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Introduction
 

Recent studies of multinational corporations reveal clearly, if there 
was ever any doubt, the advantages conferred by sheer size. They 
also refiect the increasing concern over the impact of these corpora
tions on national and regional economies. While there are obvious 
reasons for concern over the power of foreign corporations, for many 
purposes (such as regional development) the important 
characteristic may be the size, not the nationality, of the corpora
tion. 

A number of writers (for example, Firn [8], Dicken and Lloyd 
[5], Townroe [14], Yannopoulos and Dunning [16], and Blair [1]) 
have in one way or another considered the role of firm size in the 
context of regional development issues. Others (for example, 
Walker [15], Townroe [13], Gilmour [9], and North [11]) have taken 
note of the effect of firm size while studying locational decisions or 
sourcing strategies of individual firms. The consensus would seem to 
be that firm size makes a difference-that large firms do not make 
the same kinds of locational decisions that small ones do, and this 
difference has important repercussions on regional development ef
forts. 

In this paper, results from the studies just cited, and others, are 
generalized to produce a model of the firm in the form of two 
paradigms, one of the small company and one of the large corpora
tion. These two paradigms are then examined for their locational 
implications. The major implication is that in general the plants 
owned by large firms should be more widely dispersed, especially in
to non-metropolitan and peripheral regions, than those belonging to 
small companies. This hypothesis is tested using Canadian data. 

*This research was supported by a grant from the Institute for Social and 
Economie Research. Memorial University of Newfoundland. Thanks are also 
due to Robert MacKinnon. 
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Two Paradlgms: The Small Firm and 
The Large Firm 

The Small Flrm 
Management capahilities are limited. A small firm necessarily has a 
small management group, and the efforts of this group must largely 
be taken up by the routines necessary to keep the company 
operating. Only a minimum effort can be spared for an exceptional 
problem Iike relocating the plant or locating a branch plant. Fur
thermore, even if the management resources could be spared, it is 
unlikely that anyone would have the knowledge or skills necessary to 
conduct a thorough, rational locational analysis. Consequently, the 
search tends to be hasty, unsystematic, and Iimited to nearby sites. 
The phenomenon has been observed by Townroe [13], Walker [15), 
and others. Notice, however, that this kind of locational decision 
making is not irrational, as has sometimes been claimed; the com
pany is simply economizing on the use of its very Iimited manage
ment resources. 

Another consequence of smallness is that management has IittIe 
chance to gain experience in creating or operating within a more 
complex management structure, one with a greater degree of 
specialization and delegation of authority, and less face to face con
tact. Yet these are precisely the circumstances that will confront the 
management of a company establishing a branch plant at a distant 
location. The extra time and stress involved in dealing with them 
may simply overwhelm the managerial capacity for handling normal 
operations, to the detriment of the company's performance. This 
problem has been documented by Townroe [13] in his case studies of 
British industriallocation decisions. 

Services are not interna/ized. Small companies are also rarely in 1 

a position to internalize the services they require. If there are prob
1 
i 

lems with the process or product, outside technical expertise will 
usually be necessary. If there are managerial or financial difficuIties, 
again, outside consultants may be required. Such services are, of 
course, more readily available in large or specialized centres, so a 
small company located at a distance from one of these centres will \generally find it more difficuIt, time consuming, and expensive to 
acquire them. The small company with a problem is in a poor posi
tion to absorb these extra expenses. 

Financial services deserve special mention. Small companies, 1 
especially rapidly growing ones, usually must depend on external \ 

financing. Whether this cornes from investors, banks, or other 
sources, it is Iikely to be local since as a rule it is local lenders who 
will have the most information about the company and be in the best 
position to judge its prospects. Indeed, in an area where there is a 
concentration of firms in a particular industry, even a traditionally 
high risk sector Iike apparel or electronics, local lenders may make 

special efforts to make money available. For example, the Manufac
turers Bank in Los Angeles was established primarily to serve the 
textile and apparel industry, while Wells Fargo Bank and Bank of 
America have both set up special divisions which work cooperatively 
with specialized venture capital firms to serve the electronics in
dustry in the San Francisco Bay area [10]. 

Conversely, in an area where a firm or an industry is unknown, 
the small firm is Iikely to experience greater difficulty in acquiring 
financing. Banks are wary of industries they have no experience 
with, and more wary of firms with no local reputation. Thus the 
smail firm's dependence on external sources of finance tends to im
mobilize it. 

Communications are relatively difjïcult. A small company 
operating several branch plants may find the cost of leased !ines, 
telex services, or a corporate plane and pilot simply too expensive; 
yet the postal service and long distance telephone may be a poor 
substitute. Under these circumstances a dispersed operation may be 
an inefficient one. 

Locational implications. The basic implication of these 
characteristics of the small firm is obvious: small firms lack loca
tional f1exibility. In other words, a firm, including its branches, will 
tend to remain in the area in which it originated. The actual 
distribution of plants belonging to smail companies will thus tend to 
reflect the distribution of successful births of independent firms. 
These will tend to occur where conditions are most favourable, in 
particular where the markets, supplies, labour, services, and financ
ing are ail available, and where the entrepreneurs are familiar with 
their sources. These conditions are most frequently met in large ur
ban areas or, on a larger scale, in core regions. In short, then, small 
firms will tend both to originate in central locations and to remain 
there. 

The Large Firm 
Management capahilities are extensive. The large firm, by contrast, 
has a sizeable, weil organized management group. Because of its 
depth and diversity, it is weil able to handle exceptional problems 
Iike the location of a branch plant. Indeed, in the largest firms this 
decision becomes a routine one as the firm develops and implements 
a locational strategy, and the decision is typically weil researched 
and rational [15]. Furthermore, since there is necessarily much 
delegation of authority in a large, specialized management group, it 
is a routine matter for a new, relatively autonomous group to be 
created to manage a branch operation; and delegation of authority 
to the new group minimizes any problems of communication with 
the distant establishment [3]. In short, distance as such presents no 
problem to management. 
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Services are internalized. The larger the firm, the more it tends 
to internalize the services it requires. Problems with labour rela
tions, environmental regulations, quality control, and product 
development may ail be handled in-house by permanent, specialized 
groups whose services can be made available on short notice to any 
branch requiring them. Thus branch establishments are not con
strained to locations where necessary services are already available. 
The branch in effect takes its services with it. In addition, if the firm 
is vertically integrated it may avoid problems of unreliability of sup
ply which might plague a small new independent company in a 
peripheral or pioneer location [16]. Financing may be from retained 
earnings or from external sources, but in either case it can be made 
available anywhere. 

Communications are easy. The large company typically ac
quires a level of service at which communication is no longer a 
noticeable problem. This may involve on-line terminais in ail branch 
locations connected to a central computer, large travel budgets, or 
company planes. 

Locational implications. Location imposes few constraints on 
the availability of necessary services, supplies, or capital for the 
large company. Nor do dispersed operations pose any significant 
problems of management organization or communication. But if the 
large firm is liberated from these constraints which are so binding on 
the small company, what determines the location of its branches? 
The most likely answer would seem to be that it is the traditional fac
tors such as transportation costs, access to markets, or availability of 
cheap labour. These factors may or may not dictate a non
metropolitan or peripherallocation, but when they do the large com
pany is in a better position than the smal1 one to respond. On 
balance, then, we would expect a greater proportion of the plants 
belonging to large firms to be located in non-metropolitan or 
peripheral areas than would be the case for plants belonging to smal1 
firms. 

So far it has been implicitly assumed that firms grow only by 
establishing new branch plants. In fact, of course, many branches 
are acquired by takeover. Thus the actual locational pattern of 
plants belonging to large companies is a composite, in that it in
cludes a fossil smal1-firm pattern within itself. This effect will tend 
to obscure the differences between the large- and small-firm pat
terns and make them more difficult to detect. 

With this reservation in mind, we proceed to a test of the 
hypothesis that, in the aggregate, the location of plants belonging to 
large companies will be more dispersed than the location of plants 
belonging to small firms. 

The Location of Large·Flrm and Small·Firm
 
Manufacturing Plants ln Canada
 

A sample of 433 companies operating 2102 domestic manufacturing 
establishments was examined. The primary sources of the data were 
the Financial Post Survey of Industrials [7] and the Financial Post 
Corporation Service [6]. These were supplemented where necessary 
by other standard directories and Inter-Corporate Ownership [2]. 
For most, though not ail, of the manufacturing firms listed in the 
Survey it was possible to obtain complete data. The Survey itself, 
however, undoubtedly seriously under-represents small firms, but 
unless there is a geographical bias in the coverage of such firms this 
does not present a serious problem for the analysis in this paper. 

For each firm, data were recorded for gross revenue, nationali
ty, and the location and three digit SIC number of ail manufacturing 
plants operated by the firm in Canada. In the case of subsidiary 
companies, revenue and nationality of the ultimate parent rather 
than the company itself were recorded. This decision was based on 
the assumption that more often than not the parent provides certain 
basic support (for example, help in obtaining financing or overcom
ing managerial problems), so that even the smal1 subsidiary may 
have the locational flexibility of a large company. Clearly, this is not 
always the case. Sorne holding companies treat their subsidiaries as 
little more than portfolio investments and provide few, if any, ser
vices to them. An extreme instance of this phenomenon is a large 
Ontario-based real estate firm that incidental1y owns a smal1 
manufacturing operation that was acquired for the land it sits on. In 
sorne cases a figure for revenue was not available and one was 
estimated from other data. This procedure was not very reliable, but 
since in the analysis revenue was treated as a dichotomous variable 
(smal1 and large), the lack of accuracy was not a serious problem. 

Because there is no obvious dividing point between large and 
smal1 firms, three values were tried: S50, S100, and S200 million 
gross revenue. Values much higher or lower than these would not 
have been appropriate, since they would have left too few firms in 
one or the other category. Ali three values gave similar results, so 
with one exception only results corresponding to the S100 million 
figure will be reported. 

Since the basic hypothesis is that large firms have more loca
tional flexibility than smal1 ones and their plants should therefore be 
more widely dispersed, locations were coded so that it was possible 
to examine a variety of core-periphery situations. In particular the 
fol1owing regionalizations were used: 

I.	 National 
1.	 Core: Toronto & Montreal CMAs 

Periphery: Rest of Canada 
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2.	 Core: 9 CMAs over 0.5 million population 
(Toronto, Montreal, Vancouver, Ottawa, 
Winnipeg, Hamilton, Edmonton, Quebec 
City, Calgary) 

Periphery: Rest of Canada 
3.	 Core: Toronto CMA and Southwestern Ontario 

(aU counties west of Durham and Simcoe, 
inclusive) 

Periphery: Rest of Canada 
4.	 Core: Central Canada (Quebec and Ontario) 

Periphery: Rest of Canada 
II.	 Intra-Metropolitan 

5. Core:	 Metro Toronto and Island of Montreal 
Periphery:	 Rest of Toronto and Montreal 

CMAs 

Since plants were identified by 3-digit SIC codes, it was possible 
to disaggregate by industry. The foUowing groupings were examin
ed: 

1.	 AU SIC manufacturing categories (SIC groups 1-20) 

2.	 Furniture, paper products, and "equipment" (SIC 
groups 9, 10 [except 271], 13-16,20) 

3.	 "Equipment" only (SIC groups 13-16, 20) 

4.	 Resourcebased industries (SIC groups l, 2, 8,12,17-19) 

Location (core, periphery) was cross tabulated with size (small, 
large) and also with nationality (Canadian, foreign) for each of the 
industry aggregates, locational types, and nationality types. The 
resu1ts are shown in Tables 1-7 in percentage form, with the second 
row of each table suppressed since column totals must equal100 per 
cent. 

Looking first at the resu1ts for aU SIC categories (Tables 1-3) it 
can be seen that in every case the plants of large firms are more 
dispersed than those of smaU firms. For both foreign and domestic 
firms, regardless of the regionalization scheme, the percentage of all 
large-firm plants located in the core region is less than the percen
tage of all small-firm plants there. For example, 44.4 per cent of all 
plants belonging to smaU companies « $100 million revenue) are 
located in the Toronto-Southwestern Ontario core region (the other 
65.6 per cent are located elsewhere in Canada), while only 32.6 per 
cent of aU plants belonging to large companies are located in that 
core area. In the case of Canadian firms (and aU firms combined) 
these differences between large and smaU firms are highly signifi
cant (Chi-square test). In the case of foreign firms, where the dif



Table 1 

PERCENTAGE OF FIRMS LOCATED IN CENTRAL REGIONS, BY 
FIRM SIZE AND NATIONALITY, ALL SIC CATEGORIES 

Size Division at 5100 Million 

ALLFIRMS CANADIAN FlRMS FOREIGN FlRMS ALLFIRMS 

CENTRAL 
REGION SMALL LARGE SIGN. SMALL LARGE SIGN. SMALL LARGE SIGN. CAN. FOR. SIGN. 

Toronto & 
Montreal CM As 30.3 22.3 .0001 30.\ 20.3 .0001 31.J 25.4 24.2 26.5 

9CMAs 49.3 40.0 .0001 49.2 38.7 .0001 49.6 42.1 42.9 43.6 

Toronto CMA & 
SW Ontario 44.4 32.6 .0001 43.5 29.8 .0001 48.1 36.9 .05 35.2 39.1 

Central Canada 65.5 57.0 .001 65.5 53.0 .0001 65.6 63.2 58.0 63.7 

N 696 

2101 

1406 565 

1427 

862 131 

1:>75 

544 696 

2102 

1406 



Table 2 

PERCENTAGE OF FIRMS LOCATED IN CENTRAL REGIONS, DY 
FIRM SIZE AND NATIONALITY, ALL SIC CATEGORIES 

Size Dlyl.lon at 550 Million 

ALL FlRMS CANADIAN FlRMS FOREIGN FIRMS ALLFIRMS 

CENTRAL 
REGION SMALL LARGE SIGN. SMALL LARGE SIGN. SMALL LARGE SIGN. CAN. FOR. SIGN. 

Toronto & 
Montreal CMAs 32.3 22.8 .0001 32.1 21.0 .0001 33.3 25.8 24.2 26.5 

9CMAs 51.4 40.7 .0001 50.5 39.8 .001 57.1 42.2 .05 42.9 43.6 

Toronto CMA & 
SW Ontario 43.7 34.4 .001 42.9 32.2 .0001 49.2 38.1 35.2 39.1 

Central Canada 04.3 58.5 .01 04.0 55.5 .01 66.7 63.4 58.0 63.7 .05 

N 471 

2\D2 

163\ 408 

1427 

1019 21 

675 

158 471 

2101 

1631 



Table 3 

PERCENTAGE OF FIRMS LOCATED IN CENTRAL REGIONS, BY
 
FIRM SIZE AND NATIONALITY, ALL SIC CATEGORIES
 

Size Divl.ion at 5200 Million 

ALLFIRMS CANADIAN FlRMS FOREIGN FIRMS ALLFIRMS 

CENTRAL 
REGION 

SMALL LARGE SIGN. SMALL LARGE SIGN. SMALL LARGE SIGN. CAN. FOR. SIGN. 

Toronto & 
Monlreal CMA, 28.7 21.5 .0001 28.4 19.1 .0001 29.8 24.8 24.2 26.5 

9CMA, 48.5 38.2 .0001 48.8 35.8 .0001 47.4 41.6 42.9 43.6 

Toronlo CMA & 
SW Onla rio 40.7 32.6 .0001 40.1 29.6 .0001 43.0 37.1 35.2 39.1 

Cenlral Canada 61.7 58.1 60.3 55.1 .05 66.2 62.4 58.0 63.7 .05 

N 1002 1100 774 653 228 447 1002 1100 

2102 1427 675 2102 
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ference between large and small is less pronounced, it is in most in
stances not statistically significant. However, this is exactly what we 
would expect. Since foreign owned plants are branch plants, the 
foreign small firms must on average be larger than Canadian small 
firms, many of which are one plant operations. l Consequently, the 
locational pattern of small-firm plants should be more nearly similar 
to that of large-firm plants for foreign companies than is the case for 
domestic ones. 

Additional support for the hypothesis cornes from a comparison 
of Tables 2 and 3. If it is true that there is a positive relationship be
tween firm size and the dispersal of manufacturing facilities, then as 
the dividing line between small and large firms is moved from $50 
million to $200 million, so that the average size of both small and 
large firms is made greater, the percentages of bath small- and 
large·firm plants located in core regions would be expected to drop. 
This is in fact what happens in every case, for both foreign and 
domestic firms. 

The results for the disaggregated sectors (Tables 4-7) are 
surprising in that they are so similar to each other and to those for 
the aggregated data. While sorne expected differences in the ab
solute values of the percentages show up (e.g., the Resource Based 
sectors are more dispersed than others; the Textile and Apparel in
dustry is concentrated in Quebec), there is very Iittle variation from 
one sector to another in terms of the difference in the percentage of 
large-firm and small-firm plants located in the core regions. For ex
ample, 46.2 per cent of small-firm Textile and Apparel plants are 
located in Toronto-Southwestern Ontario, compared to 36.6 per 
cent of large-firm plants, a difference of 9.6 percentage points; the 
difference for Resource Based plants is 8.3; for Equipment plants, 
8.7; and for Ali plants, Il.8. This particular example is given only to 
facilitate an examination of the tables. 

Two of the differences are not statistically significant at the .05 
level, and in fact most of the results for the disaggregated sectors are 
not significant. Nevertheless, while the individual cases may not be 
statistically significant, the overall pattern must be considered 
meaningful, since with one exception2 the results are entirely consis
tent. In the presence of so robust a pattern, the Chi-square tests of 
the individual elements must be interpreted as overly-conservative. 

Finally, turning to the intra-metropolitan scale, the results are 
reversed. For both domestic and foreign firms, in ail sectors, a larger 

IThe model gives us another reason for expecting foreign small companies to be 
larger: only larger companies could operate at a distance across an international 
boundary. 

2For foreign Textile and Apparel firms, a greater percentage of large-firm plants 
than smaIl·firm plants are located in Central Canada, Table 6. 



Table 4 

PERCENTAGE OF FIRMS LOCATED IN CENTRAL REGIONS,
 
BY FIRM SIZE AND NATIONALITY, SIC GROUPS 9, 10
 

(EXCEPT 271),13·16,20 (FURNITURE,
 
PAPER PRODUCTS AND EQUIPMENT)
 

ALLFIRMS CANADIAN FlRMS FOREIGN FlRMS ALLFIRMS 

CENTRAL 
REGION SMALL LARGE SIGN. SMALL LARGE SIGN. SMALL LARGE SIGN. CAN. FOR. SIGN. 

Toronto & 
Monlreal CMA, 34.8 28.4 32.9 23.9 .05 43.8 36.8 28.2 38.6 .01 

9CMA, 57.6 50.9 56.1 47.8 04.6 56.6 51.8 58.7 

Toronto CM A .1.: 
SW Ontario 51.4 41.4 .05 50.9 36.5 .01 54.2 50.7 43.3 51.6 

Cenlral Canada b8.8 04.7 67.1 60.8 77.1 72.1 63.8 73.4 .05 

N 276 

667 

391 228 

483 

255 48 

184 

136 276 

667 

391 



TableS
 

PERCENTAGE OF FIRMS LOCATED IN CENTRAL REGIONS,
 
DY FIRM SIZE AND NATIONALITY,
 

SIC GROUPS 13·16, 20 ('EQUIPMENT')
 

ALLFIRMS CANADIAN FIRMS FOREIGN FIRMS ALLFIRMS 

CENTRAL 
REGION SMALL LARGE SIGN. SMALL LARGE SIGN. SMALL LARGE SIGN. CAN. FOR. SIGN. 

Toronto & 
Montreal CMAs 35.6 27.7 33.2 24.9 47.4 33.0 28.9 36.8 

9CMAs 57.8 49.5 56.1 47.8 65.8 52.8 51.8 56.3 

Toron!oCMA & 
SW Ontario 52.0 4.1 ..1 .05 51.3 39.8 .05 55.3 50.0 45.4 51.4 

Central Canada 68.9 64.8 66.3 61.2 81.6 71.7 63.7 74.3 .05 

N 225 

532 

307 187 

38!! 

201 38 

144 

106 225 

532 

307 

-Not quite significant at .05. 



Table 6 

PERCENTAGE OF FIRMS LOCATED IN CENTRAL REGIONS,
 
DY FIRM SIZE AND NATIONALITY,
 

SIC GROUPS 3·7 (TEXTILES AND APPAREL)
 

ALLFIRMS CANADIAN FlRMS FOREIGN FIRMS ALLFIRMS 

CENTRAL 
REGION 

Toronto & 
Montreal CMAs 

SMALL 

28.8 

LARGE 

23.9 

SIGN. SMALL 

29.5 

LARGE 

31.6 

SIGN. SMALL 

22.2 

LARGE 

15.2 

SIGN. CAN. 

30.1 

FOR. 

16.7 

SIGN. 

9CMAs 

Toronto CMA & 
SW Ontario 

41.3 

46.2 

31.0 

.16.6 

41.1 

46.3 

34.2 

39.5 

44.4 

44.4 

27.3 

33.3 

39.1 

44.4 

31.0 

35.7 

Central Canada 7'l.8 80..1 81.1 76 ..1 66.7 84.8 79.7 81.0 

N 104 

175 

71 95 

1J3 

38 9 

42 

.1J 104 

175 

71 



Table 7 

PERCENTAGE OF FIRMS LOCATED IN CENTRAL REGIONS, BY 
FIRM SIZE AND NATIONALITY, SIC GROUPS l, 2, 8,12,17·19 

(RESOURCE BASED INDUSTRIES) 

ALL FlRMS CANADIAN FlRMS FOREIGN FlRMS ALL FlRMS 

CENTRAL 
REGION SMALL LARGE SIGN. SMALL LARGE SIGN. SMALL LARGE SIGN. CAN. FOR. SIGN. 

Toronto & 
Montreal CM", 24.9 20.\ 25.3 18.2 .05 23.8 22.5 20.3 22.7 

9 CM", 41.8 37.2 41.4 30.8 42.9 37.0 38.2 38.4 

Toronto CMA 
.1.: SW Ontario 37.2 28.9 .05 34.3 25.K .05 40.0 32.9 .05 28.4 34.8 .05 

Central 
Canada 57.9 50.4 .05 57.0 44.2 .01 58.7 58.1 48.3 58.2 .01 

N 201 802 198 440 03 350 201 K02 

1003 644 419 1003 
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percentage of large-firm plants are located in the central areas of the 
Toronto and Montreal CMAs than in the fringe areas. This result is 
somewhat surprising, contradicting expectations based on a number 
of studies of intra-metropolitan location of manufacturing, such as 
Collins [4], Gilmour [9], and Steed [12]. It may have something to 
do with the very generous definition of the core that was used. 

Conclusions 

If it is true that large firms have more potential for f1exibility in 
locating their branches, the implications for regional development 
are obvious. First, the traditional argument that regions with low 
levels of urbanization and industrial development must look to 
resource based industries for development seems somewhat 
spurious. Even though these regions may lack many of the services 
and facilities available in more developed areas, large firms are able 
to make these available to their own branches in any case, and so are 
not necessarily deterred by their absence. Indeed, a region may offer 
a real cost advantage, but if this advantage has not been 
demonstrated by the presence of a significant number of successful 
operations, the region will continue to stagnate. In these cir
cumstances the successful establishment of a critical number of 
"pioneer" operations in non-traditional sectors may lead to a rapid 
influx of other firms. Puerto Rico, the rural U.S. Southeast, and the 
Georgian Bay region of Ontario ail exemplify this pattern of 
development. 

On the other hand, once the process is under way the region is 
weil on its way to a branch plant economy, with ail the problems at
tendant on that status-a preponderance of low wage, low skill jobs, 
few upper level managerial positions, and Iittle opportunity for the 
development of local entrepreneurial activity. Yet to avoid this fate 
would seem to be difficult, since it would require either developing 
indigenous firms or relocating small firms into the region, and the 
initiallack of necessary services and facilities would make it difficult 
for many of these businesses to survive. 

One answer might be to establish an umbrella corporation to 
provide a variety of services sufficient to create a fertile environment 
for small firms. In fact, this has already been done on a piecemeal 
basis. Loan and grant programmes for small businesses, advisory 
services for small companies encountering managerial, marketing, 
or sourcing problems, and groups providing technical and process 
assistance are ail examples of attempts to provide necessary services 
to small businesses in regions which lack them in order to encourage 
local development. In most cases, however, these programmes have 
not been remarkably successful. Perhaps the primary reason is that, 
in attempting to serve ail types of companies, the programmes 
necessarily lack the facilities or expertise to deal adequately with the 

whole range of problems encountered. The few relatively successful 
programmes are those, Iike the DREE sponsored Marine Service 
Centres for the Newfoundland fishing industry, that are established 
to provide specifie services to a particular industry. The alternative, 
if there is one, to branch plant development would seem to be 
development based on local firms specializing in a Iimited number of 
sectors and relying on an extensive array of government provided or 
assisted facilities and services. 
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