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ABSTRACT 
 
Research examining the roles and locations of business leaders, including the boards 
of directors, makes an important contribution to our understanding of corporations. 
Within the context of the emerging literature focusing on firms as dynamic 
organizations constructed through social relations, the spatial dimension of business 
leadership is an important but under-investigated area of research. This paper 
contributes to this field of geographic investigation by identifying the most 
important universities for the education of directors of America’s largest 
corporations. The results demonstrate the continuing dominance of Harvard 
University and other Ivy League institutions, with gains also experienced by major 
Sunbelt universities. Boston stands out from all U.S. metropolitan areas in terms of 
the breadth and depth of its universities’ national network of director alumni. 
Finally, director affiliation linkages examined here are only weakly related to 
previous standard measures of corporate influence, such as metropolitan 
headquarters hosting status. Examination of the geography of corporate directors 
and educational affiliations represents a new and distinctive perspective on the 
spatial distribution of corporate culture and influence in America. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Corporate control in America has a 
long history of discussion and debate. 
The people who influence these 
corporations and how we might see 
this influence exerted are some of the 
most important themes in the 
business literature (Drucker 1946; 
Chandler 1962; Pfeffer & Salancik 
1978; Domhoff 2002). This body of 
research on corporate control has 
emphasized the structure and 
composition of firms and how 
corporate structures relate to the 
strategies that these businesses 
pursue. Geographic research related to 
this theme has mainly focused on the 
cities where corporations are located, 
contributing to the literature of 
business location and economic 
development (Semple 1973; Wheeler 
1988, 1990; Rice 2006; Rice & Pooler 
2009). 
 
Research examining the roles and 
locations of the leaders of 
corporations, including the boards of 
directors, also makes an important 
contribution to the understanding of 
corporations more generally. Where 
corporate leaders live, the nature of 
their family ties, and the social clubs 
to which they belong are just three 
attributes that shape the social fabric 
of decision-makers and the decision-
making processes of corporations. The 
importance of corporate decision-
makers has indeed been reflected in 
the literature (Sonquist & Koenig 
1975; Useem 1984; Domhoff 2002). 
However, this area of study has thus 
far been dominated by sociology and 
business academics. With the 
emergence of economic geography 
research focusing on dynamic 
organizations constructed through 

social relations, the spatial dimension 
of business leadership offers an under-
investigated area that could 
contribute to this field. Adding 
strength to this case, Yeung (2005, 
310) contends that the firm is actually 
a constellation of network relations 
governed by social actors and that it is 
“conceptually important to map out 
the firm and its wider relations with 
other actors and institutions in society 
and space”. 
 
This paper takes up Yeung’s challenge 
to examine from a spatial perspective 
one key characteristic of the leaders of 
corporations: their educational 
affiliations. It is asserted that the 
institution where directors obtain 
their educations, including the social 
networks established in these places, 
shapes their decision-making 
practices. Therefore, key choices made 
by corporate America are influenced in 
part by a director’s university 
affiliation. Cities that host important 
universities influence the corporate 
culture of these firms. 
 
The purpose of this paper is to identify 
the most important universities where 
directors of the largest American 
corporations received their training. 
Directors of the largest American 
firms in 1986 are compared with 
directors of the largest American firms 
in 2004, with the purpose of 
recognizing the changing influence of 
educational institutions associated 
with the directors of these firms. The 
intent is not about the universities 
themselves exercising direct influence 
over corporations. Rather, it is to 
highlight the social networks that 
universities create through their 
alumni connections and then suggest 
that these links are important 
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mechanisms that contribute to 
corporate culture and influence. 
 
From a geographical perspective, an 
extension of the universities question 
is to identify cities that possess a 
significant number of alumni 
connections, especially those that have 
become more noteworthy over time. 
The interest here lies in the social and 
geographical networks that 
universities create through their 
alumni connections. Here, 
transmission of corporate culture is 
from individuals located in one city to 
individuals and firms in other places. 
Employing a bivariate regression-
based approach, the study then 
compares these findings with those of 
previous research that measures the 
location and concentration of corporate 
control in a different fashion. The goal 
of this methodology is to highlight 
those cities that have been 
underestimated in the previous 
literature on corporate geography 
across the United States. 
 
 
FIRMS, INDIVIDUALS, AND 
CORPORATE CONTROL 
 
Historically, much research in 
economic geography has utilized the 
firm as a basis for investigation 
(Averitt, 1968; Stolzenberg, 1978; 
Baron & Bielby, 1980). Nelson (2005) 
rationalizes this viewpoint by 
suggesting that individuals are 
interchangeable parts. More recently, 
though, academics have called for a 
more comprehensive view of the firm 
because this collection of parts is 
actually crucial to firm 
competitiveness (Garnsey 1998). 
Schoenberger (1997) and Adelstein 
(2008) argue the need to move 

research beyond where firms meet the 
world to highlight humans within the 
cultural manifestations of firms. 
Theories of firms as relational 
networks should be positioned within 
the interactive behavior of individuals. 
 
Given that individuals are a suitable 
unit of analysis, and that the most 
appropriate focus for research is on 
economically-influential people, it is 
also important to understand the key 
groups of people involved in the top 
level of decision-making for 
corporations. Three principal players 
are central to corporate governance: 
the shareholders, who own the 
companies, the management, that 
leads the daily operations of 
corporations, and the directors, who 
are elected by the shareholders to 
oversee the management. Directors 
form the focus of the present analysis 
because of their responsibility as the 
ultimate caretakers of corporations 
(Johnson et al. 1996). 
 
Directors have a great deal of 
influence in the power structure of 
businesses. In fact, it is well 
documented that boards of directors in 
large public companies tend to have 
more de facto power than their job 
title suggests (Mace 1971; Vives 2000; 
Scott 2006). This is a result of the 
ownership structure. Between the 
practice of institutional shareholders 
granting proxies to the board to vote 
their shares at general meetings and 
the large number of shareholders 
involved, the board can comprise a 
voting bloc that provides the power to 
commonly control the firm and thus 
influence the decision-making process 
(Easterbrook and Fischel, 1983). 
Mizruchi (2004) and LaPorta et al. 
(1999) show that this concentration of 
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power is largely unique to the United 
States because of the extent of the 
dispersal of stockholders in the 
country. 
 
The need to examine the influence of 
the board of directors was captured 75 
years ago in the seminal work of Berle 
and Means (1932). In it they state “the 
divorce of ownership from control 
consequent on that process almost 
necessarily involves a new form of 
organization of society” (1932, p. viii). 
Later they go on to assert, 
 

Control will tend to be in the 
hands of those who select the 
proxy committee and by whom, the 
election of directors for ensuing 
period will be made. Since the 
proxy committee is appointed by 
the existing management, the 
latter can virtually dictate their 
own successors. (Berle & Means 
1932, p. 87) 

 
This is still true today. Mizruchi 
(1996), Lynall et al. (2003), and 
Roberts et al. (2005) all underscore the 
concentration of power in the hands of 
a selected few people and the need to 
study them. 
 
There have been numerous 
movements to reform this power 
structure, with a plethora of attempts 
coming in the wake of the 2001 
collapse of Enron. For example, 
Institutional Shareholders Services, 
Inc. called for U.S. corporations to 
have smaller boards and greater 
outside representation (Institutional 
Shareholders, Inc. 2003). Similarly, 
Abdel-khalik (2002) called for 
establishing a shareholders’ board of 
trustees, independent of the board of 
directors and providing it with the 

responsibility of overseeing external 
auditors. Despite these reform 
attempts and the many changes to the 
corporate landscape that have 
occurred since Berle and Means 
(1932), the power possessed by 
corporate boards of directors has, for 
the most part, remained intact. 
 
 
CORPORATE CONTROL IN THE 
CONTEXT OF GEOGRAPHICAL 
AND SOCIOLOGICAL RESEARCH 
 
Quaternary location studies is a 
research field that examines the 
evolving corporate influence connected 
with urban and regional development 
around the world. There are many 
ways of investigating this influence, 
but research has traditionally focused 
on the geography of elite business 
activities. Headquarters have always 
remained at the forefront of this area 
of research, with a focus on their 
spatial concentration (Borchert 1978; 
Wheeler 1990), their spatial-temporal 
change (Holloway and Wheeler 1991; 
Horst and Koropeckyi 2000; Klier and 
Testa 2002; Klier 2006; Wheeler and 
Brown 1985), and the relationship 
between city characteristics and 
headquarters locations (Wheeler 
1988).  
 
A more extensive examination of the 
spatiality of corporate activities needs 
to move beyond the conventional idea 
that decision-making is solely linked 
to firm names and the cities that host 
these firms. Recent history has 
witnessed the emergence of new 
organizational forms that are 
significantly different from the 
hierarchical control of the firm’s 
activities. As argued by Yeung (2005), 
economic geographers should view the 
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firm as a constellation of network 
relations. The need for this relational 
approach arises because the firm can 
no longer be viewed as a self-
contained, homogenous ‘black box’. 
This case is actually an extension of 
Granovetter’s (1985) embeddedness 
argument where he argues that the 
institutions to be examined are 
constrained by dynamic social 
relations and keeping these relations 
independent from the firm would be 
erroneous. 
 
This conceptualization of the firm 
differs significantly from the 
neoclassical view as well as the 
transaction cost view by suggesting 
that the firm’s existence lies in its 
capacity as an organizational entity to 
coordinate the social relations of 
actors. Schoenberger (1997) contends 
that research employing this approach 
could help us better appreciate the 
trouble Xerox experienced adjusting to 
the introduction of computers. 
Perhaps more importantly, Yeung 
(2005, 307) recommends this 
organizational perspective  
 

shift our research agenda in urban 
and regional development from 
promoting the growth of the firm 
to understanding how the firm 
serves as a relational institution 
that connects spatially 
differentiated actors in different 
places and regions. 

 
Research must be modified to 
understand these social relations and 
recognize that despite the thousands 
of people involved in the operation of a 
typical Fortune 500 firm, corporate 
influence is primarily wielded by a few 
people in the highest positions within 
these companies. A more 

comprehensive view of the firm then is 
to better understand the personal 
histories of these individuals. 
Applying this logic geographically, 
recognition of the cities that are a part 
of these personal histories offers a 
more well-rounded understanding of 
the social relations, and thus the 
geography of corporate influence of 
these firms. 
 
Boston’s position in the financial 
industry is a good example of this. 
Boston possessed only 2 of the top 65 
finance and insurance firms in 2004 
(Fortune 500, 2005). Any ranking by 
headquarters prominence would 
situate Boston well down the 
hierarchy of corporate influence. 
Examining the directorate network, 
however, reveals that Boston 
continues to occupy a position of 
influence in the banking industry that 
is not reflected by head office counts: 
over 25% of directors on the top 65 
finance and insurance firms received 
their education from universities 
located in the Boston metropolitan 
area. Since Schoenberger (1997) 
argues that it is the training and 
experience of individuals that 
generates the firm’s interpretive 
framework, she would point towards 
the city of Boston receiving greater 
recognition within the cultural 
manifestations of the banking 
industry.   
 
To place this paper fully into the 
context of present economic geography 
research, it seems appropriate at this 
time to move the relational based 
discussion fully within the context of 
institutionalism. In his critique of 
relational approaches, Sunley argues 
(2008, 19) 
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It is clearly important for economy 
geography to study economic 
connections, relations, and 
networks, but it is 
counterproductive to abstract 
these connections from other 
features of institutions and social 
contexts and to seek a general 
theory that is rooted in network 
dynamics. Instead, it would be 
preferable to attempt to place 
these connections within an 
evolutionary and historical 
institutionalism….A properly 
institutionalist and relational 
approach in economic geography 
would give central attention to how 
coalitions of interest groups and 
responses by marginalized groups 
shape the evolution of these 
generative rules. 

 
Taking this as a basis then, 
institutionalism’s chief contribution 
has been to take a macro level 
approach to understanding the 
differences in economic development 
between cities and regions. This 
methodology argues that the most 
useful knowledge sharing exists at the 
regional level because of enhanced 
social and cultural proximity between 
agents that are physically close. In 
other words, because geographical 
proximity offers cultural similarities, 
it facilitates interaction (and thus 
learning). As a consequence, regional 
borders are conceived to enclose 
collective learning processes and 
cultural similarities. 
 
This approach argues that economic 
differences are primarily related to 
differences in institutions (Hodsgon, 
1988; Saxenian, 1994; Peck 2005). 
They can include formal structures 
such as legal rules and laws, as well 

as informal habits and organizational 
cultures. Economic agents act through 
such institutions, rather than 
following a standard set of 
regulations. Schoenberger (1997) is 
interested in this corporate culture, 
the ways in which it is implemented, 
and how it shapes strategy. She 
argues that the dominant producers of 
these institutions or cultures of the 
firm are those at the highest levels of 
management and links her 'cultural 
crisis of the firm' to imperfect 
information and uncertainty possessed 
by these individuals. 
 
Applying this logic to the geographical 
level, inherited institutional practices 
are viewed as essential to influencing 
how particular regions respond to the 
increasing competitiveness associated 
with globalization (Amin, 1999; 
Storper 1997). This process is 
employed because analyzing the 
different institutions between 
geographic units, whether they be 
regions or cities, can then translate 
into differences in economic 
development. Thus, an institutional 
approach takes discrepancies in 
organizational routines, business 
cultures, and management practices 
as the starting point of analysis. Of 
course many of these institutions are 
learned by directors at the university 
level and brought to the workplace. 
 
The institutional approach recognizes 
that knowledge externalities are 
geographically bounded and that 
spatially proximate firms of 
knowledge sources gain the greatest 
benefit from these externalities (Van 
Oort et al., 2004). Externalization is 
the process by which ideas are 
presented to others and become 
accepted as part of the culture. Within 
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the context of Cultural Ecology, 
culture is a group phenomenon and 
while individual persons may 
originate ideas or behavior, they do 
not create cultures alone. Cultures 
evolve from the relations of people 
with others, and a person’s behavior 
becomes part of a culture when it is 
externalized. Relating this culture to 
the city level, Park (1915: 578) argues: 
 

The fact is, however, that the city 
is rooted in the habits and customs 
of the people who inhabit it. The 
consequence is that the city 
possesses a moral as well as 
physical organization, and these 
two mutually interact in 
characteristic ways to mold and 
modify one another. 

 
Applying this approach to boards of 
directors then, the decisions made by 
this group of influential people is in 
large part determined by their 
educational lives and the cities within 
which these universities are located. 
Instead of firms, which are used by 
most economic geographers as a basis 
of research, we utilize the personal 
histories of high level mangers as the 
source of knowledge accumulation. 
Recognizing the complexity of social 
networks associated with the key 
decision-makers of companies 
promises a more encompassing 
understanding of the geography of 
corporate decision-making and its 
economic impact. Cities that possess 
these authority figures or maintain 
connectivity to them should be 
recognized as contributing to corporate 
culture and influence.  
 
 
 

Geography of Corporate Control 
Through Directors 
 
This paper argues that corporate 
boards of directors represent an 
important venue for geographic 
research. The modest body of 
geographic research that has focused 
on corporate directors has centered on 
the concept of interlocking 
directorates. An interlocking 
directorate occurs when multiple 
individual directors are shared 
amongst multiple boards. Green 
(1980) and Green and Semple (1981) 
established this field of geographic 
research with an examination of 
directors in the U.S. manufacturing 
belt. They explored the role that 
interlocking directorates played in the 
competitiveness of the region. More 
recently, O’Hagan and Green (2002a, 
2002b, 2004) broadened this premise 
to examine the utility of interlocks in 
the knowledge network of North 
America as a whole. Each of the works 
cited above shares a common focus on 
interlocking directorates as an 
information-transmission mechanism. 
Rice and Semple’s (1993) work 
provided an important complement to 
an information focus by examining 
interurban director linkages (i.e. links 
created by a director working in one 
city and serving on a corporate board 
in another city) as a mechanism of 
direct corporate influence. 
 
Yet another approach to the spatiality 
of corporate control is to look at 
characteristics of directors themselves. 
A plethora of sociological research 
exists on the influence that 
socioeconomic backgrounds have on 
individuals (Duncan et al. 1972; 
Jackstadt and Grootaert 1980). A 
branch of this field is specifically 
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devoted to examining the influence of 
socioeconomic characteristics on the 
decision-making of business leaders. 
At the forefront of this area of 
research is Domhoff (2002), who 
asserts that these individuals 
influence corporations and thus the 
nation as a whole. Consequently, it is 
important to recognize the background 
characteristics of these individuals. A 
spatial and relational adaptation to 
this reasoning is to argue that 
geographical characteristics of leaders 
can impact corporate decision-making 
as well. 
 
As mentioned in the introduction, one 
exploratory work (O’Hagan et al. 
2008) examined the directorate 
networks of Canada and the United 
States in relation to educational 
affiliations. O’Hagan and colleagues 
established a list of top universities, 
and applying Domhoff’s concept 
geographically, they explored the 
spatiality of these top universities in 
terms of alumni in the North 
American corporate director 
community. They argued that the 
results for Boston were so robust that 
the city exerts a significant influence 
over the American corporate network, 
even without housing a substantial 
number of the largest companies. 
Their results showed that Boston’s 
position was due largely to Harvard 
University; however, even without 
Harvard the analysis showed that 
Boston would be considered a major 
player. Also noteworthy was the fact 
that the vast majority of graduates of 
most universities sit on the board of a 
company either in the same city or in 
close geographic proximity to that 
university. Thus, the university 
attended had a major influence over 
where they worked. The paper then 

argued for further research into the 
geography of directors and educational 
affiliations, with a key element of 
research into this phenomenon being 
the temporal dimension. The present 
paper begins with this suggestion as a 
foundation for extended study by 
placing the university influence within 
the context of relational and 
institutional approaches. 
 
 
DATA 
 
The study examines director datasets 
for firms based in the United States. 
To examine boards of directors, the top 
500 U.S. firms by revenues, as 
identified by Fortune (1987, 2005) for 
1986 and 2004, were selected for 
analysis. 1986 and 2004 were used for 
analysis as the time period provides 
the opportunity to observe 
consequential changes to the director 
network. Over this period, the World 
Cities literature (Sassen 1991, 1999) 
has emerged to argue that corporate 
control is increasingly becoming 
concentrated in fewer, more powerful 
cities. By contrast, literature specific 
to the corporate geography of United 
States has detected a decentralizing 
phenomenon (Holloway and Wheeler 
1991; Lyons and Salmon 1995; 
O’Hagan and Green 2004). 
Information on the directors of these 
firms was compiled using Standard 
and Poor’s Register of Corporations, 
Directors and Executives (1987, 2005). 
Directors were cross-referenced across 
all firms to provide a database 
including the work location and 
education location of the directors. 
Education is defined as the university 
(and university city) where each 
director obtained their highest degree. 
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The result is a central database that 
includes 5,452 total directors in 1986 
and 5,451 total directors in 2004. The 
headquarters city (i.e. the primary 
location of board meetings) for all 
directors was obtained, with 2,568 of 
these directors in 1986 and 2,354 of 
these directors in 2004 also having 
university education data.  
 
 
RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
 
Based on the literature and databases 
defined in the preceding sections, this 
study extracts three key research 
questions that guide the analysis of 
directors and their educational 
affiliations. The following defines 
these three questions, and discusses 
how this analysis relates to previous 
research in corporate geography. 
 
1. “The University-Temporal 
Question”: Which universities 
emerged to have a greater (or lesser) 
influence over time? 
 
A great deal of research exists on the 
relationship of boards of directors and 
their educational affiliation, taking on 
different arguments to explain the 
significance. Influencing managerial 
style, prestige, and class hegemony 
are three examples introduced in the 
field of sociology. 
 
The proposition that knowledge 
gained at universities molds the minds 
of students or that directors’ 
managerial abilities are influenced by 
their education background is, of 
course, not new. This is why the 
academic world exists. It makes sense 
then that high-quality business 
schools possessing superior assets 
(professors, infrastructure, etc.) 

produce students with high levels of 
managerial skills and knowledge. The 
consequence would be for companies to 
be more or less competitive based on 
their directors attending specific 
universities. Collins (1979) found 
fundamental differences in behavioral 
and leadership styles and argued that 
superior business decisions are 
associated with directors who 
attended specific schools. 
 
Evidence supports the notion that 
educational affiliation is also 
associated with prestige and power, 
especially among senior managers 
(Baltzell 1953; Clement 1975; Domhoff 
2002; Zweigenhaft and Domhoff 1998). 
As Useem and Karabel (1986) noted, 
the extent of this mindset increased 
among older generations of managers. 
Finkelstein (1992) added to this 
viewpoint by establishing a “power 
roster” of upper class universities and 
argued that directors who graduated 
from these exclusive institutions 
possess “power” in the corporate 
network. Finkelstein’s list is 
dominated by old, established 
universities, especially Ivy League 
schools. As an aside, Westphal and 
Milton (2000) suggested that 
educational affiliation with an Ivy 
League school was particularly 
important for minorities as there is 
potential for “out-group” biases. 
 
Class hegemony holds that corporate 
control is exercised through the 
network of directorship relationships. 
Class hegemony refers to the belief 
that large corporations are controlled 
by a cohesive upper class whose core is 
the corporate elite (Domhoff 1970, 
2002; Mills 1956; Useem 1979). 
Essentially, this perspective 
postulates that corporate elite 
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members share vital capitalist 
interests, primarily those of wealth 
accumulation and advancement of the 
elite status (Baran and Sweezy 1966; 
Pitelis and Sugden 1986). This class 
cohesion view presumes that corporate 
managers seek protection from threats 
to their tenure leading in the pursuit 
of trusted business allies, which in 
turn leads to appointing trusted 
directors. These interests are achieved 
and maintained through the network 
of corporate relationships, especially 
among directors that attended the 
same upper class institutions. 
 
The body of current research in the 
area takes a single time period look at 
the director-university relationship. It 
is important to determine if this 
relationship changes over time, and 
what trends, if any, exist. Following 
previous findings, it is expected that 
old, established universities, 
especially Ivy League universities, will 
be particularly prominent. With a lack 
of temporal research it is less clear 
which universities become more or 
less central to the director network 
over time. Nevertheless, it is expected 
that old, established universities will 
become less central over time 
(therefore influencing corporate 
culture less), as corporate geography 
research postulates that the corporate 
network of the United States is 
dispersing. 
 
2. “The Geographical-Temporal 
Question”: What university locations 
emerged to have a greater (or lesser) 
influence over time? 
 
A second focus of this study is the 
cities where boards of directors 
attended university. As mentioned 
earlier, the vast majority of existing 

research on corporate geography has 
utilized headquarters locations as a 
base (Holloway and Wheeler 1991; 
Meyer and Green 2003; Rice 2005). 
Headquarters are the place where 
corporate decisions are formulated, 
but are other locations relevant in the 
discussion on elite corporate 
activities? In other words, are there 
additional locations that should be 
considered in the study of corporate 
decision-making? Returning to 
Yeung’s (2005) challenge discussed 
earlier, mapping social networks 
provides a greater understanding of 
the firm and its wider relations. It is 
not suggested that headquarters 
locations should not be the focal point 
for the study of corporate influence; 
quite the contrary. Headquarters are 
the venue where the key decisions are 
made. But can cities influence 
corporate culture without housing 
corporate headquarters? The social 
networks that connect elite corporate 
players, the board of directors, offer an 
excellent opportunity to explore a 
different mode of corporate influence. 
The existence of a small set of elite 
universities and the connection of 
these universities to the cities in 
which they are hosted provides a 
foundation for this question to be 
answered within the context of 
relational and institutionalist 
approaches. 
 
3. “The Corporate Network Question”: 
Is there a connection to other 
corporate network indicators of the 
United States? 
 
A third purpose of this research is to 
compare the directors-educational 
results of this paper with other 
networks. Is there a connection 
between previous findings and the 
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university affiliation of directors found 
in this paper? Why or why not? To 
accomplish this, data central to 
previous corporate geography research 
are employed. Information will be 
analyzed on headquarter changes of 
established firms, headquarter 
changes for next wave firms, 
interlocking directorate changes, and 
corporate subsidiary headquarter 
changes for comparison purposes. 
 
Headquarter changes of established 
firms. This variable is defined as the 
headquarters location for the largest 
companies in United States. 
Examining established firms has been 
used extensively by geographers as 
the data are readily available and 
because these businesses wield a great 
deal of corporate influence (Byrt 
1981). In order to track changes, the 
headquarters location for the top 500 
U.S. firms by revenues, as identified 
by Fortune for 1986 and 2004, were 
selected for analysis (Fortune 1987, 
2005). 
 
Headquarter changes for next wave 
firms. Next wave firms are the fastest-
growing businesses in North America, 
as measured by percentage growth in 
annual revenues (Rice 2005, 2006; 
Rice and Lyons 2007, 2008). Next 
wave firms, also referred to as 
“gazelles”, represent the cutting edge 
of change in the national economy 
(Stam 2005). Rapid business growth 
can be associated with high-technology 
firms, but it can also be associated 
with decidedly low-technology firms 
that have come up with some edge or 
insight that drives their growth. Again 
to follow changes temporally, 
information for this database was 
collected for the years 1986 and 2004 
and comes from the annual Inc 500 

list of most rapidly-growing private 
firms in America. 
 
Interlocking directorate changes. One 
key measure of the influence of 
university cities is in their occurrence 
and positioning within the corporate 
interlocking network. As introduced 
earlier, an interlocking directorate 
occurs when a person sitting on the 
board of directors of one firm also sits 
on the board of directors of another 
firm. As with the director database, 
the top 500 U.S. firms by revenues, as 
identified by Fortune for 1986 and 
2004, were selected for analysis 
(Fortune 1987, 2005). The directors of 
these firms were compiled using 
Standard and Poor’s Register of 
Corporations, Directors and 
Executives (1987, 2005). Directors 
were cross-referenced across all firms 
to provide a database including the 
work location and education location 
of the directors. 
 
To measure the positioning of 
university cities within the corporate 
interlocking network, the notion of 
network analysis is utilized. Network 
analysis measures relationships 
between individuals in social 
networks, with these individuals often 
in the form of people, groups, 
organizations, nation-states, etc. Here 
they are in the form of university 
cities and by examining the linkages 
between the network nodes a city 
structure can be established. Within a 
network, certain cities maintain 
primary positions while others are 
relegated to the periphery. Calculating 
centrality allows for the determination 
of the most significant and least 
significant cities in the network. This 
can be useful for a number of reasons 
but here the purpose is to uncover a 
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hierarchical network of cities within a 
constellation of network relations.  
 
The basic method employed for 
measuring centrality is degree. This 
measure counts the number of nodes 
(university cities) that each node is 
connected to. Nodes that have more 
ties to other nodes may be in 
advantageous positions. Because they 
have numerous links, they may have 
alternative ways to satisfy needs, and 
hence are less dependent on other 
nodes. With more ties they may have 
access to more resources, in this case 
knowledge, of the network as a whole. 
Additionally, a greater number of ties 
means a more influential position in 
the network, a position that could 
more extensively influence corporate 
culture. By inserting a denominator 
into the equation, the number of links 
for each individual university city can 
be compared against the total number 
of links in the network. 
 

∑

∑
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i

x

x
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Where xi is the total number of links 
for city i, and xij is the number of links 
between city i and city j. This method 
is especially well-suited for application 
here, as it allows for a depiction of the 
changing centrality of individual 
university cities over time. Those 
university cities that possess the most 
direct connections in the network are 
considered the most active nodes in 
the network making them ‘connectors’ 
or ‘hubs’. By comparing 1986 to 2004 it 
is possible to determine if some 
university cities become more 
important connectors or less 

important connectors of corporate 
culture over time.  
 
Corporate subsidiary headquarter 
changes. A corporate subsidiary is a 
business that is owned or controlled by 
an outside entity (Rice and Pooler 
2009). Since subsidiaries are run by 
the parent company, the definitive 
influence is not located at the 
subsidiary’s headquarters. While some 
subsidiaries operate with minimal 
input, it is worthwhile to examine the 
spatial organization of this network 
because in other cases the level of 
corporate decision-making handed 
over to the subsidiary’s management 
can be substantial. 
 
Again, the years utilized are 1986 and 
2004, with data acquired from two 
primary sources: Dun & Bradstreet’s 
Business Rankings and the 
LexisNexis Corporate Affiliations 
database. These data sources provide 
location information for the top 500 
subsidiaries in the United States for 
1986 and 2004. These sources provide 
no details as to the nature of the 
operations of each firm (for example, 
developmental versus quiescent 
subsidiaries), so the study is 
necessarily limited to a summary of 
business location and development 
patterns over the study period.  
 
 
RESULTS 
 
1. “The University-Temporal 
Question”: What universities have 
emerged to be a greater (or lesser) 
influence over time? 
 
The paper begins with an 
investigation of the university-
temporal question. Table 1 displays 
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the largest 15 increasing and largest 
15 decreasing universities associated 
with the director network. In 1986, 
48% of their directors received their 
educations from the top 25 schools. By 
2004, this number increased to 53%. 
The list of increasing universities in 
Table 1 is a little unexpected since 
established universities, especially Ivy 
League universities, are particularly 
prominent. This agrees with the 
research conducted by Hoyler and 
Joens (2008), who quote a professor of 
mathematics at MIT as stating, 
 

The top students will get into 
Harvard and to MIT and to 
Stanford and Chicago…one of the 
advantages of course of the very 
best universities is that all the 
students are good, so when you're 
a student you're talking to other 
very good students too. 

 
Similarly, Domhoff (2002) cites 
Baltzell (1953) to describe Ivy League 
alumni as a countrywide upper class 
surrogate family. 
 
However, it was anticipated that old, 
established universities would become 
less central over time and be replaced 
by upcoming business schools in the 
Sunbelt, such as UCLA, the 
University of Texas at Austin, or the 
University of North Carolina-Chapel 
Hill.  The results show this is not the 
case, as Ivy League schools actually 
increase their presence within the 
network from 1986 to 2004. It is 
particularly important to highlight the 
increasing dominance of Harvard 
University. Already possessing one 
tenth of all directors in 1986, its 
alumni share jumped almost 6% by 
2004. Interestingly, three of the 
universities in the network that 

experienced the largest increase in 
alumni are Boston based, but this 
geographical prominence will be 
addressed later in the paper. 
 
Table 1 also reveals universities at the 
other end of the spectrum. The largest 
15 decreases of directors in their 
educational affiliation have lost 
prevalence in the director network 
over time. It is interesting that 
prominent universities located in 
Midwestern United States are clearly 
represented in the dataset. 
Unfortunately, the diminishing role of 
these universities has a great deal to 
do with the geography of corporate 
America. In an earlier paper, O’Hagan 
et al. (2008) argued that the 
university-headquarters relationship 
has a remarkable spatial orientation. 
They found that geography plays a 
role in the relationship between where 
a director receives his/her education 
and where he/she works. Since the 
manufacturing belt possesses fewer 
top corporations in 2004 than in 1986, 
the result is fewer directors from 
universities in this region. Again, this 
geographical premise will be expanded 
upon in the next section. 

 
This level of concentration concurs 
with the overall pattern of network, 
which can be explored through the 
concept of density. This describes the 
level of interaction among all 
universities. Density is the proportion 
of ties in a network relative to the 
total number possible. For a valued 
network, density is calculated as the 
total of all valued university-director 
relationships divided by the total 
number of ties (Borgatti, Everett, & 
Freeman 1999). In this case, density 
provides the mean number of links per 
university to the director network.  
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When each university in the network When each university in the network 

Table 1: Largest 15 Increasing and Largest 15 Decreasing Universities 
Associated with the Director Network, 1986-2004 

University 1986 % 2004 % Difference % 
  Harvard Univ. 10.1 15.9 5.8 
  Univ. of Chicago 1.9 3.5 1.6 
  Columbia Univ. 2.7 3.7 1.0 
  Stanford Univ. 2.1 3.1 1.0 
  Northwestern Univ. 1.8 2.5 0.7 
  Univ. of California, Berkeley 0.4 0.9 0.5 
  Princeton Univ. 1.1 1.6 0.5 
  Duke Univ. 0.1 0.6 0.5 
  Georgia State Univ. 0.0 0.5 0.5 
  Howard Univ. 0.0 0.5 0.5 
  Massachusetts Inst. of Tech. 2.1 2.5 0.4 
  Univ. of Pennsylvania 2.7 3.1 0.4 
  California State Univ. 0.1 0.5 0.4 
  Boston Univ. 0.2 0.6 0.4 
    
  Univ. of Cincinnati 0.55 0.21 -0.33 
  U.S. Naval Academy 0.35 0 -0.35 
  Pennsylvania State Univ. 0.82 0.47 -0.35 
  Ohio State Univ. 1.21 0.72 -0.48 
  St. John's Univ. 0.55 0.04 -0.5 
  Univ. of Detroit 0.51 0 -0.51 
  New York Univ. 2.96 2.42 -0.54 
  Georgetown Univ. 0.78 0.21 -0.57 
  Purdue Univ. 1.09 0.51 -0.58 
  Texas A & M Univ. 0.66 0.09 -0.58 
  Lehigh Univ. 0.7 0.09 -0.62 
  Univ. of Minnesota 1.25 0.47 -0.78 
  Univ. of Michigan 2.77 1.74 -1.02 
  Univ. of Illinois 1.83 0.55 -1.28 
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When each university in the network 
is more connected to companies, the 
network increases in density. Results 
presented in Table 2 do indeed 
indicate that the network increases in 
density from 5.52 in 1986 to 6.03 in 
2004. This indicates that on average 
universities that are represented in 
the network possess a greater number 
of links to corporations over time. This 
result, along with the fact that the 
total number of links within the 
network is fairly similar for 1986 and 
2004, reveals that the university 
alumni network is converging on fewer 
universities over time. 
 

Table 2: Density of University-
Director Relationships, 1986-2004 

 
Density 
Measure 

Year 
1986 2004 

University 
density 5.52 6.03 

University city 
density 9.99 9.45 

 
As suggested earlier, the result is 
somewhat surprising. It was 
anticipated that an increasing number 
of upcoming business schools across 
the United States, including the 
Sunbelt, would become involved with 
the network. The opposite actually 
occurs, which provides the opportunity 
to move to the second question and 
examine the geographical dispersion 
of university cities temporally. 
 
2. “The Geographical-Temporal 
Question”: What locations have 
emerged as to be a greater (or lesser) 
influence over time? 
 
The paper now turns to the 
geographical-temporal question. 
Figure 1 categorizes states into those 

whose universities experienced large 
decreases, large increases, or minimal 
change in their alumni connections to 
the national director network over 
time. A large increase is defined here 
as growth equaling more than 1% of 
all directors in the national network. 
Similarly, a large decrease is defined 
here as a loss equaling more than 1% 
of all directors nationally. These 
results suggest that the leaders of the 
largest companies in the United 
States increasing obtained their 
educations from universities located in 
Massachusetts, Illinois, and 
California. Perhaps as relevant, and 
corresponding with the results in the 
previous section, is the large decrease 
in director educational affiliations 
associated with universities located in 
much of the Northeast. This makes 
the Massachusetts results even more 
notable. 
 
At the city level, Table 3 displays the 
largest 15 increasing and largest 15 
decreasing university cities associated 
with the director network. In 1986, 
65% of the directors received their 
educations in the top 25 cities. By 
2004, this number increased to 70%. 
This would suggest an increasing 
concentration into central cities of the 
network. As at the university level, 
these results are again compared to 
the overall density of the network. In 
this case, however, density provides 
the mean number of links per 
university city to the director network. 
When each university city in the 
network is more connected to 
companies, the network increases in 
density. 
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As before, density is the proportion of 
ties in a network relative to the total 
number possible. Results presented in 
Table 2 indicate that the network 
decreases in density from 9.99 in 1986 
to 9.45 in 2004. This indicates that 
university cities that are represented 
in the network possess fewer links to 
corporations. The result deviates from 
the findings in Table 3. Thus, the 
director network concentrates in the 
top 25 cities over time, but when the 
entire network is taken into account, 
the spatiality of the network 
disperses. Amalgamating density 
results for universities and university 
cities suggests that university alumni 
hail from fewer universities but that 
these universities come from a greater 
number of cities across the country 
(and less likely in the old 

manufacturing belt).  Thus, corporate 
culture in the United States is 
becoming more centralized in fewer 
universities. However, a geographical 
examination suggests that corporate 
culture is decentralized amongst more 
cities over time. 
 
By examining individual cities, Table 
3 provides interesting results as it 
pertains to a relational network. 
Perhaps most important, Boston 
extends far beyond any other city in 
the network. While the city was well 
represented in 1986, it added 6.8% of 
all directors to become significantly 
more influential over time. By 2004, 
21% of all directors received their 
education from a Boston institution. 

 

 
 

Figure 1: Change in University Alumni Connections to the National Director 
Network, Aggregated at the State Level, 1986 to 2004. 
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Table 3: Largest 15 Increasing and Largest 15 Decreasing Urban Areas 
Associated with the Director Network, 1986-2004 

 
City 1986 

% 
2004 

% Difference 

  Boston, MA 14.2 21.0 6.8 
  San Francisco, CA 2.3 4.4 2.1 
  Chicago, IL 6.1 7.7 1.6 
  Philadelphia, PA 3.2 3.9 0.7 
  Princeton, NJ 1.1 1.6 0.5 
  Washington, DC 1.7 2.2 0.5 
  Durham, NC 0.1 0.6 0.5 
  Atlanta, GA 0.7 1.2 0.5 
  San Diego, CA 0.2 0.6 0.4 
  Lubbock, TX 0.0 0.3 0.3 
  Fayetteville, NC 0.0 0.3 0.3 
  Phoenix-Tempe, AZ 0.0 0.3 0.3 
  Memphis, TN 0.1 0.3 0.2 
  Providence, RI 0.3 0.5 0.2 
  Chapel Hill, NC 0.5 0.7 0.2 
    

  South Bend, IN 0.7 0.3 -0.3 
  Pittsburgh, PA 1.4 1.1 -0.3 
  St. Louis, MO 1.0 0.7 -0.4 
  Richmond, VA 1.4 1.0 -0.4 
  Cincinnati, OH 0.7 0.3 -0.4 
  Columbus, OH 1.4 0.9 -0.5 
  Ann Arbor, MI 2.2 1.7 -0.5 
  Cleveland, OH 1.2 0.7 -0.5 
  Baltimore, MD 1.3 0.8 -0.5 
  West Lafayette, IN 1.1 0.5 -0.6 
  Minneapolis-St. Paul, MN 1.3 0.6 -0.7 
  Madison, WI 1.6 0.8 -0.7 
  State College, PA 0.8 0.0 -0.8 
  Allentown-Bethlehem, PA 1.0 0.1 -0.9 
  New York City, NY 9.7 8.6 -1.1 
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This result is even more important 
when considering the decreasing 
density of the network. In other words, 
while the average number of links to 
cities decreased, Boston, which was 
the most important city by far in 1986, 
increased in representation even more 
by 2004. 
 
Table 3 reveals a second tier of 
prominent corporate cities, San 
Francisco and Chicago, which 
increased significantly over the study 
period as well. It is important to note 
that these two cities are well 
represented in the previous 
headquarters literature. In other 
words, these cities have traditionally 
maintained an influential position in 
the corporate geography of the United 
States through headquarters as well 
as with links to prominent 
universities. This is followed by a 
third tier of varied cities. Cities such 
as Princeton and Durham are 
associated with universities. Others 
such as Atlanta and San Diego are 
noticeable because of their South and 
Southwestern geographical location.  
Finally, cities such as Tempe and 
Lubbock are Southwestern cities that 
possess a strong university presence. 
This third tier result concurs with the 
findings of O’Hagan et al. (2008) 
pointed out earlier. They revealed that 
a considerable portion of directors sit 
on the board of a company that is in 
close proximity to where they attended 
university. As headquarters move to 
Southern and Southwestern United 
States, it is logical that and increasing 
number of alumni should be coming 
from these areas as well. 
 
Geography is prominent in the lower 
portion of Table 3 as well, which 
reveals the largest 15 decreasing 

university cities associated with the 
director network. All cities with the 
exception of Richmond and St. Louis 
are Northeastern cities. Again, this 
makes the Boston results all the more 
significant. Contrary to Boston’s 
strong growth trend, New York City 
stands out as experiencing the 
greatest decrease in university 
alumni. That understood, New York 
City still maintains a large number of 
headquarters as well as the second 
largest university alumni network to 
play a central role to corporate 
America. Perhaps the results of State 
College, Madison, and Ann Arbor are 
more important relative to local 
impacts, as alumni director affiliations 
are by far the main linkages that 
these college cities have to the 
corporate network. 
 
3. “The Corporate Network Question”: 
Is there a connection to other 
corporate network indicators of the 
United States? 
 
The final aim of this paper is to 
compare results on the university 
affiliation of directors found in this 
paper to previous corporate geography 
findings. Are changes to the 
geographical networks similar or 
different? Since the investigation is 
interested in the association between 
two sets of paired variates, a bivariate 
regression at the city level is 
performed. 
 
To carry out the regression, university 
education change was the dependent 
variable while all other variables–
headquarter changes of established 
firms, headquarter changes for next 
wave firms, interlocking directorate 
changes, and corporate subsidiary 
headquarter changes–were the 
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independent variables. The purpose of 
this exercise is not necessarily to 
determine a cause and effect 
relationship. Rather, it is interested in 
the strength of the relationship 
between the variables as well as 
identifying cities that are 
overrepresented. Most important, 
though, the purpose is to highlight 
cities that are underrepresented in the 
present corporate geography 
literature. 
 
Regression results are displayed in 
Table 4. As expected the only 
comparative variable that showed a 
strong relationship was interlocking 
directorate changes. This can be 
explained by the fact that both 
variables used directors as a basis for 
data collection. All other variables 
uncovered a weak or no relationship at 
all. This is significant in the sense 
that results from this paper are 
dissimilar to previous findings, 
suggesting these results add a 
distinctive perspective to the corporate 
geography literature. While these 
results are interesting, they are not 
the main rationale behind this study. 
The initiative is to draw attention to 
cities that are not linked to previous 
conclusions on the urban corporate 
hierarchical network. 
 
For the purposes of this study, Table 4 
identifies those residuals with a 
standard score of less than -2.0 or 
greater than +2.0. Since the residuals 
are standardized, they can be 
compared against different regression 
equations. Clearly, the most 
significant outcome of this table is the 
highlighting of Boston, again 
substantiating the results found in 
questions 1 and 2. This result suggests 
that Boston is significantly 

underrepresented in the previous 
corporate geography literature. 
 
Examining the results in more depth, 
it is intriguing to observe that the 
Boston residual for the headquarter 
changes for next wave firms equation 
was less than the headquarters 
changes of established firms. This 
would indicate that Boston is a base 
for smaller firms experiencing rapid 
growth. The collection of important 
universities has transcended into 
more innovative smaller firms starting 
up or locating there as compared to a 
location for established firms. 
 
Similar to descriptive statistics 
results, a second tier of 
underrepresented cities emerges. San 
Francisco and Chicago and to a lesser 
extent Philadelphia stand out as being 
underrepresented. As the smaller 
residuals reveal though, these cities 
are much better represented in 
previous research. On the other hand, 
a number of Northeastern cities 
emerge as being overrepresented by 
previous corporate geography studies. 
New York and Allentown-Bethlehem 
were significant outliers in three of 
the datasets. Ann Arbor, Madison, 
Minneapolis, Newark, and State 
College were notable outliers in two of 
the datasets. 
 
As the Interlocking Directorate 
Changes result was the only 
regression equation to show a 
significant relationship, it is 
worthwhile here to provide the results 
of the centrality testing introduced 
earlier. Table 5 reveals results of the 
degree procedure for cities that 
possessed a centrality of at least .01 in 
either 1986 or 2004. 
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In table 5, the maximum centrality 
value that an individual city can 
obtain is 1. This indicates that the city 
under investigation accounts for all 
links in the corporate network. At the 
other extreme, a centrality value of 0 
implies that the city retains no links 
in the network. The higher the value, 
the more central the city. 
 
The results here substantiate the 
related results of Question 2. Boston 
dominates interlocking at the city 
level. While it controlled the 
interlocking network in 1986, it 
increased its occurrence in 2004. Once 
again, this cements the idea that the 
city plays a pivotal role in the 
American corporate network. As with 
residuals in Table 4, a lower tier of 
cities emerges over time, which can be 
categorized into university cities, such 
as Providence and Chapel Hill, or into 

established corporate cities, such as 
San Francisco and perhaps 
Philadelphia and Chicago. Decreasing 
centrality presents the same two 
interesting findings discovered earlier 
in the paper. First is the severe 
decrease of New York City in the 
interlocking network over time. This 
result might be considered as 
surprising, given the continuing status 
of the city as the dominant American 
headquarters center (Rice 2006; Rice 
and Pooler 2009). Again, the 
geographical locations of almost all 
other cities that have a decreasing 
occurrence are located in Northeastern 
United States, suggesting that 
corporate cultural influence is fading 
from this region 

Table 4: Residual Results - Ordinary Least Squares Model Regression 
 

Urban Area 
Established 

firms 
Next wave 

firms 
Corporate 

subsidiaries 
Interlocking 
directorates 

  Allentown-Bethlehem, PA -2.002 -2.054 -2054  
  Ann Arbor, MI -2.736 -2.366   
  Boston, MA 15.639 8.661 9.423 3.133 
  Chicago, IL 2.472 3.892 2.350  
  Madison, WI  -2.336 -2.323  
  Minneapolis-St. Paul, MN  -2.117 -2.265  
  New York City, NY -2.736 -2.017  -2.445 
  Newark, NJ -2.001 -2.136   
  Philadelphia, PA  2.187   
  Providence, RI    2.394 
  Richmond, VA     
  San Francisco, CA 3.505 4.680 3.072  
  State College, PA  -2.049 -2.357  
  Washington, DC     
Pearson Correlation – r  
(Boston Included) -0.087 0.114 .250 0.816 
Pearson Correlation – r  
(Boston Excluded) 0.123 0.170 .366 0.754 
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Table 5: Centrality in Interlocks by Urban Area, 1986 Compared to 2004 
 

University Location Centrality 
1986 

Centrality 
2004 

Centrality interlocks 
change 

 Boston, MA 0.146 0.227 0.081 
 Providence, RI 0.003 0.039 0.036 
 Chapel Hill, NC 0.005 0.030 0.025 
 San Francisco, CA 0.024 0.046 0.022 
 New Haven, CT 0.024 0.042 0.018 
 Philadelphia, PA 0.033 0.049 0.016 
 Chicago, IL 0.052 0.067 0.015 
 St. Louis, MO 0.011 0.026 0.015 
 Tempe, AZ 0.000 0.014 0.014 
 Kent, OH 0.001 0.013 0.012 
 Louisville, KY 0.002 0.014 0.012 
 Tallahassee, FL 0.000 0.010 0.010 
 Los Angeles, CA 0.032 0.038 0.006 
 Salt Lake City, UT 0.003 0.009 0.006 
 Milwaukee, WI 0.003 0.009 0.006 
 Ithaca, NY 0.011 0.013 0.002 
 Newark, NJ 0.015 0.016 0.001 
 Washington, DC 0.018 0.017 -0.001 
 Austin, TX 0.011 0.010 -0.001 
 Baltimore, MD 0.013 0.012 -0.001 
 Princeton, NJ 0.010 0.009 -0.001 
 Detroit, MI 0.010 0.007 -0.003 
 Richmond, VA 0.014 0.010 -0.004 
 West Lafayette, IN 0.011 0.007 -0.004 
 Allentown-Bethlehem, PA 0.010 0.004 -0.006 
 Minneapolis-St. Paul, MN 0.014 0.007 -0.007 
 Madison, WI 0.016 0.009 -0.007 
 Columbus, OH 0.014 0.006 -0.008 
 Bloomington, IL 0.012 0.004 -0.008 
 Ann Arbor, MI 0.028 0.020 -0.008 
 Pittsburgh, PA 0.014 0.005 -0.009 
 Cleveland, OH 0.012 0.003 -0.009 
 New York, NY 0.099 0.042 -0.057 
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A potential difficulty arises from Table 
4, as Boston is an extreme value far 
removed from all other data points. 
Table 4 shows the Boston observation 
impacts every regression equation. To 
be cautious, Boston was eliminated for 
additional testing. However, it is 
important to note that the general 
trends suggested above remained the 
same. Cities associated with old Ivy 
League schools retained their 
preeminence, cities in Southern and 
Western United States were 
underrepresented, while old 
Northeastern cities fell in importance 
and were overrepresented. For 
example, in the changes for next wave 
firms regression equation, the Pearson 
Correlation co-efficient changed from 
0.114 to 0.170. More important, cases 
that were added to the list of outliers 
include West Lafayette, Baltimore, 
and Cincinnati as being 
overrepresented and Durham and 
Princeton being underrepresented. 
 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
The purpose of this paper is to make a 
contribution to the emerging economic 
geography research that focuses on 
dynamic organizations constructed 
through social relations. Within the 
context of this research, the relational 
framework of the firm argues that the 
firm is an organizational unit bringing 
together diverse social relations in 
which actors in the firm are 
embedded. As argued by Yeung (2005, 
321), 
 

because social actors, not the firm 
as an abstract entity, become the 
key analytical focus, it is 
important to shift our attention 
from the underlying capitalistic 

logic of the firm to the relations 
among these firm specific actors. 

 
These relations come in many forms 
and, as Badaracco maintains, these 
broader relations of individuals define 
the boundary of the firm. In the 
context of this paper they take the 
form of university alumni 
relationships and its purpose is to 
place the cultural make-up of the firm 
in a spatial context.Temporally 
examining the university alumni 
relationships with the largest firms in 
the United States substantiates the 
influence of Boston, with the city’s 
importance increasing over time. It is 
argued in the context of this paper 
that Boston has been concealed in 
previous corporate geography 
literature and that the city influences 
corporate culture more greatly than 
has been previously acknowledged. 
Additionally, a second tier of cities 
emerges over time. Chicago, San 
Francisco, and to a lesser extent 
Philadelphia fit into this category as 
old established corporate cities. 
Furthermore, a number of university 
cities (especially Ivy League university 
cities) and cities located in the 
American Southwest cement their 
positions within a relational view of 
the firm. Since Schoenberger (1997) 
argues that it is the training and 
experience of individuals that 
generates the firm’s interpretive 
framework, she would point towards 
these cities receiving greater 
recognition within the corporate 
culture of the United States. 
Institutions learned in these cities are 
brought by directors to where they 
work. 
 
Also of interest, a dramatic decrease 
occurs in Northeastern United States. 
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At first glance, New York City is most 
noticeable as experiencing the largest 
decrease. However, the city still 
maintains the second largest 
university alumni network, and 
previous literature properly identifies 
the city as maintaining an advanced 
level of corporate influence through 
alternative methods (in many cases 
more significant methods), such as 
corporate headquarters. It obviously 
still plays a central role to corporate 
America. Again, as observed earlier, 
perhaps the most troubling in terms of 
negative local implications are the 
results for State College, Madison, and 
Ann Arbor, as university-associated 
connections are by far the main links 
that these college cities have to the 
corporate network. Schoenberger 
(1997) would contend that these cities 
are less influential within the 
corporate culture of the United States 
and that these cities are fading in the 
constellation of network relations 
governed by social actors. 
 
Once again, this study spurs further 
questions on the subject. Perhaps a 
temporal study with shorter intervals 
would be most helpful. In an earlier 
paper, O’Hagan et al. (2008) argued 
that the university-headquarters 
relationship has a remarkable spatial 
orientation. They found that 
geography plays a role in the 
relationship between where a director 
receives their education and where 
they work. Since the manufacturing 
belt possesses fewer top corporations 
in 2004 than in 1986, results from this 
paper agree with this hypothesis, as 
fewer directors are represented from 
universities in this region as well. It 
raises an important question. Do 
directors decreasingly obtain their 
educations from universities in these 

cities because there are fewer 
corporations located there? 
Alternatively, do these universities 
graduate less qualified individuals, 
which results in less competitive 
companies? In other words, does 
company competitiveness influence 
university success, or does university 
success influence company 
competitiveness? 
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