, p. 80.

Appendix: Data Sources

Data on U.S. nonbank affiliates of Japanese companies 
are from the Commerce Department series on foreign 
direct investment, and data on U.S. branches and agen
cies of Japanese banks are from the Federal Financial 
Institutions Examination Council (FFIEC) call reports. 
The broad sectoral classification in the two data sets 
allows us to compare each category of loans with the 
borrowings of affiliates in the same sector. For example, 
U.S. borrowings of affiliates in commerce and industry, 
estimated at $29 billion, are compared with the $77

billion in commercial and industrial loans to U.S. 
addressees made by branches and agencies (see table 
below). On the basis of this comparison, we estimate that 
affiliates could account for a maximum of 38 percent of 
branch and agency loans in this category (see chart). 
The maximum could only apply in the extreme case in 
which all affiliate local borrowings are from Japanese 
banks’ branches and agencies in the United States.

The Commerce Department’s annual surveys of direct 
investment and the 1987 benchmark survey identify
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Appendix: Data Sources (Continued)

external sources of funds for affiliates in the United 
States.f These sources of funds are decomposed into 
the liabilities of affiliates owed to the foreign parent, to 
other foreigners, and until 1987, to U.S. banks and non
banks. The 1988 and 1989 U.S. bank liabilities are esti
mated on the basis of the distribution of bank and 
nonbank liabilities and the average growth rates by sec
tor in previous years. For this study, only data on affiliate 
debt to U.S. banks and to U.S. nonbanks are used 
because they are the most comparable with the FFIEC 
call report data.

The FFIEC call report data on Japanese banks' 
branches and agencies decompose lending by obligor: 
commercial and industrial (both U.S. and foreign resi-

tFor an explanation of Commerce Department data, see Alicia 
M. Quijano, “A Guide to BEA Statistics on Foreign Direct 
Investment in the United States,” Survey of Current Business, 
February 1990, pp. 29-37.

dents), real estate, nonbank financial institutions, foreign 
governments, and purchasers of securities. We exclude 
Japanese banks’ subsidiaries from our study because of 
their greater independence from the parent, wider scope 
of activities, and acquisition-related growth, all of which 
point to a weaker link with Japanese firms in the United 
States. Were the subsidiary data to be included and the 
assumption that affiliates borrow only from Japanese- 
owned banks retained, we would find the link between 
Japanese banking and Japanese direct investment in the 
United States to be even weaker than is suggested here.

Since the Commerce Department data do not reveal 
the ownership of the banks providing credit to the for- 
eign-owned firms in the United States and the call report 
data do not identify loans made to U.S. affiliates of 
Japanese firms, we juxtapose the two sets of data. By 
assuming that all affiliate bank debt is with Japanese 
banks, we can infer a ceiling on the share of affiliate 
borrowing in Japanese bank lending.

Juxtaposition of Two Data Sources
(Billions of Dollars)

Affiliate Debt* 1984 1989 Branch and Agency Lending* 1984 1989

Total 14 49 Total 38 130
To commercial and industrial firms 28 90

Commerce and industry^ 12 29 U.S. 16 77
Foreign 12 12

Finance and insurance 1 12 To financial institutions 1 6
Real estate 1 8 To real estate firms 0 22

Other 9 12
To foreign governments 8 10
For purchasing and carrying securities 1 2

Sources: U.S. Department of Commerce: Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council, Reports of Condition; Federal Reserve Bank 
of New York staff estimates.
Note: 1989 figures for affiliate debt are estimates.
f  Consists of U.S. bank liabilities of Japanese firms' U.S. nonbank affiliates.
* Consists of nonbank loans of Japanese banks’ U.S. branches and agencies.
§ Includes all industries other than finance, insurance, and real estate. Insurance affiliates account for less than 0.5 percent of the bank 

debt of finance affiliates, most of which are securities firms.
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Another View of the Underpricing 
of Initial Public Offerings

by Judith S. Ruud

Over the past two decades several studies have 
reported that initial public offerings on average achieve 
sizable returns over very short periods.1 In the parlance 
of investment bankers, firms going public appear to 
“leave money on the table” in significant amounts. 
While hardly a cause for complaint from investors, such 
underpricing might hurt emerging firms trying to raise 
capital for expansion. The high average initial returns 
on new issue shares is therefore an anomaly that 
invites further study.

Most current academic theories hold that initial public 
offering (IPO) underpricing is undertaken deliberately.2 
Proponents of this view offer different rationales for 
intentional underpricing. For example, underwriters may 
recommend low offering prices to reduce the effort 
required to sell new issues, or issuers may purposely 
underprice their IPOs in order to cash in on a reputation 
for good performance later.3 The findings presented

’See, for example, Roger Ibbotson, “Price Performance of Common 
Stock New Issues,” Journal o f Financial Economics, vol. 2 (1975), 
pp. 235-72; Roger Ibbotson and Jeffrey Jaffe, “Hot Issue Markets,” 
Journal o f Finance, vol. 30 (1975), pp. 1027-42; and Jay Ritter, “The 
'Hot Issue’ Market of 1980," Journal o f Business, vol. 57 (1984), 
pp. 215-40.

*See, for example, David Baron, “A Model of the Demand for 
Investment Banking Advising and Distribution Services for New 
Issues,” Journal o f Finance, vol. 37 (1982), pp. 955-76; Kevin Rock, 
"Why New Issues Are Underpriced,” Journal o f Financial 
Economics, vol. 15 (1986), pp. 187-212; Seha Tinic, "Anatomy of 
Initial Public Offerings of Common Stock," Journal o f Finance, 
vol. 43 (1988), pp. 789-822; Franklin Allen and Gerald Faulhaber, 
"Signaling by Underpricing in the IPO Market,” Journal o f Financial 
Economics, vol. 23 (1989), pp. 303-23; Mark Grinblatt and Chuan 
Yang Hwang, “Signalling and the Pricing of New Issues," Journal of 
Finance, vol. 44 (1989), pp. 393-420; and Ivo Welch, "Seasoned 
Offerings, Imitation Costs, and the Underpricing of Initial Public 
Offerings,” Journal o f Finance, vol. 44 (1989), pp. 421-49.

3For evidence against the latter hypothesis see Judith S. Ruud,
"Underpricing of Initial Public Offerings; Goodwill, Price Shaving or
Price Support?” Ph.D. diss., Harvard University, 1990. Chapter 4
finds little evidence of any future benefit from IPO underpricing.

here, however, suggest that the apparent underpricing 
(that is, high average initial returns) may be Jargely 
attributed to a different source— the frequent market 
practice of underwriter price support or stabilization.4

Underwriter price support involves transactions that 
serve the specific purpose of keeping the market price 
from falling too far below the fixed selling price of the 
offering. Although price support may tie up underwrit
ers’ capital in the short run, it is often thought that the 
practice ultimately enhances underwriters’ reputations 
with issuers and investors. The Securities and 
Exchange Commission generally prohibits security 
price manipulation, but it has permitted price support on 
the grounds that it mitigates underwriter losses stem
ming from temporary downward price pressure during 
the selling period.5 The Commission has taken the 
position that stabilization is not manipulative as long as 
the possibility of stabilization is disclosed in the offering 
prospectus.6

Statistical analysis provides a means of evaluating 
whether IPO underpricing is a deliberate strategy or 
a consequence of underwriter price support. Specifi
cally, if IPO underpricing were done deliberately across 
the board, the distribution of a sample of IPO initial 
returns might approximate a bell-shaped curve, with the

♦For a detailed presentation of this argument and methodology, see 
Judith S. Ruud, “Underwriter Price Support and the IPO 
Underpricing Puzzle,” Federal Reserve Bank of New York, Research 
Paper no. 9117, May 1991.

5See Securities Exchange Act Release no. 2446 (March 18, 1940). 
The Securities Act of 1934, 15 USC §10(b) and 17 CFR §240.10b-7, 
permits stabilization.

•To preserve the option of stabilization, most offering prospectuses 
contain the following legend: “In connection with this offering, the 
underwriters may effect transactions which stabilize or maintain the 
market price of the common stock of the company at a level above 
that which might otherwise prevail in the open market. Such 
stabilization, if commenced, may be discontinued at any time.”
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Initial Public Offering Returns for Different Intervals
Occurrences 
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One-Day Returns
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Percent returns*
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to to to to to to to to to to to to 
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Sources: Securities Data Company; Investment Dealers’ Digest: and Standard and Poor’s Daily Stock Price Record.

Note: Returns are measured as the natural logarithm of the ratio of the market price at the end of the indicated period to the original offering price.

*  Each range starts at the first indicated value and continues to, but does not include, the second. For example, the range 0 to 5 includes returns 
of 0 through 4.99 percent.
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peak of the distribution centered on a return greater 
than zero. In fact, however, relatively few IPOs sink 
much below their offering price immediately. Instead of 
tracing a bell-shaped curve with a positive mean, the 
distribution of one-day returns peaks steeply around 
zero and the negative tail of the distribution is signifi
cantly curtailed.

Underwriter price support affords a plausible explana
tion for the positively skewed distribution of initial IPO 
returns. The effect of such price support would be to 
reduce the number of negative initial returns from what 
would otherwise be observed. If investment bankers are 
actively supporting price in the aftermarket, observa
tions that would have been in the left tail of the distribu
tion (that is, negative returns) may be propped up to 
zero or a small negative return by a standing purchase 
order at or slightly below the offer price. The statistical 
term for this effect is censoring.7 Initial returns of zero 
are observed in instances that would have yielded neg
ative returns in the absence of underwriter price sup
port. Thus, systematic price support would allow the 
right tail (positive returns) to be observed, but not the 
“true” left tail. This previously overlooked censoring of 
the negative tail of the distribution of initial returns could 
produce a positive mean initial return even if offering 
prices were set at their true expected market value.

The observed distributions of initial returns of 469 
IPOs occurring in 1982 and 1983 are consistent with the 
hypothesis that positive mean initial returns are largely 
due to underwriter price support. The four panels of the 
chart— the cross-sectional distributions of one-day 
returns, one-week returns, two-week returns and four- 
week returns— illustrate the initial effect and gradual 
withdrawal of price support. The distribution of initial 
one-day returns peaks steeply around the zero percent 
return range and appears to have a partially censored 
left tail.8 Fifty-nine percent of the one-day initial returns

7A sample is said to be censored if there is some threshold level
below which actual values are not observed. In this case the
threshold value is zero.

fall between the range of - 5  percent to 5 percent. In 
fully 25 percent of the one-day initial return observa
tions, the closing price is the same as the offering price. 
The concentration of the observed distribution of initial 
one-day returns around zero indicates the potentially 
strong influence of price support.

The tendency for most of those stocks with one-day 
returns in the zero return range to fall in price, thus 
yielding negative one- and two-week returns, is also 
consistent with the gradual withdrawal of price support. 
Of those IPOs in the modal one-day return range of 
zero percent to & percent, only 8 percent increase in 
price, while 47 percent report negative one-week 
returns and the remaining 45 percent report one-week 
returns in the same distribution range. The overall one- 
week mean return is less than the overall one-day mean 
return. Successively smaller mean returns over time 
suggest that reports of positive mean initial returns are 
not primarily the result of systematic underpricing, but 
rather the result of temporary underwriter price support 
of new issues. As price support is withdrawn, the mean 
initial return decreases.

Even stronger indications of the influence of price 
support are found for the subset of IPOs underwritten 
by top-tier investment banks.9 Because price support 
requires a commitment of capital, larger and wealthier 
investment banks would be more likely to engage in 
the practice.

In sum, investigation of the distribution  of initial IPO 
returns shows that positive mean initial returns result in 
some measure from a partially censored left (negative) 
tail. Underwriter price support or stabilization can readi
ly account for this censoring of the distribution of initial 
returns: stock prices are allowed to rise, but are pre
vented from falling significantly until the issue is fully 
sold. This interpretation, which incorporates neglected 
information on return distributions and on market prac
tice, stands in contrast to the view that positive average 
initial IPO returns result from deliberate underpricing of 
most offerings.

•In statistical terms, the distribution exhibits considerable
leptokurtosis and positive skewness. 9Details can be found in Ruud, “Underwriter Price Support."
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NEW FROM THE FEDERAL RESERVE BANK OF NEW YORK

Intermediate Targets and Indicators for Monetary Policy: A Critical Survey
The Federal Reserve has relied on a variety of financial variables in formulating and 
implementing monetary policy. Intermediate Targets and Indicators for Monetary Policy: 
A Critical Survey evaluates the usefulness of various policy guides adopted or proposed 
during the last three decades, including a range of financial aggregates, nominal GNP, 
and various market measures such as commodity prices and dollar exchange rates. The 
volume also contains a historical overview of the Federal Reserve’s targets and operating 
guides in the postwar period and an analysis of recent academic literature on the theory 
of policy rules that may have implications for the role of intermediate targets. Postpaid 
$5.00 U.S., $10.00 foreign.

International Financial Integration and U.S. Monetary Policy
The dramatic increase in the international integration of financial markets over the last 
decade has significant implications for monetary policy. In International F inancial Integra
tion and U.S. Monetary Policy, the proceedings of a colloquium held at the Federal 
Reserve Bank of New York in October 1989, leading academic researchers and Bank staff 
members examine the conceptual and practical issues confronting monetary authorities 
in a financially interdependent world economy. The authors analyze the role of interna
tional factors in the formation of U.S. monetary policy and assess the effects of increased 
international financial integration on the transmission of monetary policy actions to 
financial markets and aggregate economic activity. Postpaid $5.00 U.S., $10.00 foreign.

U.S. Monetary Policy and Financial Markets
U.S. Monetary Policy and Financial Markets describes the development of monetary 
policy by the Federal Open Market Committee and its implementation at the Open Market 
trading desk. Author Ann-Marie Meulendyke offers a detailed examination of the tools 
and procedures used to achieve policy goals. She takes the reader through a typical day 
at the trading desk, explaining how the staff compiles and analyzes information, decides 
on a course of action, and executes an open market operation.

The book also places monetary policy in broader historical and operational contexts. It 
traces the evolution of Federal Reserve monetary policy procedures from their introduc
tion in 1914 to the end of the 1980s. It describes how policy operates through the banking 
system and financial markets. Finally, it considers the transmission of monetary policy to 
the U.S. economy and the effects of policy on economic developments abroad. Postpaid 
$5.00 U.S., $10.00 foreign.

Orders should be sent to the Public Information Department, Federal Reserve Bank of 
New York, 33 Liberty Street, New York, N.Y. 10045. Checks should be made payable to 
the Federal Reserve Bank of New York.
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RECENT FRBNY UNPUBLISHED RESEARCH PAPERSf

9108. Mullin, John J. “The Speculative Effects of Anticipated Trade Policy under 
Dual Exchange Rates.” February 1991.

9109. Remolona, Eli M. “ Global Stock Markets and Links in Real Activity.” March
1991.

9110. Akhtar, M.A., and Howard Howe. “The Political and Institutional Indepen
dence of U.S. Monetary Policy.” March 1391.

9111. Hung, Juann. “ Noise Trading and the Effectiveness of Sterilized Foreign 
Exchange Intervention.” March 1991.

9112. Budzeika, George. “ Determinants of the Growth of Foreign Banking Assets 
in the United States.” May 1991.

9113. Charrette, Susan M. “A Theoretical Analysis of Capital Flight from Debtor 
Nations.” May 1991.

9114. Peristiani, Stavros. “An Empirical Analysis of the Determinants of Discount 
Window Borrowing: A Disaggregate Analysis.” May 1991.

9115. Peristiani, Stavros. “ Permanent and Transient Influences on the Reluctance 
to Borrow at the Discount Window.” May 1991.

9116. Uctum, Merih. “A Critical Evaluation of Exchange Rate Policy in Turkey.” 
With Yaman Asikoglu. Revised April 1991.

9117. Ruud, Judith S. “ Underwriter Price Support and the IPO Underpricing 
Puzzle.” May 1991.

fS ing le  copies of these papers are available upon request. Write Research Papers, 
Room 901, Research Function, Federal Reserve Bank of New York, 33 Liberty Street, 
New York, N.Y. 10045.
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Single-copy subscriptions to the Quarterly Review (ISSN 0147-6580) are free. Multiple 
copies are available for an annual cost of $12 for each additional subscription. Checks 
should be made payable in U.S. dollars to the Federal Reserve Bank of New York and sent to 
the Public Inform ation Departm ent, 33 L iberty  Street, New York, N.Y. 10045 
(212-720-6150). Single and multiple copies for U.S. and for other Western Hemisphere 
subscribers are sent via third- and fourth-class mail, respectively. All copies for Eastern 
Hemisphere subscribers are airlifted to Amsterdam and then forwarded via surface 
mail. Multiple-copy subscriptions are packaged in envelopes containing no more than 
ten copies each.
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