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Abstract

Despite an enormous literature that has analyzeddmparative experience of Latin America
and Asia in post-World War Il trade policy, almost attention has been paid to their
comparative experience prior to the 1940s. Evewmrsory look at the available empirical
evidence reveals tremendous contrasts betweewtheegions. Latin America had the highest
tariff barriers the world around before 1914; As&l the lowest. Protected Latin America’s
belle époquelso boasted some of the most explosive growtliievtsia registered some of the
worst. What brought the two regions to the oppositds of the tariff policy spectrum? Was it
just that Latin America had tariff autonomy whil@l@nial Asia did not, or was the political
economy of tariff setting much more complex? Ancatvbxplains the rise of Asian tariffs,
converging with those in Latin America, in the imtar years? Finally, were tariff barriers critical
determinants of early industrialization in the pperiphery, or did terms of trade trends, evolving
labor costs and productivity catch-up matter farefo
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Introduction

If laid end to end, all the pages written on thén.American and Asian experience with
trade policy since 1950 probably would stretch fi@mayaquil to Guangzhou. However, almost
no attention has been paid to their comparativemepce before the 1940s. Even a cursory look
at the best available empirical evidence revealméndous contrasts between the regions that
demand explanation. Latin America had the higtee#t barriers in the world before 1914; Asia
had the lowest. The protected Latin Ameribafle époquelso boasted some of the most
explosive growth, while Asia registered some ofwlmest. What brought the two regions to the
opposite ends of the tariff policy spectrum? Wasst that the Latin American republics had
earner policy autonomy, while most of colonial Ak&d not, or was the political economy of
tariffs more complex? Why did Asian tariffs catgmwith Latin American tariffs in the 1920s
and 1930s? Why are the differences in economiopeehce so at odds with post-war
conventional wisdom that free trade is good fomgh® This paper offers some tentative
answers.

We begin by describing our tariff database. Thega dre used to explore the impact of
colonial rule and what the literature calls ‘undgueaties’ on Asian tariffs, as well as the impact
of world markets, geography and political economyLatin American tariffs. At the end of the
paper, we pose a research agenda: does tariffypotfgain differences in industrialization
experience within and between the two regionsjeother factors -- like terms of trade trends,

the evolution of wage costs, and productivity caiptwith the leaders -- matter much more?

The Tariff Data

A well-developed international literature makesléar that trade shares are very poor

measures of openness since they are endogenogarabe driven by demand and supply factors



within countries which are completely independdtitade policy (e.g., Anderson and Neary

1994; Sachs and Warner 1995; Anderson 1998nong the explicit policy measures of
openness available, the average tariff rate isbyhe most homogenous protection measure and
the easiest to collect across countries and owver. tiWe are, of course, aware that countries can
have the same average tariff levels, but very diffetariff structures reflecting very different
intent. Still, in primary-product exporting couies high average tariffs meant high tariffs on
manufacture$ We are also aware that by the 1930s every cotmanlylearned how to use non-
tariff barriers (NTBs), especially the manipulatiofthe real exchange rate to favor import
competing industries. But NTBs were not used vaguently before the 1930s, and pretty
much every country was on a fixed exchange startoisfiate World War | and again by the late
1920s. In short, tariffs were the main instrumartrade policy before the 1930s. Thus, it seems
to us that as an overall measure of protectioma@ectariffs are the place to start any empirical
analysis of the political economy of protectiom. addition, while high tariffs may not
necessarily be the result of explicit pro-induditzation goals, high tariffs are still protectionis
whatever the intent.

This paper uses the computed average tariff ratepitore differences between Asian
and Latin American policy experience from shortieathe mid-18 century to World War I1.
Our country observations from these two regiongareof a larger world sample of thirty-five,
extending up to 1950: the United States; 3 memtifettse European industrial core (France,

Germany, United Kingdom); 3 English-speaking Euespeffshoots (Australia, Canada, New

! Indeed, it appears that fully 67 percent of tite RG' century OECD trade boom can be explained by
unusually fast income growth, not by the decline@ue barriers (Baier and Bergstrand 2001). Te cit
another example, 50 to 65 percent of the Europgarseas trade boom in the three centuries following
1492 were driven by income growth, rather than oy @ecline in trade barriers (O’Rourke and Willians
2002: 439). As a final example, 57 percent of tloeldvtrade boom 1870-1913 was explained by income
growth (Estevadeordait al. 2003: Table IlI).

% See, for example, Bairoch (1993) and Williamso®i@ Chp. 13)Antonio Tefia (personal
correspondence) has estimagebvaloremtariffs on British manufacturing exports for fduetin American
republics in 1914 (Argentina, Brazil, Chile and Nta3): while the tariff for all imports averaged 31.
percent, the average tariff on British manufact@esraged 45 percent, more than twice as high.|&imi



Zealand); 10 from the European periphery (Austnagshry, Denmark, Greece, Italy, Norway,
Portugal, Russia, Serbia, Spain, Sweden); 10 freia And the Middle East (Burma, Ceylon,
China, Egypt, India, Indonesia, Japan, the Phitippj Siam [Thailand], Ottoman Turkey
[republican Turkey]); and 8 from Latin America (Amgtina, Brazil, Chile, Cuba, Colombia,
Mexico, Peru, Uruguay). Standard tariff histofiesus mainly on seven relatively rich countries
— Denmark, France, Germany, Italy, Sweden, theddriingdom and the United States. While
these data have already been used to help retiie$sg world imbalance (O’Rourke and
Williamson 2002; Clemens and Williamson 2004; Cwaatsh and Williamson 2004a, 2004b;
Williamson 2006b), this paper does more by focusinghe 10 Asian and 8 Latin American
countries in our sample that represent the podplpery, and by exploring as well the interwar
experience.

Average tariff rates are calculated as the totameae from import duties divided by the
value of total imports in the same year. In soases, the sources used do not distinguish
between import and export duties, and report artiyl customs duties. Total customs duties
(instead of import duties) are used in the caloutedf average tariff ratesnly for countries
where the value of export duties has historicaflgriban insignificant share of total customs
duties. Sometimes, the value of import dutieseotéld is reported for fiscal years, while import
data generally refer to calendar years. While nmaki consistent effort to compare calendar year
duties to calendar year import values, in casesevtalendar year duties figures are unavailable,
fiscal year duties are divided by calendar yearartgto calculate average tariff. In these
instances, fiscal year import duties are assuméelting to the calendar year in which most of

the fiscal year falls.

for the European periphery (Greece, Italy, PortuBaksia, Spain): while the average tariff onralborts
in 1914 was 18.4 percent, the tariff on British mfactures was 46.2 percent, almost three timesehigh
3 A complete appendix description of the sourcesmathods surrounding the tariff data base can be
found in Blattmaret al (2002) and Clemens and Williamson (2004).



To emphasize, the remainder of this paper defirin lAmerica as the eight-country
sample consisting of Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Gulia, Cuba, Mexico, Peru, and Uruguay.
Asia is defined as the ten-country sample congjsifrBurma, China, Ceylon, Egypt, India,
Indonesia, Japan, the Philippines, Siam, and Turkbile East Asia is defined by the sub-sample

of China, Indonesia, Japan, the Philippines, anthSi

Defining Tariff Autonomy

Our empirical analysis requires formalization of ttoncept of tariff autonomy, the
freedom to set tariff levels independent of ano#itate’s military and political power. Table 1
documents the years in which each country is judgddve had tariff autonomy. Burma,
Ceylon, and India were subject to British impetalff collection policies, as Cuba was to the
Spanish through 1899, Indonesia (Netherlands Ihgias to the Dutch, and the Philippines was
to both the Spanish up to 1898 and the US thereaftee British Foreign Office in China largely
eliminated the tariff restrictions imposed by theaties of Nanking and Tientsin in 1929.
Norway did not have an independent tariff policgdenthe Swedish crown through 1905.
Gradual weakening of Ottoman control in Serbiaoisstrued to imply tariff autonomy following
the 1878 Treaty of Berlin. Egypt is taken to h@dff autonomy under noninterventionist
Ottoman rule during the years prior to the Brifistasion of 1882, but not thereafter. Thailand is
taken to recover autonomy from the grasp of thejuaktreaties in 1891 (Ingram 1971: 138) and
Japan in 1900 (Lockwood 1968: 539). We take Tutkdyave lost tariff autonomy in the brief
years between its defeat in World War 1 and Mudtafiamal’s establishment of the Turkish
Republic.

With these definitions of tariff autonomy in minge turn to colonial tariff policy next,

followed by tariff policy under gunboat diplomacy.



Did Asian Colonies Simply Mimic Their Masters?

This is a good place to explore the tariff autogassue within the colonies. There are
five in our sample, all in Asia: Burma, Ceylon, iadindonesia and the Philippines, although
foreign influence was strong enough (including @ation) to make Egypt behave like a colony
after 1881 (Owen 1993: 122). To what extent daséhsix simply mimic their colonial masters?

Figure 1 reveals a clear correlation in timing ammhnitudes of change in tariff rates
between the UK and her four (Burma, Ceylon, Egyyt lndia), and Figure 2 shows the same for
the Philippines, first for Spain and then for th®& (hecoming the imperialist master in 1899).
Table 2 reports the master-colony tariff rate datiens for these four and the Philippirfes.
Colonial tariff policy did indeed mimic that of theasters: although Spain failed to imprint its
tariff rates on the Philippines before 1899 (Fig2yethe US did afterwards, and Britain did so
across all four of its Asian colonies in our sam{Bligure 1). Furthermore, the t-statistics are
very large and the slope coefficients are simitmoss masters and colonies, ranging between
about 0.5 and 0.9.

But note the variance across these four at anyt potime (Figure 1), and note the
country-specific variance in the intercepts rebfte the five in Table 2: Philippine tariff rates
were on average about 2 points below the US a8®8;1land compared with Britain, India’s were
about the same, Burma and Ceylon were 4 or 5 pbigter, and Egypt was 10 points higher.
Clearly, local conditions mattered even in colonighus, we retain the full Asian sample in all
that follows, although we will control for the tiinpolicy of the masters.

There are three surprises that emerge from thitose First, local conditions influenced
tariff policy even in the colonies. For exampletlhe 1930s tariff rates ranged between 9.9% in

the Philippines to 28.7% in Burma. Second, themek in Asia had higher tariffs than the

* The Netherlands is not part of our sample, and tie cannot explore the same correlations betwieen i
and Indonesia.



“independents” elsewhere in Asia throughout thétigears following 1870. For example, if
we exclude Egypt and Turkey, in the 1890s Asianriels had 7.1% tariff rates while Asian
“independents” had 3.8%, and in the 1930s coldmées19.3% tariff rates while “independents”
had 17.3%. (See also Figure 3.) Third, tariffertwshigh levels everywhere in Asia during the
1930s, including the colonies. Indeed, the litm@has not appreciated that by the end of the
1930s tariffs in Asia were as high as they werkdtin America (Figure 4), and this was long

before the postwar independence moves to de-lork fworld markets by IS strategies.

Gunboat Diplomacy and the Asian “Independents”

Independence did not necessarily mean tariff autgn Although our focus in this paper
is tariff experience after 1870, we must start apde of decades earlier to deal with the issue of
Asian tariff autonomy.

Transport costs dropped very fast before World YWaccounting for about two-thirds of
the integration of world commodity markets over tie@tury following 1820, and fall of world
commodity market integration in the four decadesraf870, when globalization backlash offset
some of it (Lindert and Williamson 2002; Williamsg006a: Chp. 3; Williamson 2010: Chp. 2).
This political backlash was absent in Asia, pdotigause of the political influence wielded by
native elites who appear to have had at least someol over the natural resources that were the
base of their exports, partly because many of tfenélists were free traders, and partly because
many Asian “independents” were persuaded to go apdrstay open by gunboat diplomacy. As
a result, commodity price convergence and tradatiore between Europe and Asia were even
more dramatic than within the Atlantic economy (OlRke and Williamson 1999; Williamson
2002, 20064, 2010).

While the fall in transport costs was dramatieydts not the greatest globalization event

affecting 19' century Asia. Under the duress of Commodore Pefmnerican gun ships, Japan



signed the Shimoda and Harris treaties and in deingwitched from autarky to free trade in
1858 (Howe 1996: Chp. 30; Bernhofen and Brown 2@0405). It is hard to imagine a more
dramatic switch in trade policy since Japan's fprérade quickly rose from nil to 7 percent of
national incomeé,and its terms of trade improved by a factor oftBries (Huber 1971) to 4.9
times (Yasuba 1996). Between 1866 and 1895 thedual treaties” continued to limit Japanese
tariffs to 5%ad valorem(Lockwood 1968: 18-19). Japan regained tarifbaotny in 1899, but
“[e]ven the recovery of tariff autonomy in the niiles still left treaty restrictions on the duties
applying to many items. Rates were generally ghdri than 10 to 15% until the general tariff
revision of 1911" (Lockwood 1968: 539).

Other Asian nations followed the same liberal patbst forced to do so by colonial
dominance or gunboat diplomacy. Thus, and eveorédfie Japanese humiliation, China signed
a treaty with Britain in 1842 which opened her padtrade. The treaties of Nanking (1843),
Tientsin (1858), and other similar treaties, lirditae Chinesad valoremtariff rate on imports
from essentially all of Europe to 5%. In fact, theaties (and their revisions in 1870, 1902 and
1922) did not sead valorenrates but rather nominal specific duties thahalgh initially
equivalent to a 5%d valorentariff, rapidly declined in effective value asq#s rose (Remer
1926: 171-81). Siam avoided China’s humiliationgmyng open on its own and adopting a 3
percent tariff limit in 1855. Between 1865 and Q&&aties with all the major powers kept
import duties below 3% in Siam (Ingram 1971: 34-Bnly after 1890 did the Siam begin to
revise the earlier treaties and increase tarifénexe by raising its tariff rates (Ingram 1971: 138)
Korea emerged from being the autarkic Hermit Kingdabout the same time, undergoing market
integration with Japan long before colonial stdtasame formalized in 1910 (Brandt 1993; Kang

and Cha 1996). India went the way of British fiegle in 1846, and Indonesia followed Dutch

® This rise is computed over the fifteen years folfay 1858 (Huber 1971).



liberalism. Thus, and in contrast with Europe aatin America, sharply declining transport

costs were not offset in Asia by a rise in tariffs.

Some Latin American Belle Epoque Surprises

A recent collaborative effort involving one of theesent authors (Coatsworth and
Williamson 2004a, 2004b) uncovered some factsthdtnot been well appreciated. Tariffs in
Latin America were far higher than anywhere elsth@world during the decades before World
War |, long before the Great Depression when tgmresounded an anti-global retreat into what
became known as an ISI strategy. Indeed, they axarerising in the decades before 1914, a
period that has been called the first globalizaioom for the world economy (O’Rourke and
Williamson 1999). This fact is surprising, and foree reason. First, it comes as a surprise given
that this region has been said to have exploiteladization forces better than most of the poor
periphery during the pre-19Dbtlle époquéBulmer-Thomas 1994: Chp..4%econd, it comes as
a surprise since standard economic histories ségtle@about it (but see Gomez Galvarriato and
Williamson 2009). Third, it comes as a surprisesimost of us had always been taught to view
the Great Depression # critical turning point when the region is saichtave turned towards
protection and de-linked from the world economytfur first time (Diaz-Alejandro 1984; Corbo
1992; Taylor 1998).

These Latin American surprises can be seen in Eigubut they can be appreciated even
better by comparisons with the rest of the woid. we noted above, conventional wisdom is
that Latin American reluctance to go open in thd-fate 2¢' century was the product of the
Great Depression and the anti-global import suliitit strategies that arose to deal with it. Yet,
late 19" century Latin America already hég farthe highest tariffs in the world. For example,
in 1885 the poor but independent parts of Latin Acag(Brazil, Colombia, Mexico and Peru)

had tariffs almost five times higher than thos¢him poor and dependent parts of Asia (Burma,
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Ceylon, China, Egypt, India, Indonesia and theippiihes). Perhaps more to the point, in the
decades before 1914 tariffs in Latin America wereaverage, five times hightvan those in the
European industrial core (Britain, France and Gegn&oatsworth and Williamson 2004a)!

At the crescendo of tHeelle époqugelLatin American tariffs were at their peak, and st
way above the rest of the world. For example, in 1@08fs in Uruguay (the most protectionist
land-abundant and labor-scarce country) were ahbauand a half times those in Canada (the
least protectionist land-abundant and labor-scancatry). In the same year, tariffs in Brazil and
Colombia (the most protectionist Latin American ewigs) were almost ten times those in China
and India (the least protectionist in Asia). Farthore, the rise in Latin American tariffs from
the late 1860s to the turn of the century was natiebper than was true of Europe, including
France and Germany about which so much tariff hidtas been written (Gerschenkron 1943;
Kindleberger 1951; Bairoch 1989; O’Rourke 2000pr Example, the rise in the average tariff
rate between the 1870s and the 1890s was 5.7 pegegpoints in France, up from 4.4 to still
only 10.1 percent, and 5.3 percentage points im@sy, up from 3.8 to still only 9.1 percent.
This heavily-researched continental move to praads pretty modest when compared with the
rise over the same period in the four poor Latinefican countries (up 6.9 percentage points to
34 percent), and this for a region which has bagéhte have exploited the pre-1914

globalization boom so well by allowing exports ® dn engine of growth!

Closed Jaguar, Open Dragon?

Figure 4 reveals the stark difference between Laterican and Asian tariff policy that

persisted over the century between the 1860s anevih of the Second World War. Black lines

show regional means, while gray bands indicate(myonal) standard deviation above and

below that mean.
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Note the collapse in tariff rates across World \Waa world-wide phenomenon due to
the tendency for wartime inflation to erode #ukvaloremequivalent of what were largely
specific duties (i.e. pesos per kilo, yen per pouudlars per barrel), not the result of tariff iogl
changes. The inflation-induced wartime fall wadipdy recovered in the 1920s. Note also that
the tariff rate surged in the early thirties, spikin 1933, again repeated across the globe, as
world price levels collapsed, raising taé valoremequivalent of those specific duties, not the
result of tariff policy changes. However, Latin Antan and Asian tariff ratesontinuedto rise
after the world recovery and price rise: indeedytfosemorein Asia, reaching parity with and
even exceeding Latin America 1934-1939. Of coumdf rates were raised partly in response
to America’s Hawley-Smoot Act, but the main pomithat tariff rates rose to high levels in Asia
and Latin America even after prices began to iafthiring the recovery from the Great
Depression.

The impact of inflation and deflation @d valoremtariff rate equivalents was huge in
Asia and Latin America since the poor peripherieceso heavily on specific duties. Why were
specific duties so common in poor parts of the d@riThere are two possible explanations. First,
honest and literate customs inspectors are saaeor countries, but honest and literate
customs inspectors are needed to implemeadaraloremtariff where import valuation is so
crucial. So, legislators imposed specific dut@eminimize the “theft” of state tariff revenues by
dishonest and illiterate customs agents. Secqedfic duties are more effective macro-
stabilization devices in poor countries that redyhgavily on customs duties as a source of total
government revenue. During booms, prices riseeting effective tariff rates, thus tending to
mute the boom in tariff revenues generated by twerbin import demand. During slumps,
prices fall, raising effective tariff rates, thentling to offset the slump in tariff revenues
generated by the slump in import demand. Theseavsabilization forces would be all the

more valuable in pre-World War Il Latin America afigia when both regions were susceptible
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to great price volatility in their commodity expaniarkets (Blattmaet al.2007; Poelhekke and

van der Ploeg 2007; Jacksal.2009; Williamson 2010: Chp. 10).

Why Were Latin American and Asian Tariffs So Diffent before WWI?

Table 3 seeks to identify those factors which arplae vastly different tariff levels
between Latin America and Asia before 1914. Théetastimates a model of cross-sectional
differences in country tariffs, for all 35 countim the world sample, not just those in Asia and
Latin America. These regressions use a panel leetwtects estimator, since the question we
seek to answer is cross-sectional—Latin AmericaugAsia. The first three columns address
the fact that coverage of the inflation regresearir database is limited to 30 of the 35 countries
The first column thus analyzes the full sample,gbeond column includes the same regressors
but restricts the sample to data points for whitdtation is not missing, and the third column
includes inflation. The last three columns, whaeh intended to address concerns of endogeneity
bias, will be discussed below.

What do we expect? The Table 3 right-hand sidiabkes, suggested by previous work
(Blattmanet al. 2002; Coatsworth and Williamson 2004a, 2004b, ifilson 2006b), are the
following (all but dummies in logs):

Export share This export/GDP ratio is a measure of exportrbowhere we expect booms in
the previous year to diminish the need for higiffteates this year—if government revenues are

the goal—thus yielding negative coefficients in tagressior;

® A complete description of the right-hand sideialalies can be found in appendices to Clemens and
Williamson (2004) and Blattmaet al. (2002).

" In related paper on Latin America involving oneté present authors (Coatsworth and Williamson
2004a), capital inflows from Britain were addedhe analysis for the years 1870-1913. This variable
measured annual British capital exports to potebhtierowing countries. Countries favored by British
lending were shown to have had less need for ta#énues and thus had lower tariffs. We do notthdd
variable here, since our source does not repor¢ned 1914-1938
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GDP per capitaandSchooling the latter the primary school enrolment rate eSehvariables are

taken as proxies for skill endowments, with theestation that the more abundant the skills, the
more competitive the industrial sector, and the tas need for protection (at least in Latin
America and Asia where manufacturing was import petimg), thus yielding a negative
coefficient in the regression;

Population Large countries have bigger domestic markefse@ally interior markets) in which
it is easier for local firms to find a spatial nécphrotected by transport costs. Alternativelygéar
populations also imply higher density, a fact timatkes domestic tax collection easier and tariff
revenues less necessary. In either case, the defiorgorotection should be lower in such
countries, and the regression should produce ainegmefficient;

Partner Tariffs, measured as a weighted average of the tarif ratthe trading countries’
markets, the weight being trade volumes, laggedatejic tariff policy (e.g., Dixit 1987;
Bagwell and Staiger 2002) suggests that counthiesld impose higher tariffs this year if they
faced higher tariffs in their main markets abroast year;

Effective Distance The distance from each country to either theotthe UK (depending on

trade volume), that distance adjusted by seaboeight rates specific to that route. If protection
was the goal, effective distance should have semgealsubstitute for tariffs, so the regression
should yield a negative coefficient;

Railway Mileageadded in kilometers. Poor overland transport cotimes to interior markets

serves as a protective device. Railroads redateptbtection, requiring higher tariffs to offset
the effect. Thus, the regression should yieldsitive coefficient;

Urbanization taken as share of population in cities and tognester than 20,000. We take this
urbanization statistic to be a Stolper-Samuelsomypfor the lobbying power of urban capitalists
and artisans in the periphery (urban workers inoripompeting industries rarely had the vote),

thus yielding a positive coefficient in the regiliess;
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Tariff Autonomy, a dummy variable; taking a value 1 if a countag kthe freedom to set its own

tariffs independently, and O otherwise. See Téble

Inflation and inflation-squared the rates in home markets. To the extent thantties used

specific duties, we expect inflation to lower thr#tes, thus yielding a negative coefficient.
However, very rapid inflation might well have tregggd a speedier legislative reaction with
increases in specific duties, thus yielding a pasiand offsetting coefficient on the squared term
in the regression.

The regression model in Table 3 does well: allabefficients in columns (a) and (c) take
on their predicted signs and almost always passfiignce tests. The coefficient of
determination is likewise high for all specificat®

However, the model could produce biased coeffisidrtariffs have a causal effect on
GDP per capita or on exports (this last througlrectieffect on imports coupled with a balance
of payments mechanism linking imports and exporis)columns (4) through (6) we see that
dropping either GDP per capita or exports (or bo#g only minor effects on the magnitude and
statistical significance of the other coefficienf&he only important change appears to occur in
the coefficients on schooling—which, we will seddwg cannot affect our substantive
conclusions.

Combined, the regressors in Table 3 explain 6@tpefcent of the world cross-sectional
tariff variation before 1914. What about the diffleces between Latin America and Asia? The
first six columns of Table 4 are simply the codéitt estimates from Table 3, reproduced without
modification. The next two columns give the averaglues of each regressor in both Latin
America and Asia, in natural logarithms; at thetdnotthe same values for the regressand are
shown. Of particular note is the similarity of tiigures for effective distance, an average of
physical distance to the top 5 trading partnergteid by exports sent to that partner, multiplied
by an index of transportation costs. Asia may Hzeen farther away from the core, but it was

doing more intraregional trading than Latin Amerid¢aatin America had a notably higher share
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of exports in GDP, a much smaller average populatimuch more railway penetration, and a
much greater degree of tariff autonomy. It was &lswer, more schooled, more urban, faced
higher tariffs abroad, and underwent much hightersraf inflation.

The final six columns are a linear combinationtaf previous columns. The result is an
estimate of the relative contribution of each Malgao the much higher pre-1914 tariffs in Latin
America compared with Asia. It is calculated ie fbllowing way. First, we take the difference
between the average regressor value in Latin Amend its value in Asia, from columns (7) and
(8). Second, this difference is multiplied by twresponding coefficient from the first six
columns. Third, this number is divided by the ager difference in In(Own Tariff) between the
two regions during this period (the last row ofwsohs 7 and 8). The resulting rasigs an
estimate of the relative contribution of each regee to the regional difference in tariff rates. A
value of zero means that the regressor is not nsfigle for any of the difference. A negative
value indicates that the regressor actually comteith to tariffs beindowerin Latin America than
in Asia, ceteris paribus We are looking for large positive values in tadest two columns.

Some potential explanations for the differencelmaeliminated immediately. Thus, the
export share in GDP and GDP per capita were highleatin America than in Asia, instead of
being lower as they would need to have been inrdodeontribute to the observed tariff
differential between the regions. Differencesfiedive distance or schooling rates also cannot
explain the difference. The relative importancéhef remaining explanators is not affected by
the inclusion or omission of inflation, nor is ffected by the exclusion of the potentially
endogenous regressors GDP per capita and expogt ah@DP.

The five that clearly mattered were population siadroad penetration, urbanization,
partner tariffs and tariff autonomy. Take thetfitgee first, saving tariff autonomy and partner
tariffs for last. Asia’s enormous populations pd®d gargantuan internal markets in which
producers could exploit specialization and schlgrge internal markets tended to diminish the

need for tariffs to protect import-competing proeltsc Latin America’s exploding railroad
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network increased access to that internal marketit blso exposed interior producers to more
foreign competition, encouraging a tariff backlésloffset the impact of the railroads. The
railroad system was less extensive in Asia, arfddhwe have measured it in a fashion that
understates the Asian railroad shortfall (milesailfvay trunk line, rather than miles per capita).
A less extensive railway system in Asia impliedslesed for tariffs for protective purposes.

Higher levels of urbanization in Latin America alselp to explain the gap in tariff rates
between Latin America and Asia. Ronald RogowsBB@) has used the Stolper-Samuelson
theorem to suggest that we look to Latin Americeban capitalists for the political economy
explanation for those extraordinarily high tariffisring thebelle époque Although their
economies certainly varied in labor-scarcity, eMeatin American country faced relative capital
scarcity and relative land abundance. As the Stelamuelson theorem has it, “protection
benefits (and liberalization of trade harms) owrdriactors in which, relative to the rest of the
world, that society ipoorly endowed” (Rogowski 1989: 3). According to thiadkiof thinking,
urban capitalists should have been looking to fpraiectionist coalitions as soon as the Latin
Americanbelle époqueand thepax britannicaglobalization forces began to threaten them with
freer trade. High urbanization rates in Latin Aioaigave these interests more power to achieve
protection, while low rates in Asia contributedie opposite result.

Even controlling for so many other factors, tasifftonomy was important. How much
did it matter? After all, we have seen a varidtiaaff rates even within colonies run by
imperialists favoring free trade at home. Stitllipy autonomy implied high tariffs before World
War |, with the coefficient on the autonomy varibi the regressions ranging between 0.618
and 0.912 in columns (1) through (6). The modgbssts, then, that granting tariff autonomy
would have raised tariffs by 1.7 to 2.5 timesetdie equa’?. In other words, the model indicates
that granting late Tcentury Asia the same level of tariff autonomy.asn America could have

raised Asian tariffs from 7 to between 12 and I/tg@et. Turning to columns (1°) through (67),
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we see thafisia’s lack of tariff autonomy only explains aboug third of the tariff difference
between Asia and Latin Ameriddut that leaves almost two thirds explained teydther factors.

Did the Asian countries subjected to unequal ieeabut not formally colonies (China,
Japan, and Siam), have higher tariffs than thasiewere colonies (Burma, Ceylon, India,
Indonesia, and the Philippines)? Surprisinglyyttiiel not, as Figure 3 documents.

With policy autonomy, Asian tariff levels might rebeen half those of Latin America,
rather than only a fourth. But, as we have se®iff autonomy was not the only factor at work.
Internal market size mattered, as did the proteaticthe market that poor railroads offered
domestic producers. Weak political power of théaAsurban capitalist mattered, a weakness
associated with smaller urban presence there cadpdth Latin America. Finally, after
controlling for tariff autonomy, partner tariffs t@red. If your trading partner had high tariffs,
so did you. Since Latin America traded more witbtectionist North America, while Asia
traded more with free trade Europe (especiallfrés trade colonizers Britain and the
Netherlands), more of the tariff rate gap betweatinLAmerica and Asia is explained.

We cannot leave this section without saying a vadrout historical persistence,
especially in the case of Latin America. Table 8ere the four decades after 1870, but what
about the half century before? Does it matter tthiatpost-independence period was extremely
violent in Latin America?

In young, recently independent economies with loweven declining capacity to tax
income, expenditure or wealth, few bureaucratioueses to implement efficient collection, and
limited access to foreign capital markets, custogmenues are an easy-to-collect source essential
to support central government expenditures onsirfiugture and especially defense. This was
certainly true of the newly-independent United &and Latin American countries in the first
half of the 1 century, although the US had more success inmgainicess to European capital

markets. The average share of customs dutiesahratenues across eleven Latin American

8 Since the dependent variable is in logs, 0.61872 2 1.68 and 0.912 x 2.72 = 2.48.
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republics was 57.8 percent between 1820 and 1880t¢Go 1997: Table 1). Furthermore,
customs revenues are especially important for Emddant countries with federal governments
since they do not have the population and tax-pdgasity to make other forms of tax collection
efficient’ Now add to these facts a huge revenue needtbdigl wars, and to repel foreign
invaders, we emerge with the high United Statéfgaturing its Civil War of the 1860s and the
high (and rising) tariffs in the newly-independéatin America republicshat experienced

almost continuous war and civil conflict betweea 1820s and the 1870s (Mares 2001; Centeno
1997; Bate=t al. 2007).

The preoccupation with national defense and inteseeurity pushed the newly
independent Latin American republics toward higleeenue-generating tariffs. Military
expenditures quickly rose to consume over 70 atahahore than 90 percent of all revenues
(Centeno 1997). Weak governments, under attack ¥ithin and without, abandoned internal
taxes that required an extensive and loyal bur@aydo collect and concentrated instead on tax
collection at a few ports and mines. Thus, levélpmtection” rose in every Latin American
country (for which there are data) as did the austeevenues as a percentage of total
government revenues.

We stress these facts since we believe histgumalistence matters and that some part of
those very high Latin American tariffs between 18nd World War | can be explained by the
level of violence in the half centubefore1870, violence so particular to Latin America dgri

what was otherwise Rax Britannicaworld.

° For federal governments, customs revenues werelegger share of total revenues in Latin America
(65.6 percent)
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What Explains the Interwar Rise in Asian Protecti@n

Why did Asian tariffs rise to those high Latin Argamn heights during the interwar years,
especially during the 1930s? Note that it was nstt pne or two Asian countries pushing those
tariffs up, since Figure 5 shows that it was uliinus across the whole region. Only Japan and
the Philippines failed to raise tariffs in the 193But every other Asian country did so in both
decades, with the biggest tariff surge taking pfacd8urma, Ceylon, China, India and Siam
[Thailand]. What was different about the interwacddes? Table 5 repeats for the interwar
decades the same regressions reported in Tabtelefpre-WW!I decades. The comparison is
striking: the coefficients on all the fundamentiving tariff levels are repeated after World War
| except one -ariff autonomy Thus, while countries with tariff autonomy hadahthigher
tariffs before World War |, they did not thereaft€hat is, while the tariff autonomy coefficient
was positive and significant before the War, it wessgnificant afterwards. However, the partner
tariff effect was even stronger in the interwarabies. It seems clear that the American and
European hegemons released their grip on theinEsd@nd dependent partners in the interwar
years, and that their colonies chose to do as mhadters did — raise tariffs. Table 6 shows this
diminished colonial effect quite explicitly. Thedt row of the Oaxaca-Blinder decomposition
reports the portion of the difference in log tariffetween Asia and Latin America due to
differences in the value of the right-hand sidgalaes, the second due to the difference in the
coefficients between the two regions, while thectliue to both (‘interaction’). The table
confirms what we asserted above: for the 1930s;amaot reject the hypothesis that all three of
these components are zero, meaning that the adifiliyr endogenous tariff model to explain the
difference between the two regions falls aparh@1930s (the residual goes way up). Even for
the interwar as a whole, it appears that differsricghe regressors (e.g. autonomy) aren't driving

the regional tariff gap any more, but rather in hbe/regressors affect tariffs (the coefficients).
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It seems to us that the moral is this. If we apkilg for the historical origins of inward-
looking and anti-market ISI strategies in much efaéduring the post-World War Il period, we
will find them in this interwar transition of th@lonies and dependents to policy autonomy, not

just in their response to the global crisis of 1880s.

The Pre-1914 Tariff-Growth Correlation

Table 7 summarizes the variance in tariff ratesitge1914. The average Latin American
country had four times the tariff level of the aage Asian country. Table 8 gives average tariffs
for each country during three different time pesi¢ti870-1899, 1900-1913, 1919-1938). Setting
aside for a moment the relatively high tariffs toé Philippines, every Asian country had lower
tariffs than every Latin country before 1914. As have seen, this was not true in the decade
after World War | when three Asian countries nudtiesdr tariff rates up in to Latin American
ranges (Burma, Egypt, Turkey). And, to repeattHeylate 1930s Asia on average Ihigher
tariffs than Latin America.

Interwar experience aside, the pre-1914 experiandis an exploration of the tariff-
growth trade-off. Figure 6 presents cross-sectianaleighted average GDP per capita, in 1990
USS$, for the two regions. Despite variation witttie sample and interwar troubles, the big
morals of Figure 6 are that: Latin America staftedn a far richer resource base and thus a much
higher per capita income; hieelle époquegrowth experience left Asia far behind; but the”sD
per capita gap between Latin America and Asia ssdpgidening in the interwar decades.

So, were high tariffs associated with fast growgfobe World War 1? Latin America had
enormous tariffs and an impressive growth performeawhile Asia had low tariffs and slow
growth, but we think that this correlation is spuis and likely to have been driven by third
factors specific to all countries within a givegien. Thus, while Figure 7 shows that all Latin

American countries had high tariffs and fast grod®00-1913, compared with Asia (except
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Ceylon), it also shows (with nonparametric reg@ssines) thatvithin these two regionsigh
tariffs were correlated with slow growthn short, this pre-1914 evidence is quite constsigthn
findings coming from the modern evidence since 187§. that free trade is consistent with fast
growth and protection with slow growth. The betweenntry correlation — high tariffs
associated with fast growth and low tariffs withvglgrowth — must be attributed to third factors
driving both. Future research should explore thésie¢ at greater length by looking at

industrialization and third factors, a point we sug in the next section.

Agenda: Did Tariff Policy Influence Industrializatbn in Asia and Latin America?

In some parts of Asia and Latin America, modernugidalization started more than a
century ago. Latin America had two emerging indakteaders in the late T&entury — Brazil
and Mexico, Asia had four — Bengal, Bombay, Japah$hanghai, and the European periphery
had at least three — Catalonia, the north Italimmgle and Russia. Why did Asian and Latin
American industrialization start in the late"™@entury and why in some places and not in others?
No doubt the answer is as complex as any queséalind more generally with the causes of
modern economic growth, and no doubt any answarldhioclude much-cited fundamentals like
culture, geography, institutions and good goverrtimé@nd no doubt those fundamentals would
help explain any manufacturing productivity catghfar its absence) in Asia and Latin America.
But as to timing and magnitudes, here global fol@as&e a chance to shine. What role did tariffs
play? What role did world market forces play?

The economics literature suggests four possibléaeggtions, but that literature does not
yet offer an empirical assessment of their impartametween 1870 and 1940. The big four are:
Trade barriers Highertariffs and non-tariff barriers must have reduced conipetjiressure on
local import-competing manufacturing, in effectiaysing the price of their output in domestic

markets. In contrast, falling transportation c@sigss sea lanesffective distancewould have
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increased competitive pressure on home manufagtuaimd railroad developmemailway
mileageper land area) would have done the same by exposiernal markets to more foreign
competition. How big were those effects, and waff faolicy the most important of them?

Terms of trade and world market#\ secular rise in primary product prices may éostn export

boom in the poor periphery — as well as GDP peitaains, but it will also cause de-
industrialization. The 1®century offers abundant evidence confirming tfisat, whether for

India (Clingingsmith and Wiliamson 2008), Mexicodadoet al. 2008), or the Ottoman Empire
(Pamuk and Williamson 2009). But if a primary protlexport price boom fostered de-
industrialization in the poor periphery, the seceabgport price slump between the 1870s or 1890s
and the 19308 should have fostered industrialization there ak we

Wage costsAs the poor periphery fell further behind thetfgsowing industrial core up to

World War | — what we now call the Great Divergeneage costs per unit of labor fell in the
poor periphery relative to the industrial core.tRarmore, since, absent the role of trade barriers,
manufacturing prices were similar the world arouthd,own wage in manufacturing (the nominal
wage divided by the price of manufacturing outgmtjst also have fallen in the poor periphery
relative to the rich industrial core. This risingpgshould have given the poor periphery an
increasing cost advantage in their domestic marketsris paribusfostering industrialization,

led by labor-intensive manufacturing.

Productivity catch-up Given wage costs, given world market conditiarg] given tariff policy,

productivity catch-up of domestic manufacturingtbe industrial leaders should surely have
fostered industrialization in the poor peripherfisl one supposes, is where the role of pro-
growth institutions and good government shouldehin

While these are the big four, any future analgbisuld also control for domestic market
size GDP), the level of human capital per capisatfooling — required more intensively in

manufacturing than in primary product productiohether the country wascalony-- and thus
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whether it had autonomy over other than just tadffcy, and other forces, like whether parts of
interwar Asia were mimicking pro-industrial polisien emerging industrial new comers like
Brazil, Mexico and Russia/USSR.

The problem is that we do not yet have enough ecieléo do the empirical

analysis properly. But that evidence is on the way.

Concluding Remark

Are there lessons from history here? Perhapsybuirefer to end instead with the
following challenge: Any theoretical claim thatdital trade policy lies at the heart of postwar
growth performance over the last half century esthtwo regions must also explain why high
tariffs did not to dampen growth or industrialipatiduring the Latin Americabelle époquand

why low tariffs did not ignite growth or industriaétion in Asia before 1914.

10 As famously-noted by Raoul Prebisch (1949) andsHginger (1950). See also Williamson (2008).

1 Aurora Gémez Galvarriato and Williamson are cdifegdata on the imports of fuel, intermediates and
capital goods in to manufacturing for the poor jpleery 1870-1940, by looking at exports of such potsl
from France, Germany, the UK and the US. Thesewlifithe used as proxies for industrialization. &ls
Williamson is establishing a data base summariairerage labor productivity growth in manufacturing
across the poor periphery over these seven dectlisawill allow us to identify who in the poor pehery
underwent manufacturing catching-up on the fastvgrg leaders, and when.
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Table 1 Tariff Autonomy

Over the years spanning 1870 to 1938, the periondagiwhich countries are deemed to

have autonomy over setting tariff rates were:

Argentina
Australia

Austria/Austria-Hungary

Brazil

Burma
Canada
Ceylon

Chile

China
Colombia
Cuba
Denmark
Egypt
France
Germany
Greece

India
Indonesia
Italy

Japan
Mexico

New Zealand
Norway

Peru
Philippines
Portugal
Russia/lUSSR
Serbia/Yugoslavia
Spain
Sweden
Thailand
Turkey
United Kingdom
United States
Uruguay

All
All
All
All
None
All
None
All
1929 and after
All
1899 and after
All
Before 1882
All
Allexcept1919-1925
All
None
None
All
1900 and after
All
All
1906 and after
All
None
All
All
1878 and after
All
All
1891 and after
All exceptl919-1923
All
All
All
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Table 2

Correlation between Tariffs in Colonies and ColoniaMaster

Country's

tariff as Egypt

dependent var.

Time Period  1865-1945

UK Tariffs 0.607
6.65
0.587

Spain Tariffs

USA Tariffs

Constant 10.0
7.51

N 86

R? 0.345

Burma

1865-1945

0.672
8.62
0.685

4.84
4.25

86
0.469

Ceylon India Philippines  Philippines
1865-1945  1865-1945865-1898  1899-1945
0.493 0.893
17.5 16.5
0.886 0.874
—0.0807
—0.456
-0.0791
0.870
10.2
0.839
4.32 0.198 11.4 -2.16
10.5 0.249 3.49 -1.47
86 86 35 46
0.785 0.763 0.00630 0.704

OLS regressions. t-statistics are in italics aaddardized coefficients are in bold below

each coefficient
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Table 3 Why Were Tariffs Higher in Latin America than in Asia before World War 1?

Dependent variable: In (Own Tariff
Sample: 35 Countriés1870-1913
Panel between effects estimator

2) ) €) (4) (5) (6)
In (Exports/GDP)  -0.398  -0.195  -0.384 —0.410
(1.68)  (0.92) (1.60) (1.62)

In (GDP/capitd  -0.421  -0.524  -0.506  —0.533
(1.44) (1.71) (1.79) (1.82)
In (Population) -0.477 0430 -0.612 -0.384  -0.605-0.359
(3.27)"  (3.13)" (8.65)° (4.17)" (3.41) (3.74)”
In (Partner Tariff)  0.436 0.505 0.445 0.407 0.438 0.397
(2.31)° (2.56)  (2.38) (2.11)  (2.21)  (1.94)
In (Effective Dist)  0.086 0.141 —0.059 0.029 —0.092 0.001
(0.98) (1.44) (0.47) (0.25) (0.70) (0.01)
In (Railway MileS) 0.190 0.141 0.386 0.227 0.388 0.219
(2.06) (1.70) (2.73)  (2.16)  (2.60)  (1.97)
In (Schooling) -0.117 0.097 -0.264  -0.037  -0.475  -0.244
(0.70) (0.53) (1.08) (0.18) (2.08) (1.32)
In (Urbanizatiof)  0.174 0.082 0.292 0.138 0.239 0.070
(1.18) (0.53) (1.67) (0.91) (1.32) (0.45)
Tariff Autonomy  0.760 0.618 0.912 0.795 0.843 0.713
(2.61) (2.10)  (2.84)  (2.44) (250  (2.10)

Inflation —-0.030 0.034 -0.037 0.030
(0.39) (0.50) (0.47) (0.43)
Inflation Squared 0.003 0.002 0.003 0.002
(2.10) (1.43) (2.07) (1.39)
Constant 5.435 4.989 7.030 5.870 5.261 3.918
(3.14)7  (2.92)" (3.83)7 (38.34)" (3.22)7 (2.67)
Observations 1,528 1,174 1,174 1,174 1,174 1,174
No. countries 35 30 30 30 30 30
R-Squared 0.655 0.717 0.784 0.753 0.745 0.710

Absolute value of t-statistics are in parenthesdevb coefficient estimates. * significant at 10%significant at 5%; *** significant
at 1%. * Import duties over imports? Argentina, Australia, Austria-Hungary, Brazil, Bua, Canada, Ceylon, Chile, China,
Colombia, Cuba, Denmark, Egypt, France, Germange@e, India, Indonesia, Italy, Japan, Mexico, NealZnd, Norway, Peru,
Philippines, Portugal, Russia, Serbia, Siam, Sgreden, Turkey, United Kingdom, United States, dneuay. ® In 1990 US$.*
Index of average tariff levels in top 5 tradingtpars weighted by exports going to that partiiéProduct of average physical
distance to top 5 trading partners (principal tityprincipal city) weighted by exports going totleauntry, and transportation cost
index. ® Miles of railway trunk line in country’ Fraction of the population below the age of 15 thanrolled in primary schoof
Fraction of the population living in agglomeratiafgreater than 50,000 peopfelndicator variable taking the value 1 if countgsh
he freedom to set own tariff levels independerth if it does not.
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Table 4 What Accounts for the Difference in Tarif6 between Latin America and Asia before 19147

Average Fraction of regional difference explained:
regressor values:
Latin _ Coeff. x (L.LAm. avg. — Asia avg.)
Coefficient estimates from Table 3 America Asia a (L.Am. tariff — Asia tariff)
“w> @ 6 @ 6 © (O 1 @ @) @ 6) ©)
In (Exports/GDP) —0.398 -0.195 -0.384 -0.410 -1.94 -296 -0.28 -0.14 -0.27 -0.29
In (GDP/capita) —-0.421 -0.524 —0.506 —0.533 7.16 6.59 -0.17 -0.21 -0.20 -0.21
In (Population) —0.477 -0.430 —0.612 -0.384 —0:80359 8.18 10.0 062 056 0.79 050 0.78 0.46
In (Partner Tariff) 0.436 0.505 0.445 0.407 0.43890 271 214 0.17 0.20 0.17 0.16 0.17 0.16

In (Effective Dist.) 0.086 0.141 -0.059 0.029 —-@08.001 8.09 7.99 0.01 0.01 o0.00 0.00 -0.01 o0.00
In (Railway Miles) 0.190 0.141 0.386 0.227 0.388210. 7.20 5.72 0.20 0.15 0.40 0.23 040 0.23

In (Schooling) —0.117 0.097 —-0.264 —-0.037 —0.472449 6.96 6.11 -0.07 0.06 -0.16 -0.02 -0.28 -0.14
In (Urbanization) 0.174 0.082 0.292 0.138 0.23970.0 455 3.94 0.07 0.03 0.12 0.06 0.10 0.03
Tariff Autonomy 0.760 0.618 0.912 0.795 0.843 0.713 0.918 0.211 0.37 030 045 039 041 0.35
Inflation —0.030 0.034 —0.037 0.030 2.06 0.486 -0.03 0.04 -0.04 0.03
Inflation Squared 0.003 0.002 0.003 0.002 96.9 224 -0.27 -0.18 -0.27 -0.18
In (Own Tariff) 3.24 1.80

Coefficient estimates in columns (1) through (& &ken directly from Table 3. Columns (7) andsi®)w the average value of the underlying regrdssfare 1914 in Latin America and Asia,
respectively, where Latin America includes ArgeatiBrazil, Chile, Colombia, Cuba, Mexico, Peru, &irdguay, and Asia includes Burma, China, Ceylayd, India, Indonesia, Japan, Philippines,
Siam, and Turkey. Columns (1’) through (6’) take tifference between columns (7) and (8), multiplg difference by the corresponding coefficienhf one of the first six columns, and divide by
the difference between average In(Own Tariff) itih@merica and average In(Own Tariff) in Asia. i¥kalued can be interpreted as the fraction of the diffeedbetween the two regions’ tariffs that
is explained by each regressor. Since tariffs \aégleer in Latin America, a negative valuesauggests that the regressor cannot explain therdas difference; a large positive value suggestan.
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Table 5 Why Were Tariffs Higher in Latin America than in Asia in the Interwar Period?

Dependent variable: In (Own Tariff
Sample: 35 Countriés1919-1938
Panel between effects estimator

1) (2) 3) (4) (5) (6)
VARIABLES Intariff Lntariff Intariff Intariff Intariff Intariff
In (Exports/GDP) -0.215  -0.262* -0.179 —-0.153
(1.591) (1.906) (1.281) (0.966)
In (GDP/capitd) —0.620***  —0.659*** —0.608** —0.589**
(2.861) (2.967) (2.782) (2.666)
In (Population) —0.473** -0.491**  -0.446*** -0.333*** —0.399***  _(0.304***
(4.062) (4.036) (3.719) (4.038) (2.971) (3.332)
In (Partner Tariff) 0.615* 0.698* 0.827** 0.718** 0.873** 0.779*
(1.748) (2.031) (2.378) (2.102) (2.222) (2.049)
In (Effective Dist) 0.0421 0.0385 0.0452 0.0828 -0.0118 0.0219
(0.470) (0.404) (0.489) (0.934) (0.116) (0.229)
In (Railway Mile$) 0.378*** 0.384*** 0.344*** 0.282*** 0.302** 0.250**
(4.057) (3.909) (3.522) (3.282) (2.763) (2.632)
In (Schooling) —-0.296 -0.234 -0.213 —0.197 —-0.589***  —0.565***
(1.428) (1.134) (1.058) (0.966) (3.479) (3.378)
In (Urbanizatiofl) 0.290* 0.275* 0.219 0.168 0.0975 0.0570
(1.902) (1.744) (1.373) (2.073) (0.561) (0.339)
Tariff Autonomy —0.0605 -0.103 —0.0516 0.158 —-0.103 0.0780
(0.210) (0.343) (0.177) (0.647) (0.312) (0.289)
Inflation 0.00423  0.00503* 0.00452  0.00520*
(1.696) (2.056) (1.602) (1.905)
Inflation Squared —-2.98e-06 -3.46e-06 -2.61le-06 —3.04e-06
(1.066) (1.234) (0.827) (0.972)
Constant 7.078**  6.841** 6.252%** 5.932%** 5.530*** 5.276***
(4.609) (4.368) (4.040) (3.834) (3.203) (3.096)
Observations 604 585 585 585 585 585
R-squared 0.630 0.604 0.659 0.635 0.544 0.527
Number of country 35 35 35 35 35 35

Absolute value of t-statistics are in parenthesdevb coefficient estimates. * significant at 10%significant at 5%; *** significant
at 1%. * Import duties over imports® Argentina, Australia, Austria-Hungary, Brazil, Bus, Canada, Ceylon, Chile, China,
Colombia, Cuba, Denmark, Egypt, France, Germange@e, India, Indonesia, Italy, Japan, Mexico, NealZnd, Norway, Peru,
Philippines, Portugal, Russia, Serbia, Siam, Sgveden, Turkey, United Kingdom, United States, dnegyuay. ® In 1990 US$.*
Index of average tariff levels in top 5 tradingtpars weighted by exports going to that partiiéProduct of average physical
distance to top 5 trading partners (principal tityprincipal city) weighted by exports going totteauntry, and transportation cost
index. ® Miles of railway trunk line in country’ Fraction of the population below the age of 15 thanrolled in primary schoof
Fraction of the population living in agglomeratiafgreater than 50,000 peopfelndicator variable taking the value 1 if countgsh
the freedom to set own tariff levels independerdhy if it does not.
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Table 6 Oaxaca-Blinder decomposition of In(own taff), Latin America and Asia

1870-1913
and 1919- 1870-1913 1919-1938 1931-1938
1938
In (own tariff) ;. am.— IN 1.040 1.375 0.537 0.161
(own tariff)asia
Standard error of difference 0.035 0.036 0.062 0.083
Three-fold decomposition
Regressor values 0.764*** 0.980*** 0.010 —0.342
(0.077) (0.098) (0.188) (0.218)
Coefficients 0.471*** 0.461*** 0.578*** 0.067
(0.113) (0.156) (0.145) (0.217)
Interaction —-0.195 —0.066 -0.051 0.436
(0.132) (0.181) (0.229) (0.298)
N in Latin America 476 286 151 72
N in Asia 525 359 166 70
N total 1,001 645 317 142

Note: Regressors are the same as in Table 5, colurft $8<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 7 Regional Summary of Tariff Levels, 1870-1913

Latin America®

overall
between
within

Asia’

overall
between
within

East Asia

overall

between
within

! Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Cuba, Mexi&eru, Urugua;/.2 Burma, China,
Ceylon, Egypt, India, Indonesia, Japan, Philippigam, Turkey.

Mean

27.0

Mean

7.04

Mean

6.70

Japan, Philippines, Siam.

Std. Dev.

8.76
6.84
6.04

Std. Dev.

4.29
3.43
2.79

Std. Dev.

4.80
4.13
3.05

Min  Max
9.7 58.2
Min  Max
1.78 235
Min  Max
1.78 235

Observations

N =341
Groups =8
T= 43

Observations

N =440
Groups = 10
T= 44

Observations

N =220
Groups =5
T= 44

China, Indonesia,
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Table 8 Average Tariff Levels by Period 1870-1938

1870-1899  1900-1913  1919-1938

Argentina 26.1 23.4 18.0
Brazil 34.5 40.0 23.4
Chile 19.4 18.3 22.1
Colombia 335 47.4 29.3
Cuba 22.5 25.6 26.2
Mexico 16.6 21.9 21.2
Peru 324 23.2 16.3
Uruguay 29.7 33.3 19.6
China 3.2 3.3 11.3
Indonesia 4.9 5.2 10.0
Japan 6.2 1.7 5.9
Philippines 10.3 21.2 8.1
Siam 3.6 7.4 15.1
Burma 4.0 11.3 22.5
Ceylon 6.2 7.3 13.3
Egypt 11.0 14.2 26.3
India 3.4 4.7 17.3
Turkey 7.4 9.5 30.7

Tariffs are expressed as total import duties ctéclivided by total imports (%).



Figure 1

British tariffs vs. tariffs in the Empire
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Import duties / Imports

Figure 2

Filipino tariffs vs. Spanish and American tariffs
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Import duties / total imports
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Figure 3

Average and standard deviation of tariff levels:
Colonies vs. Non-Colonies in Asia
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Import duties / total imports

Figure 4

Regional average and standard deviation of tariff levels:
Latin America vs. Asia
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Average Tariff Level

Figure 5 Tariff levels in Asia, 1870-1950
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GDP/capita, 1990 US$

Figure 6

Regional average and standard deviation of GDP/capita:
Latin America vs. Asia
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Figure 7 The Tariff-Growth Correlation in the Years Before World War |
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Data Appendix for Endogenous Tariffs and Growth

Most data used in papers from the tariff projeechedrom a novel database constructed
by Chris Blattman, Ximena Clark, Michael A. Clemgktartin Kanz, Istvan Zollei and
others, under the guidance of Jeffrey G. William@dapartment of Economics, Harvard
University). The data base itself is called theVB@ata file. This appendix offers a
thorough description of sources and methods usedliecting these data, although much
of the data herein have appeared in previous mtlits and more detailed descriptions
of sources and methods are sometimes within théest data for the period 1870-1913
first appeared in Clemens and Williamson, “WheeBliitish Foreign Capital Go?”
NBER Working Paper 8028lational Bureau of Economic Research, Cambrititgess.
(December 2000). Most data for the period 19140184t appeared in Clemens and
Williamson, “Why the Tariff-Growth Correlation Chged After 1950, ,NBER Working
Paper 8459National Bureau of Economic Research, Cambritigss. (October 2001).
Data for the eight Latin America countries, howeweais greatly updated and expanded
in John H. Coatsworth and Williamson, "The Root&atin American Protectionism:
Looking Before the Great DepressioNNBER Working Paper 8998lational Bureau of
Economic Research, Cambridge, Mass. (June 200#.teFms of trade data were
collected in Blattman and Jason Hwang, “The TermBade Debate Revisited, Again,”
unpublished manuscript, Department of Economicsy&td University (Summer 2002).
Note that several sources are used frequently fowal aforementioned papers. They are:
Arthur S. BanksCross-National Time Series,1815-197Gomputer File] ICPSR ed.
(Ann Arbor, Michigan: Inter-University Consortiurorf Political and Social Research,
1976), hereafter Banks (1976); Brian R. Mitchilternational Historical Statistics,
Europe, 1750-1988\ew York: Stockton Press, 1992); Brian R. Mit¢hkiternational
Historical Statistics: The Americas, 1750-1988&w York: Stockton Press, 1993); Brian
R. Mitchell, International Historical Statistics: Africa, Asia &ceania, 1750-199@ew
York: Stockton Press, 1998); hereafter Mitchell.

Average Own Tariff Rates (or Total Import Duties evImports)

Average tariff rates are calculated as the totatmae from import duties divided by the

value of total imports in the same year. In sonsesathe sources used do not distinguish
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between import and export duties, and report miatoms duties only. Total customs
duties are used in the calculation of averageftaiés for countries where the value of
export duties has historically been an insigniftcgimare of total customs duties.
Sometimes, the value of import duties collecte@dported for fiscal years, while import
data generally refer to calendar years. While n@kiconsistent effort to compare
calendar year duties to calendar year importsages where calendar year duties figures
are unavailable, fiscal year duties are divided¢&lgndar year imports to calculate
average tariff. (In these instances, fiscal yegrarhduties are assumed to belong to the
calendar year in which most of the fiscal yearsfallExcept where noted, missing data
have not been interpolated.

Argentina: Figures for Argentina 1865-1900 are from fuario de la Direccion
General de Estadistica Correspondiente al Afio 19@ume 1(Buenos Aires:
Compaiiia Sud-Americana de Billetes de Banco, 190857, while figures for 1910-
1913 come from the 1915 edition of the same putdingpp. 798 and 815). Average
tariff figures for 1914-1930 are taken from RoseynEnorp, “Economy, 1914-29,” in
Leslie Bethel, edLatin America: Economics and Society 1870-183@mbridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1989), p. 77, Diagrarariffs as a percentage of import
value, 1910-30,” hereafter Thorp (1989). Figuresifa31-1937 come frorilemoria de

la Contaduria General de la Nacipiolume 1(Buenos Aires: Ministerio de Hacienda,
various issues): 1931, p. 43; 1932, p. 115; 193433; 1935, p. 159; 1937, p. 177.
Import duties for 1933 and 1936 and import figuiesl931-1937 are taken froEi
Comercio Exterior Argentin(Buenos Aires: various issues): 1933, p. 57; 1938]1.
Data for 1938-40 are from the United NationgtiStical YearbooKNew York:

Statistical Office of the United Nations, DeparthehEconomic Affairs, 1951),
hereafter United Nations (1951), with imports on 4-88, and customs duties on pp.
474-520. The yearbook asserts that “wherever thtendtion is of quantitative
importance, customs duties are subdivided into mrgoad export duties” (p. 472).
Australia: Figures for 1870-1900 are given in Kevin H. O'Rar‘Tariffs and Growth

in the Late 19th Century,The Economic Journdl10 (April 2000): 456-83. Average
tariff rates for 1901-1913 from Mitchell (1998).effond this date, customs import duties

and total imports are reported in t@&icial Year Book of the Commonwealth of
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Australia(Canberra: Commonwealth Bureau of Census and t8tafi&overnment
Printer, various issues), 1915: p. 567, 1916: p, 8917: p. 591, 1918: p. 616, 1919: p.
596, 1920: p. 616, 1921: p. 533, 1922: p. 502, 192216 and 352, 1929: p. 227 and
350, 1933: p. 258, 1937: p. 520, 1941: p. 678. Mgaties after 1930 include the so-
called “primage duty” collected on Australian imtsor

Austria: Figures for Austria-Hungary 1870-1913 are takemfl.udwig LangHundert
Jahre Zollpolitik trans. Alexander Roselaiserliche and Konigliche Hofbuchdruckerei
and Hofverlagsbuchhandlur{@vien and Leipzig: Carl Fromme, 1906), which wefpr
to that reported by David F. Goothe Economic Rise of the Habsburg Empire 1750-
1914 (Berkeley, Cal.:University of California Press 849, p. 227. Figures for 1907-
1913 and 1922-1937 are taken from Mitchell (1992).

Brazil: Figures before 1914 come from transcriptions ahpriy-source numbers for
Brazilian imports, government income, and fractidigovernment income due to import
duties in Laura Randal Comparative Economic History of Latin America0051914,
Volume 3: BrazilNew York: Institute for Latin American Studiespl@mbia University,
1977), pp. 219-49. Figures for 1914-1930 come fildrarp (1989), p. 77 (Diagram:
"Tariffs as a percentage of import value, 1910-3B9r 1931-1936, import duties
(“direitos de importacao para consumao”) are takemiContadoria Central da
Republica, Balanco Geral da Uniao, 19@8io de Janeiro: Imprensa Nacional, 1937), p.
136, while the value of total imports are fr@@omercio Exterior do Brazill933-37(Rio
de Janeiro: Servico de Estadistica Economica EnEwiea do Tresouro Nacional,
Ministerio da Fazenda, 1938), p. 3. The ratio ofport taxes” and imports for 1937-
1940 is calculated from A. K. Ludwi@razil: A Handbook of Historical Statistics
(Boston: G.K. Hall & Co., 1985), p. 314 (imports)dap. 354 (“import taxes”).

Burma: Imports are reported annually and customs déiesvery fifth year in Teruko
Saito and Lee Kin Kiondstatistics on the Burmese Econof8ingapore: Institute of
Southeast Asian Studies, 1999), p. 175 (importd)par201 (customs duties). Thus,
average tariff rates are calculated for every fyilar and the missing years are
interpolated geometrically.

Canada Figures for 1867-1913 come from Mitchell (1993)r B914-40, figures are
taken from M. C. Urquhart and K. A. H. Buckldyistorical Statistics of Canada
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(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1965),78. dmports) and pp. 197-8
(“customs import duties”).

Ceylon Figures for Ceylon 1902-1912 on import duties enplorts come from the 1905
and 1914 editions of th@eylon Blue Boak The 1902 figure is assumed to hold for 1870-
1901 based on Batemen’s contemporary report teatdame rates seen in 1902 also
prevailed in the years leading up to 1885 (A. BeBeen, “Customs Tariffs Journal of

the Statistical Society of Londo#8(4) (December 1885): pp. 617-27). Figureslf2h-
1940 come fronThirty Years of Trade Statistics of Ceylon (192%-%8olombo:
Department of Commerce, Part 1, 1955), p. 1 (“memdise imports”) and p. 2

(“customs duties on imports”). Average tariff rates 1921 and 1922 are calculated
using theAnnual General RepofColombo: Government Record Office, various issues)
1922: pp. 21-22 and 1923: p. 10. According to theres in theAnnual General Repart
the value of export duties in Ceylon was almost#yane third of the value of import
duties in 1921-1923. Therefore, Ceylon’s averag# tate for 1914-1920 is estimated as
follows: customs duties reported in Patrick PeelAddandbook of Historical Statistics
(Boston: G.K. Hall & Co., 1982), pp. 236-7, are tiplied by : to get an estimated value
of import duties; then the estimated import duéies divided by the value of merchandise
imports given in th& hirty Years of Trade Statistics of Ceyld®55), p. 1.

Chile: Jose Diaz and Gert Wagner, “Importaciones, ArawglOtros Instrumentos de
Politica Comercial. Antecedentes Siglos XIX y X>Qbcumento de Trabajo del Instituto
de Economia de la Pontificia Universidad Catolica@hile, No. 223Santiago (2002).
China: The treaties of Nanking (1843) and Tientsin (1888)well as other similar
treaties, limited the Chinesel valoremtariff rate on imports from essentially all of
Europe to 5%. However, the treaties (and theirsiews in 1870, 1902, 1917, and 1922)
did not setad valoremtariffs. Rather, they set specific nominal dutiest, although

initially equivalent to a 5%d valoremtariff, rapidly declined in effective value asqes
rose (C. F. RemeiThe Foreign Trade of Chinghanghai: The Commercial Press Ltd.,
1926, pp. 171-81). “The average effective ratesevedien below three percent and were
never above four percent even in the years immagligllowing the revisions” (Yu-

Kwei ChengForeign Trade and Industrial Development of ChiSeattle, Wash.: The

University Press, 1956, pp. 8-13). For this reas@massumed that import-duties-over-
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imports for China started at 4% in each year artirtkl at a constant rate to 2.5% in the
year immediately preceding the next revision (Clesnand Williamson 2000). Due to
China’s joining World War 1, one such tariff revasi took place in 1918. “But that
revision proved inadequate since the yield atithe of the Washington Conference of
1921-1922 was estimated at only about 3 per cdm@.dJonference agreed to immediate
revision to an effective 5 per cent" (Arthur N. YayChina's Nation-Building Effort,
1927-37,Stanford, Cal.: Hoover Institution Press, 197118). Finally, through
negotiations the Nationalist government obtainedf @itonomy by 1929, which
changed Chinese tariffs greatly. Young (1971) repionports (pp. 492-3) and import
duties (p. 52) for the period 1927-1937. The avetagff rates take account of
Manchuria’s foreign trade until 1931.

Colombia Jos! Antonio Ocampo and Santiago Montene@asis mundial proteccion e
industrializacion: ensayos de historia economiclbboiana(Bogak: CEREC, 1984).
Cuba “On February 10, 1818, freedom of trade was decr@atthe customs tariffs
established in that connection were ferociouslyqutive of Spanish commerce and ships
with tariffs ranging from 20% to 36% ad valorem.ighystem lasted through the
nineteenth century with occasional changes to asgerotection against foreign
products” (Julio Le Riverendconomic History of Cubdlavana: Ensayo Book Institute,
1967, p. 177). A benchmark of import duties andangfrom 1840 comes fro@uadro
Analitico del Comercio, Navegacion y Rentas delade Cuba en el Afio de 1840
(Havana: Imprenta del Comercio, 1841), pp. 12 @)dfhd is assumed to hold constant
until 1882. Various authors support such an assiempdescribing how trade policy
changed little until the revenue-neutral shiftariffs away from Spanish goods and
towards the produce of other nations began in 188 Fidel G. Pierré&panish Misrule
in America,Washington: Cuban Delegation in the United Stdt896, p. 30 and Enrique
José Varonazuba vs. Spair 917, p. 15). Customhouse revenue in 1895 is duioden
The Cuban Question in Its True Ligh896), p. 25, and imports for that year from
Gonzalo De Quesad@uba(Washington: International Bureau of the American
Republics, Government Printing Office, 1905), p4 1Bnport duties and imports for
1905-1914 come fror@omercio Exterior, Segundo Semestre de 1@dvana: Seccion
de Estadistica, Secretaria de Hacienda, Repuldi€audba, 1915), pp. XII-XIV. The
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import-duties-over-imports figure for 1895 is assahto hold until the Treaty of Paris in
1898, from which time through 1904 the 1905 figisrassumed to hold. Figures for
1928-40 are taken from S. Schroedaupa: A Handbook of Historical StatistiBoston:
G.K. Hall & Co., 1982), p. 470.

Denmark Figures for 1865-1913 come from Mitchell (199Rigures for 1914-40 are
taken from Hans Chr. Johans@&gnsk Historisk Statistik (Danish Historical Staits),
1814-1980(Copenhagen: Gyldendal, 1985), where total memtisarimports (“samlet
vareindforsel”, pp. 196-7) and customs duties ('tppp. 327 and 330) are reported.
Egypt: Figures for 1885-1935 are taken from fmnual Statement of the Foreign Trade
of Egypt(Cairo: Statistical Department, Ministry of Finand 935), where “duty
collected on imports” (of merchandise) is givenpot®. The 1885 figure is assumed to
hold on 1882-1884. Before the 1882 British occigpatthe figure for Turkey is used.
Figures for 1938-1940 are from the United NatioteiStical YearbooK1951). Figures
for the period 1936-1937 are obtained through géociaterpolation.

France: Figures for 1865-1913 are from Mitchell (1992)guries for 1914-1940 are
taken from théAnnauire StatistiquéParis: Ministere des Finances et de Affaires
Economiques, Impremerie Nationale, 1951), whiclorestotal imports (pp. 190-1) and
import duties (“droits d’importation”, p. 321).

Germany:Figures for 1880-1940 come from Mitchell (1992priétheless, the following
sources were also used to convince ourselves ofdlidity of the Mitchell figures:
Deutsche WirtschaftskundBerlin: Statistischen Reichsamt, Verlag von Reime
Hobbing, 1933), pp. 119, 316, 336; Otto NathEme Nazi Economic SystéDurham,
North Carolina: Duke University Press, 1944), f0;3atistisches Jahresbuch fir das
Deutsche ReicfBerlin: Statistisches Reichsamt, various issuesice the fragmented
data in these sources on imports (“Einfuhr”) ansteons import duties (“Z6lle” or
“Zollertrdge”) match the figures in Mitchell (1992he latter was used 1880-1940 for
continuity.

Greece:Figures on import duties and imports for Gree&87:1897 come from
Commerce de la Gréce avec les Pays Etrangers péfidanée 190QAthens :
Imprimerie Nationale, 1901), p. 5, and figures1808-1910 fronStatistique du

Commerce Special de la Gréce avec les Pays Etrarmmrdant I’Année 190@\thens :
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Bureau de Statistique du Ministere des Financegtiinerie Nationale, 1911), pp. 2 and
40 (as well as the same pages of the 1912 editidrsingle datapoint for 1868 is
available in Demetrius Bikelas, “Statistics of ti@agdom of Greece,Journal of the
Royal Statistical Societ1(3) (September 1868), pp. 265-98. When, tdanng the
period 1869-1886 did Greece make the transitiom fimw tariffs to protective tariffs?
Writing in 1878, Newmarch divides the countrieghed world into five groups, according
to “the degree in which the Tariffs of the respeetjroups are hostile to the admission of
exports sent from the United Kingdom” (William Newrgh, “On the Progress of the
Foreign Trade of the United Kingdom since 1856hviispecial Reference to the Effects
Produced Upon it by the Protectionist Tariffs oh@tCountries,Journal of the Royal
Statistical Society41(2) (June 1878), p. 200). Greece figures irf'tha@st hostile” group.
Thus it is assumed that the protective tariff lewedlculated for 1887 had already arrived
in 1877, and the years 1869-1876 are interpolatedngtrically. Figures for 1911-1939
are taken fronstatistique du Commerce de La Grece avec Les Ragsdes, Volume |
(Athens: Impremerie Nationale, 1939), which givaports (p. 4) and import duties
(“droits d’importacion,” p. 31).

India: For the period before 1910, we employ Rider’s oletéon that India affected a
“departure from free trade” in 1894 with the impmsi of a “5 percent ad valorem duty
on all imports except cotton goods and a list @f naaterials and machinery used in
major Indian industries.” With a few modificatignscluding a change that removed the
cotton exemption, this arrangement survived “uhi war” (Thomas Rider, “The Tariff
Policy of the Government of India and IndustriavBl®pment,”Journal of Economic
History, 30(1) (March 1970), p. 278). Figures for 19134 @ome fronthe Statistical
Abstract of British IndigLondon: His Majesty's Stationery Office, variossues), 1910-
1920: pp. 62 and 152-3, 1920-1930: pp. 212-4 add3H3926-1936: pp. 404-6 and 824-
5. In this source, duties on imports by sea aral totports by sea are reported. The use
of sea trade data to calculate average tariff feseéms justified given that customs
revenues from land trade represented only abo@t @ffhe customs duties on sea trade,
and land imports were well under 10% of sea-bommmorts. Figures for 1935-1940 are

from theReview of the Trade of Ind{®elhi: Department of Commercial Intelligence
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and Statistics, various issues), 1936-1937: p@ri2R263, 1937-1938: pp. 78 and 277,
1940-1941: pp. 101 and 249.

Indonesia: Figures for 1870-1939 are from W. L. Korthals Alt€hanging Economy in
Indonesia: Volume 12a, General Trade Statistic218240(Amsterdam: Royal Tropical
Institute, 1991), pp. 54-6 (imports) and pp. 18{r&ort duties). Figures for 1940 are
taken from theStatistical Pocket Book of Indonegilakarta: Biro Pusat Statistik, 1957),
p. 99 (imports) and p. 173 (import duties).

Italy: Figures for 1865-1913 are from Mitchell (1992)r E814-1940, the data come
from Thelma LiesnetQne Hundred Years of Economic Statis{idew York: Facts on
File, 1989), pp. 244-7.

Japan: Figures for 1865-1891 are from Mitchell (1998)gtiies for 1892-1940 are taken
from JapanStatistical YearbooKkTokyo: Sorifu, Tokeikyoku, 1949), p. 471. Figufes
1866, and 1893-1896 are obtained through geomiatéarpolation.

Mexico: For Mexico, import duties for 1886-1891 come fromténio PefafielBoletin
Semestral de la Direccion General de Estadistictadgepublica MexicanéMexico

City: Ministerio de Fomento, 1892), p. 154. Impdrtsm this same period come from
Banks (1976), converted to pesos using Taylor (2Q6tport duties and imports for
1894-1910 come from thRoletin de Estadistica Fisc@Viexco City: Palacio Nacional),
pp. 63, 139, 146-7, and 173, except imports 18944896h come from Banks (1976)
converted as before by Taylor (20@0)d the assumption that on 1906-1910, the fraction
of total customs revenue represented by imporedwias equal to the average of what
that fraction had been during 1894-1906. Tariffary1892-1893 are assumed to equal
1894 levels, but since Porfirio Diaz reformed theffs in 1891, we cannot assume
continuity from 1891 to 1892 (Graciela Marquez, fiffaProtection in Mexico, 1892-
1909: Ad Valorem Tariff Rates and Sources of Vasiat in John H. Coatsworth and
Alan M. Taylor, eds.lL.atin America and the World Economy since 1808mbridge,
Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1998, p. 435)eAdhmark for import duties in 1871 is
found inExposicion que el Ejectutivo Federal Dirige al Coegp de la Unidn, Dando
Cuenta del Uso que Ha Hecho de las Facultades ej@»hcedio el Articulo 3° de la Ley
de 1° Diciembre de 1871, y del Estado que Guarddaeienda Federal en 1° de Abril de
1872(Mexico City: Imprenta del Gobierno, en Palaciof/28 p. 458. This is combined
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with imports from Banks (1976) converted by Tay2000) Figures from 1872-1885 are
interpolated geometrically, guided by the 1844,5.86d 1872 benchmarks for import
duties given in Walter Flavius McCalehe Public Finances of Mexi¢dlew York:
Harper & Brothers Publishers, 1921), pp. 89, 12a&r# 134. Figures for 1925-1937
come from theéAnuario EstadisticgMexico City: Estados Unidos Mexicanos Secretario
de la Economia Nacional Direccion General de Est@di, various issues), reporting
Mexican import duties (“impuestos a la importation1930, p. 517; 1938, pp. 280-1;
1940, p.741) and imports (in 1938, p. 247 and 194654). Figures for 1938-1940 are
from the United Nations (1951). Figures for theeexted civil war period, 1913-1924,
are estimated through geometric interpolation.

New Zealand:Figures are taken from ti@fficial Year Book of New Zealand
(Wellington: Government Printer, various issuesgjuding 1894: p. 132 and endsheet,
1928: p. 341, 1932: p. 281, 1935: p. 233, 193270, 1941: p. 249. Figures for 1865-
1885 were estimated by assuming that tariff reverpeesented the same average
fraction of total tax revenue during 1865-1885talid 1886-1892 (i.e. roughly 70%).
The assumption is justified by the facts that thastion was essentially constant between
1886 and 1892, and that this fraction was alsohltyug0% in 1851-1852 (endsheet of
the 1894 edition of th&fficial Year Bookhas figures for 1851-1852).

Norway: Figures for 1865-1940 are from Mitchell (1992) eHtstorisk StatistikKOslo:
Central Bureau of Statistics of Norway, 1978), p®1 and 446, was also used to check
the validity of Mitchell’s data.

Peru: Primary sources for Peru 1866-1878 and 1883-194 8liaectly quoted in Laura
Randall,A Comparative Economic History of Latin America0051914. Volume 4: Peyu
(New York: Institute for Latin American Studies, I[Gmbia University, 1977), pp. 205-6.
The period 1879-1882 is interpolated geometricdllgures for 1914-1930 come from
Thorp (1989), p. 77 (Diagram: "Tariffs as a peregetof import value, 1910-30").
Figures for 1931-37 are taken from tetracto Estadistico del PerlLima: Preparado
por la Direccion Nacional de Estadistica, 1938)répg customs duties (“impuestas
aduanas,” p. 402) and total imports (p. 212). Datd 938-40 are from the United
Nations (1951).
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The Philippines:Import duties over imports for the Philippinesnifrd867-1892 are
taken from theestadistica Mercantil del Comercio Exterior de lakas Filipinas(1867,
1876) and th&stadistica General del Comercio Exterior de ldadg=ilipinas (1881,
1885, 1893). For the periods 1904-1907 and 19112 &atistics are available in H. B.
McCoy, Annual Report of the Bureau of Customs for thedi¥ear Ending June 30,
1907 (Manila: Bureau of Printing, 1907), pp. 50-3 d&wreign Commerce of the
Philippine Islands, January-December 1914, July-®raber 1913Manila: Bureau of
Customs, Department of Finance and Justice, Gowarhaf the Philippine Islands,
Bureau of Printing, 1914), p. 138. Since protettinder the Spanish doubled between
1890 and 1892 (from 7.4% to 14.7%), it is not cleaw to fill in the missing years 1893-
1903. Since it appears that protection was stithg between 1904 and 1907 (from
20.3% to 22.4%), it is assumed that it rose shaylamd slowly during the missing
period; that is, the missing years are interpolgeaimetrically. Figures for 1914-1940
come from theAnnual Report of the Insular Collector of Custoflanila: Bureau of
Printing, 1937 and 1940), where import duties (1940 359-60) and imports (1937: pp.
66-7, 1940: p. 15) are presented.

Portugal: Average tariff levels 1870-1950 are taken fromoJbais Cesar das Neves,
The Portuguese Economy: A Picture in Figufieisbon: Universidade Catolica Editora,
1994). The graph on p. 149 illustrates “Import Tiawpoort” values for Portugal for the
period 1836-1990.

Russia:Figures for Russia preceding World War | are inr€st Capie, “Tariff
Protection and Economic Performance in the Ningke€entury,” reprinted in C. Knick
Harley, ed.The integration of the world economy, 1850-194dlume ] Elgar Reference
Collection: Growth of the World Economy Series, V&l (Cheltenham, U.K: 1996), pp.
303-4. Customs revenue to the central governnfehedSoviet Union and total imports
from all international borders, 1924-28, are takem theStatisticheskii Spravochnik
SSSRUSSR Statistical Handbook) 19@8oscow: Central Statistical Agency, 1928
Soiuz SSR TSentral'noe Statisticheskoe Upravi{dtoscow: Central Statistical Agency,
1929), pp. 570, 713.

Yugoslavia (Serbia)A detailed, year-by-year account of Serbian impoittes preceding
World War 1 is found in lvan Z. Nestor@yDer Aussenhandel Serbiefisipzig:
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Verlag von Veit & Co., 1913), pp. 6-43. Tariff tiges after 1913 are taken from W. S.
Woytinsky and E. S. WoytinskyVorld Commerce and Governments - Trends and
Outlook(New York: The Twentieth Century Fund, 1955), p7 2for benchmark years
between 1913-1931. However, it has been notedhikatverage tariff levels in this
source most likely refer to import-duties-over-dbte-imports ratios, and thus are
consistently higher than what other sources suggestefore, Yugoslav tariff rates
given in Woytinsky and Woytinksy (1955) have be#iarad: the benchmark values were
converted to import-duties-over-total-imports esties. The sum of tariff levels for
Austria, France, Germany, Italy, Spain, and Swegieen in Woytinksy and Woytinsky
(1955) in each benchmark year was divided by tne sitariff levels for the same
countries and years found in other sources (citetis Data Appendix for each of the
countries). Then, the Yugoslav tariff rates repbite\Woytinksy and Woytinsky (1955)
were divided by this ratio, in order to estimateggslav import-duties-over-total-imports.
Missing years have been geometrically interpolafdsb, it has been noted that the
Serbian tariff level estimates used in Clemens\fiiamson (2000) also refer to
import-duties-over-dutiable-imports. Therefore, @lemens and Williamson Serbian
tariff figures for 1865-1913 were linked to theitflevels calculated above for 1913-
1931, yielding an estimate for Serbian import-cs+so@er-total-imports ratios for 1865-
1913.

Spain: Figures for 1865-1940 come from two sources: irtgpare taken from Leandro
Prados de la Escosuid, Progreso economico de Espana, 1850-2(M8adrid: 2002),
while “tariff revenue” is taken from F. ComiRuentes cuantitativas para el estudio del
sector publico en Espar®adrid: 1985).

Sweden:Average tariff figures for 1865-1910 are from Mi&dl (1992). Figures for
1911-1940 are taken frokkandel(Stockholm: Sveriges Officiella Statistik, various
issues), where customs duties as a percentagegpoftsn(“Tulluppbdrd i % av inférseln”)
are given in various issues (1917: p. 34, 192@8p1936: p. 32, 1945: p. 37, 1951: p.
34).

Thailand: Thai customs revenue 1894-1913 and Ticul-denomehimbports 1907-1913
are in theStatistical Year Book of the Kingdom of Siam 1®mglish edition (Bangkok:
Department of Commerce and Statistics, Ministriofance, 1917), pp. 36 and 127.
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Imports for 1894-1906 are taken from Banks (1978) eonverted using Taylor (2000)
Between 1865 and 1890 treaties with all the mapovegys kept import duties below 3%
(James C. Ingrant;conomic Change in Thailand 1850-19&lanford University Press,
Stanford, California, 1971, pp. 34-5). Geometrio&rpolation between 1890 and 1894
produces a rapid doubling of tariff rates on thesipd, consistent with the record that the
Thai government began in 1890 to revise the edrkaties and increase its tariff revenue
(ibid., p. 138). Figures for 1914-1940 are takemf Constance M. WilsqoT hailand: A
Handbook of Historical StatistiqgBoston: G.K. Hall & Co., 1983), pp. 210-1 (imprt
and pp. 242-4 (customs duties).

Turkey: Statistics on import duties for Turkey after 1&#8 found in Justin McCarthy,
The Arab World, Turkey, and The Balkans (1878-19A4jandbook of Historical
Statistics(Boston: G. K. Hall & Co., 1982), pp. 230-1. Tstability of the tariff rate
observed during all of 1878-1900 is assumed to trakelduring 1870-1877 as well.
Figures for 1923-1940 come from tAanuaire StatistiquéAnkara: Republique Turque,
Office Central De Statistique, various issues),cltreport imports (1928: pp. 103-6,
1932-1933: p. 250, 1938-1939: p. 231, 1948: p. 396: p. 357) and import taxes
(“taxes douanieres,” i.e. “gimrik resmi,” 1928: pp6-7, 1930: p. 310, 1932-1933: p.
302, 1938-1939: pp. 276-7, 1942-1945: p. 385, 194834, 1950: p. 245, 1951: p. 324).
United Kingdom:Figures for 1865-1940 are taken from Brian R. Kt British
Historical Statistic§¥Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1988),relmports (p.
453) and customs revenue (pp. 582-4) are reportiedadly.

United StatesFigures for United States are given in Kevin H. @liRke, “Tariffs and
Growth in the Late 19th CenturyEconomic Journal110 (April 2000), pp. 456-83.
Uruguay: Figures for Uruguay, 1882-1911, are taken fromAhaario Estadistico de la
Republica Oriental del Uruguay 18&®lontevideo: Tipografia Oriental, Montevideo,
1887), unnumbered page, and Julio M. Llamasjario Estadistico de la Republica
Oriental del UruguayAfos 1911 y 191@lontevideo: Tipografia Moderna, 1915), pp.
91 and 573. Before 1882 it is assumed that Urugusst rates mirror those of
Argentina. This is justified for three reasons: émgne and Uruguayan tariff rates were
nearly identical during 1882-1890, and Uruguay wader the same military rule during
this period as it was during the 1870s; this myjitgovernment had close ties to the
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Argentine government, with which it had fought agiParaguay 1865-1870; and at the
onset of civilian rule in Uruguay in 1890, tarifites spiked upwards. Figures for 1913-
1940 are taken frorAnuario EstadisticdMontevideo: Ministerio de Hacienda,
Direccion General de Estadistica y Censos, valiggiges), where import duties
(“derechos de aduana s. importacion”) and impodaseported annually. Tariff figures
for two missing years, 1923 and 1939, are estimiayageometric interpolation.

Export Share of GDP

Export shares are calculated as the ratio of exporgross domestic product, and the
sources for the latter can be found in the sedtionediately following. The sources for
exports are listed in this section.

Data for exports (in current US dollar equivalemmsine from Banks (1976), except for
Burma, Ceylon, Egypt, India, Indonesia, the Philygs, Portugal, and Uruguay. The
export figures given in Banks in current US dollars converted to 1990 US dollars
using the American historical consumer price inteohn McCuskerdow Much Is

That in Real Money@WVorcester, Mass.: American Antiquarian Society92)9 Export
data for the years 1914-1918 are obtained by geanmeterpolation. Dividing these
interpolated export figures by GDP gives the opesmatios for the war-time years.
Export figures for Ceylon, Egypt, India, Indonegtee Philippines and Uruguay are
found in Mitchell (1998). The export figures givencurrent national currency units in
Mitchell are converted to 1990 US dollars usingegkehange rates in Taylor (2000) and
the American historical consumer price index in MeKer (1992). Once converted to
1990 US dollars, the export data for India, Indéeand the Philippines are divided by
Maddison’s (1995) GDP estimates to get the openveasable. The calculation of
Ceylon, Egypt, and Uruguay’s per capita GDP hasadly been described. Per capita
GDP figures for these three countries were muéigplby their population estimates to get
GDP. Exports were then divided by these GDP leteetget the openness ratio of Ceylon,
Egypt, and Uruguay. To calculate openness for By rely on Saito and Kiong
(1999), who provide estimates of Burmese Net Dom&sbduct and exports in current
rupees until 1938. For Portugal, export and GDBrég in current escudos are taken
from das Neves (1994).
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GDP and GDP per capita

The units on this variable are 1990 US dollarsipleabitant of any age.

GDP per capita estimates 1870-1950 for AustralrazlBB Canada, China, Denmark,
France, Germany, India, Indonesia, Italy, Japarxidte New Zealand, Norway,
Portugal, Russia, Spain, Sweden, Thailand, antUtiited States come from Angus
Maddison,Monitoring the World Economy, 1820-19@2aris: Development Center of
the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Dgwelent, 1995). For countries not
reported in Maddison, GDP per capita is calculétedividing a country’s income (in
1990 US dollars) by population in every year. Searaf the population data have been
described elsewhere in this appendix, and the eswtthe income estimates follow.
Data for Argentina after 1890 come from Maddisc®98). Before this date, GDP per
capita is assumed to grow at the same year-onrgiaas the estimates of Argentine real
wages found in Jeffrey G. Williamson, “The Evolutiof Global Labor Markets since
1830: Background Evidence and HypothesEgglorations in Economic Historya2
(1995):141-96.

Data for Austria-Hungary after 1913 come from Maaai (1995). Data before 1914
come from David F. Good, “The Economic Lag of Cahéind Eastern Europe: Income
Estimators for the Habsburg Successor States, 1870;” Journal of Economic History
54 (December 1994): 869-91. These are convertead 1980 to 1990 dollars using a
GDP deflator obtained from the Bureau of Economalsis of the United States
Department of Commerce (online at http://www.bea.gov/bea/dn/gdplev.htm).

Data for Burma after 1900 come from Maddison (198&¥ore this date it is assumed
that Burmese growth mirrored that of India.

Ceylon presented the most difficult data challeimgghis category, as we are not aware of
any published figures for GDP in Ceylon during thésiod. Burnham O. Campbell,
“Development Trends: A Comparative Analysis of &san Experience,” in Naohiro
Ogawa et al., eddJuman Resources in Development along the Asia-e&iiin (New
York: Oxford University Press, 1993) has estimateat in 1914, GDP per capita in
Ceylon was 1.95 times that of India. The same ffadid declined to 1.52 by 1948
according to United NatiorfStatistical Yearbook 1949-0lew York: 1950), pp. 21-2
and 406. In the intervening years, 1914-1948, a#ssumed that the ratio declined
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annually at a constant rate. Before 1914, it suiaeed that real GDP per capita grew at
the same rate as did the ratio of the real valugridish colonial revenue from Ceylon to
the population of the Island. A full series of aahnominal colonial revenues and
population figures come from the 1905 and 1914i@utof the annuaCeylon Blue Bogk
a statistical publication of the colonial admingsion in Colombo. Some of these figures
were recorded in rupees, and are converted to posteding using conversion rates from
Bryan Taylor,Encyclopedia of Global Financial Markefisos Angeles: Global Financial
Data, 2000), online at http://www.globalfindata.corhe resulting figures are converted
to real pounds sterling using the deflator in JMuCuskerHow Much Is That in Real
Money(Worcester, Mass.: American Antiquarian Socie892).

Data for Chile after 1900 come from Maddison (19®gfore this date it is assumed that
Chile grew at the same year-on-year rate as digstimates of Argentine GDP per
capita.

Data for Colombia after 1900 come from MaddisorO8)9 Before this date, it is
assumed that that GDP per capita grew at an untegigtverage of the growth rates for
Mexico and Brazil between 1850 and 1900 given imJd. Coatsworth, “Economic and
Institutional Trajectories in Nineteenth-CenturytibdAmerica,” in John H. Coatsworth
and Alan M. Taylor, edsLatin America and the World Economy Since 1800
(Cambridge, Mass.:Harvard University Press, 1998).

Estimates for Cuba for 1850 and 1913 are basedtonaes of Cuban GDP per capita
relative to that of Mexico and Brazil presenteCimatsworth (1998). An unweighted
average of the figures implied by Coatsworth’s ptipn of our estimates for Mexico
and Brazil is calculated for both years, and therirening years estimated by geometric
interpolation. For the years 1914-1950, Cuba’s Negional Product in current year
pesos comes from Mitchell (1993). These NNP vatuwesconverted to 1990 US dollars
with the help of the peso-dollar exchange ratergimeTaylor (2000) and the American
historical consumer price index given in McCuskeg92), pp. 300-2

Before 1900 it is assumed that Egyptian GDP peitzgpew at the same year-on-year
rate as did estimates of Egyptian real wages freffney G. Williamson, “Real wages
and relative factor prices around the Mediterran&&00-1940,” irSevket Pamuk and

Jeffrey G. Williamson, ed3.he Mediterranean Response to Globalization Bet6f0
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(New York: Routledge, 2000). For the years 190001 26trend for Egyptian GDP per
capita is calculated with the help of benchmarkigalgiven in Maddison (1995). Annual
GDP per capita estimates are then calculated uhdexssumption that Egypt deviated
from the Maddison-estimated Egyptian benchmarkdtiarthe same way (percentage-
wise) as Turkey did from her GDP per capita treafte( the civil war).

Data for Greece after 1913 come from Maddison (L93éfore this date, we assume the
growth rate found in James Foreman-Peck and Peains L“European Economic
Development: The Core and the Southern Periph&®0-1910,” inSevket Pamuk and
Jeffrey G. Williamson, edsT,he Mediterranean Response to Globalization Bef&&0
(New York: Routledge, 2000).

Data for Peru after 1900 come from Maddison (19B&jore this date it is assumed that
Peru grew at the same year-on-year rate as didstimates of Argentine GDP per capita.
Data for the Philippines after 1900 come from Maddi(1995). Before this date it is
assumed that Philippine GDP per capita grew asaéinee year-on-year rate as our
estimates for Thailand.

Estimates for Serbia after 1890 come from ForemegkRnd Lains (2000Before 1890
GDP per capita is assumed to grow at the sameoyegear rate as it did between 1890
and 1913.

Estimates for Turkey after 1913 come from Maddi€95). Before this date it is
assumed that GDP per capita grew at the same yewear rate as did estimates of
Turkish real wages from Williamson (2000).

GDP for Uruguay is taken from Mitchell (1993) ftwetperiod 1935-1940. Annual GDP
per capita estimates 1914-1934 are calculateddynaag that Uruguay deviated from
her GDP per capita trend -- between the benchmeatksyof 1914, found in Clemens and
Williamson (2000), and 1935, found in Mitchell (1)9- in the same way that Argentina
did. Before 1914 it is assumed that Uruguay greth@ssame year-on-year rate as did our
estimates of Argentine GDP per capita.

Data for a small remaining number of missing yeaesgeometrically interpolated.
Schooling (Primary School Enrollment Rates)

As reported in Clemens and Williamson (2000, 20013, regressor is the fraction of the

population aged 14 years or less that is enrotfigatimary school in the first year of the
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period in question, and is in units of enrolleddstots per 10,000 persons aged 14 years
or below. It is calculated as the quotient of pmynanroliment as a fraction of the total
population and children aged 14 or below as aitracif the total population. Each is
discussed in what follows.

Per Capita Primary School Enrollment Rate&or the years 1870-1914, data for
Australia, Austria-Hungary, Canada, Chile, Colomitianmark, Greece, Norway, Peru,
Portugal, Sweden, the United Kingdom and Uruguayfrmm Banks (1976)or the

same period, data for Argentina, Australia (pred)98razil, Burma, Ceylon, China,
Egypt, France, Germany, India, Indonesia, Italpaia Mexico, the Philippines, Russia,
Serbia, Spain, Thailand, Turkey, and the UnitedeStare from Richard A. Easterlin,
“Why Isn’t the Whole World Developeddournal of Economic Histor§1, 1 (March
1981):1-19, and Richard A. Easterl@rowth Triumphant(Ann Arbor, Mich.:

University of Michigan Press, 1996), p. 61. Migsiyears for Ceylon are filled from the
1914 edition of th€eylon Blue Bogkendsheet. Missing years for Colombia (in 1869,
1870, and 1883) are found in Ocampo (1997), pp-11&08d Gabriel Poveda Ram@xs
Siglos de Historia Econdmica de Antioq@iMedellin: Biblioteca Pro Antioquia, 1979), p.
95. Pre-1901 data for Cuba are in Susan Schro€deg: A Handbook of Historical
Statistics(Boston: G. K. Hall & Co., 1983). Pre-1906 datallew Zealand are in
Bloomfield (1984), p.110.

For the years 1918-1938, per capita primary scaoallment rates for most countries
are taken from Banks (1976). Wartime years (191¥8) @re geometrically interpolated.
Banks does not include primary school enrolimemd dar 1914-1938 for Burma, Ceylon,
Egypt, India, Indonesia, the Philippines, and Tdrail, and so figures were taken from
Mitchell (1998). These data are then divided bydize of the population of each country
(see population data appendix for details), in otderrive at per capita school
enroliment. Figures for Ceylon denote primary aecbsdary school enrollment per
capita combined (but it is assumed that secondaliment is a tiny fraction of total
school enrollment in Ceylon).

Primary school enrollment figures for Australia &n@m Peter H. Lindert, “Democracy,
Decentralization, and Mass Schooling Before 191gpeéhdices, Working Paper 105
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Agricultural History Center, University of Califolaat Davis (2001), pp. 11-12. Missing
years are geometrically interpolated.

Fraction of the Population Under the Age of 14Unless otherwise noted, the fraction of
the population under the age of 14 is calculatethfthe appropriate editions of Mitchell
(1992, 1993, 1998), where the population distrimsgiby age are provided for census
years. The youth dependency ratios (i.e. fractiath@ population under the age of 14)
for missing years are obtained by geometric intiatjom.

Figures for Chile before 1914 are from Mamalaki&3d, volume 2). Figures for Ceylon
before 1914 are approximated using a straightfahwl@mographic model employing
population growth figures from the 1914 Ceylon BRmok, and viable birth and infant
mortality statistics from L. J. B. TurndReport on the Census of Ceylon 192blombo:

H. Ross Cottle, Government Printer, 1923), pp.15l,

Youth dependency ratio statistics for China arégad from a range of sources, giving a
picture of trends in the ratio from 1771 to 199@t®for 1771-1835 and 1872 are from
Ping-ti Ho,Studies on the Population of China 1368-196ambridge, Mass.:Harvard
University Press, 1959), pp. 59, 68. A benchmeskf1842 is in Gilbert Rozman,
Population and Marketing Settlements in Ch’ing @Ghi@ambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1982), p. 59. A figure from 198 S. Chandrasekhathina’s
Population: Census and Vital Statistigdonk Kong: Hong Kong University Press, 1960),
p. 47, and figures from 1953, 1964, and 1982 ate @hengrui,A Study of China’s
Population(Beijing: Foreign Languages Press, 1992). A datdgor 1958 is in Chai
Sunglin,Population and Population Policy in Mainland ChifiBaipei: Asia and the

World Forum, Monograph 6, 1977), p. 56. Benchmé&ok4.926, 1929, 1931, 1934, and
1947 are in Yang Zi HuiChina Historical Population Data and the Relevahidies
(Beijing: China Reform Publishing House, 1995), pp64, 1366, 1369. The general
agreement of these disparate figures on long-tegnds in the population structure
allows confident interpolation for 1870-1914.

Data for Colombia before 1914 come from MitcheB98), Ocampo (1997), p. 160, and
Poveda (1979), p. 95. Data for Cuba before 19¢4ram Schroeder, op. cit., pp. 51-3.

A benchmark for Egypt in 1917 is from Mitchell ()9and in preceding years the

Egyptian youth dependency ratio is assumed to ehahthe same rate as that of India.
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Data for Indonesia are from Boomgaard and Gooskedl(), pp. 200-3. Figures for New
Zealand are in Bloomfield (1984), pp. 48-50. Peanvigures for 1876 are benchmarked
in Alida Diaz,ElI Censo General de 1876 en el Pétima: Seminario de Historia Rural
Andina, 1974), Table 8, p. 33. These are compargdpost-1940 statistics in Mitchell
(1998) to reveal long-term trends in the Peruviapypation structure. For the
Philippines, there is a 1918 benchmark in Feliper®amino, SrCensus of the
Philippine Islands, Vol. ZManila: Census Office of the Philippine Islanti821), p. 65,
and a 1903 benchmark in J. P. San@ensus of the Philippine Islands, Vol. 2
(Washington, D.C.: United States Bureau of the Gerld®905), p. 65. Serbian data before
1914 come from Sundhaussen (1989), p. 114. DafBhailand in 1911, 1925, 1947,
and 1960 come from the Statistical Year Book ofKiregdom of Siam published by the
Ministry of Finance, and data points for 1929 aB87 are in Mitchell (1998). Together
these give a clear view of long-term trends inThai population structure that allow
confident extrapolation to the period 1870-1918r Furkey, an 1886 benchmark can be
found in McCarthy (1982), p. 87, and comparisomfsfor 1935-1960 are in Mitchell
1998 op. cit., giving a clear picture of long-tetm@nds in Turkish demographic structure.
Uruguayan dependency ratios for 1900 and 1908awétchell (1998), and before 1900
they are assumed to have changed at the samesrdiie those for Argentina.

Population

Population is listed in the database in thousahg&isons. Annual estimates of the
population of Argentina, Australia, Austria, BraZllanada, Chile, China, Colombia,
Cuba, Denmark, France, Germany, Greece, Italy, ddeiew Zealand, Norway, Peru,
Portugal, Russia, Spain, Sweden, Thailand, Unitegdom, Uruguay, USA, and
Yugoslavia are given in Banks (1976). PopulatianXastralia before 1901, Cuba before
1902, Germany before 1867, and New Zealand befa®& are not reported in Banks
(1976). Population figures for these periods aken from the appropriate volume of
Mitchell and linked to the series in Banks.

Population data for eight countries — Ceylon, Buregypt, India, Indonesia, Japan, the
Philippines, and Thailand — are not available imi&a(1976) for the period in question.
For the years 1914-1950, population data for Ceglentaken from Mitchell (1998). Pre-
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1914 figures for Ceylon come from Colonial SecrgtaOffice, Ceylon Blue Book
(Colombo: H.C. Cottle Government Printer, 1914pp#ation figures for Egypt for the
full period are taken from the appropriate volum®idchell (1998). For the years 1914-
1950, population data for Burma, India, Indoned&pan, the Philippines, and Thailand
are taken from Maddison (1995). Before 1914, thygutation figures are taken from the
appropriate volume of Mitchell (1998) and linkedthe Madison series.

Additional missing years (in particular, war yeaasg derived by geometric interpolation.
Partner Tariffs

The index of tariffs in principal trading partnesscalculated as the weighted average of
own tariffs in the four or five countries to whitie country in question exported the
largest absolute value of goods (for Colombia dhéytop three trading partners are
covered). The weights are the absolute value obegphat went to each of said partners.
These partner export figures are taken from Milafi€l93) In all cases, the vast
majority of each country’s exports are accountedfoexports to these principal trading
partners.

Note that gaps exist in the Partner Tariff datatipalarly in the period 1870-1900, due
to the absence of partner weights data in Mitch@llven that partner weights do not
seem to change significantly over time, we were éblinterpolate partner weights (and
thus partner tariff) data by assuming that tragiagner weights are the same in missing
years as they were in the closest years for whiitbhdll has data. Using the average of
partner weights for the earliest 5 years availgidetner tariff data was constructed for
Mexico, Brazil and Peru before 1900. Similarlyioiingh geometric interpolation of
partner weights, smaller gaps in the Mitchell dagae filled for other countries.

Effective Distance

Effective Distance from trading partners is caltedias the product of two quantities.
The first quantity is the average distance fromddgital city of the country in question
to the capital cities of its principal trading peets, weighted by the value of exports
going to each of those partners in the year intiquesDistances are taken from the
Microsoft Excel Worksheet prepared by Howard Stsatripublished data (Cambridge:
Harvard University Center for International Devetggnt, 1997), which gives them in

miles between 254 (mainly capital) cities of therldasing the great circle formula. The
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second quantity is an index of tramp shipping fiecharges (per distance and weight)
shown in Table VIII (p. 122) of L. Isserlis, “Tranghipping Cargoes, and Freights,”
Journal of the Royal Statistical Socidi§1(1) (1938): pp. 53-146. Distance from the
closest world export center is multiplied by thspping freight index. Note that the
Isserlis index only offers an estimate of changeglobal transportation costs which is
generic to the world as a whole. By using it, w&@ontrol for differences in
transportation costs over time, not across space.

Exceptions to the above are the eight Latin Amermauntries (Coatsworth and
Williamson 2002), work that uses new estimates lbinaak down freight rates by routes
(Saif Shah Mohammed and Jeffrey G. Williamson, IffnieRates and Productivity Gains
in British Tramp Shipping 1869-1939,” unpublishexppr, Department of Economics,
Harvard University, November 2002), based on EV AAngier andFairplay, sources
that underlay Isserlis (1938).

Railway Mileage

Railroad mileage, defined as miles of line (pulbl private) rather than miles of track,
is taken from Banks (1976). However, figures in Bamatabase do not reach back all
the way to 1865 for every country. Gaps weredily appealing to a variety of sources.
Railway lengths for Cuba are taken from Zanettiugs@a and Garcia Alvare€aminos
Para el Azucar(Havana 1987), Appendix Table 1. Railroad lengthXastria, Denmark,
France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, NorwaytU®al, Russia/USSR, Serbia,
Sweden, and the United Kingdom are taken from Miicinternational Historical
Statistics Europe 1750-1998th edition(London 1998), p. 675 ff, Table F1. Data for
China, Egypt, India, Indonesia, Japan, Burma (ft688), Australia and New Zealand
comes from Mitchelllnternational Historical Statistics Africa, Asia dDceania 1750-
1993 4™ edition(London 1998), p. 673 ff, Table FEarlier railroad mileage for Burma
is taken from Saito and Kiong (1999), p. 16/R€port on the Administration of British
Burma(Rangoon: Government Printing, 1878-1886), Regort on the Administration of
Burma(Rangoon: Government Printing, 1907-1929).

Inflation

Inflation is calculated as the annual percentagagé in the Consumer Price Index (CPI)

of each country. The annual change in the CPI fostrperiods and countries is given in
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Taylor (2000). However, Taylor's database doeseath back all the way to 1865 for
every country and he omits some countries in omnpéas  Gaps were filled by appealing
to the inflation data and cost of living indicesrr a variety of sources, and, where
indicated, Taylor was replaced by what we judgedet@ higher quality source.
Argentina 1864-1890 uses a cost of living index from Roberto Cortemde’s
unpublished worksheets (based on wholesale priceé8 commodities with fixed
weights);Argentina 1890-1899 uses a cost of living index from Cortes Conide
Progresso Argentino 1880-191Buenos Aires: Editorial Sudamericana, 1979),36;2
Argentina 1900 onwardsuses data from Andre A. Hoffmahhe Economic
Development of Latin America in the Twentieth Cenf{Gheltenham, UK: Elgar, 2000),
Table G.1, p. 262 Austria-Hungary 1867-1900:from Brian R. Mitchell European
Historical Statistics 1750-197@bridged ed. (London: Macmillan 1978), pp. 389-90
Brazil 1865-1870 from K. W. GoldsmithBrasil 1850-1984Sao Paulo: Harper and
Row, 1986): pp. 30-1Brazil 1870-1899from Luis Catao, “A New Wholesale Price
Index for Brazil During the Period 1870-191R&vista Brasileira de Economidd®, 4
(October/December 1992), Appendix 1, Table 1, 9, B8azil 1900 onwards:from
Hoffman (2000), Table G.1, p. 26 Burma 1873-1920:from cost of living index in
Jeffrey G. Williamson, “Real Wages and Relativetéa®rices in the Third World 1820-
1940: Asia,”HIER Discussion Paper 184B®epartment of Economics, Harvard
University (August 1998), Appendix Table 1.2, pBdirma 1921 onwards: later years
use the Burmese cost of living index in the UniiadionsStatistical Yearbook 1949-50
(New York, 1950) p. 402 and the Indian CPI gived aylor (2000).Ceylon: estimated
using the export and import price indices, the gaofitrade index, and the working class
cost of living index for Ceylon given inhirty Years Trade Statistics of Ceylon (1925-
1954), Part IV (Colombo: Government Press, 1957), p11€hile: from Rolf J. Luders,
“The Comparative Economic Performance of Chile:(t8995” Estudios de Economica
25(2) (December 1998), pp. 243china 1902-1926from Williamson (August 1998),
Appendix Table 2.2, p. 10Colombia 1865-1900from a cost of living index in Alberto
Pardo ParddGeografia, Economica y Humana de Colom{@Bagata: Ediciones Tercer
Mundo 1972), p. 221Colombia 1901 onwards:from Hoffman (2000), Table G.1, p.
262. Cuba 1905-1913we employ a Havana food price index from Oscarefiaand
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Alejandro Garcialnited Fruit Company: Un Caso del Dominio Imperssdi en Cuba
(Havana: Editorial de Ciencias Sociales, 1976),dtaW¥|, p. 441;,Cuba 1913-1920:
uses Leandro Prados de la EscosOuaput and Expenditure in Spain 1850-1990: New
GDP Serie{mimeo., 1997)Cuba 1921 onwards:estimated using the cost of food
index given in théAnuario Estadistico de Cuba de 19%2avana: Ministerio de
Hacienda, Republica de Cuba), p. 285 and the Cabstrof living index from the United
NationsStatistical Yearbook 1949-50. 401. Egypt 1865-1915cost of living index

from Jeffrey G. Williamson, “Real Wages and Relatihactor Prices in the Third World:
The Mediterranean BasinHIER Discussion Paper 184Pepartment of Economics,
Harvard University (July 1998), Appendix Table Alp2 4. India: taken from Michelle
McAlpin, “Price Movements and Fluctuations in Ecaomo Activity (1860-1947),” in D.
Kumar and M. Desai (eds:Jhe Cambridge Economic History of India, Volume 2
c1757-c197FCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1982), AypeTable 11A.1,

pp. 903-4Indonesia 1865-1925cost of living index from Williamson (August 1998)
Appendix Table 4.3, p. 3tndonesia 1926 onwardscalculated from the consumer price
index given in Mitchell (1993)Japan 1865-1900:cost of living index from Williamson
(August 1998), Appendix Table 5.2, p. 42exico 1877-1899we use cost of living
information from Instituto Nacional de EstadistiGeografia e Informatica, Estadisticas
Historicas de Mexico, tomo (Mexico City 1986), Cuadro 20.2, p. 73300 onwards:
uses Hoffman (2000), Table G.1, p. 2B2ru 1896-1914from Bruno Seminario and
Arlette Beltran, "Crecimiento Econmico en el Pek896-1995, Nuevas Evidencias
Estadisticas" (Lima: Universidad Del Pacifico CIUR98), Delflactor implicito del PBI,
pp. 255-6.The Philippines 1899-1920cost of living index in Williamson (August
1998), Appendix Table 7.2, p. 56he Philippines 1921 onwardsestimated using the
cost of living index given in the United NatioSsatistical Yearbook 1949-508lew York,
1950), p. 403 and théearbook of Philippine Statisticddanila: Bureau of the Census
and Statistics, Republic of the Philippines, 1947251 Portugal: estimated using the
annual change of the GDP deflator given in das El¢¥894), pp. 193-7Serbia 1865-
1929: cost of living from Williamson (July 1998), Appemdlable A3.2, p. 14.Spain:
implicit GDP price deflator in Leandro Prados d&kcosura, “Spain’s Gross Domestic

Product, 1850-1990: A New Seriedfinisterio de Economia y Hacienda Documentos de
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Trabajo D-93002Madrid (March 1993)Thailand 1865-1917:cost of living index from
Williamson (August 1998), Appendix Table 9.2, p; BAailand 1918 onwards:
calculated as the annual percentage change inhbkesale food price index, taken from
Wilson (1983), p. 322Turkey: Istanbul CPI fromlevket Pamuk500 Years of Prices
and Wages in Istanbul and Other Citigskara: State Institute of Statistics, 2000),
Table 4.1, pp. 73-4, col. @ruguay: from Luis Bertola, Leonardo Calicchio, Maria
Camou and Laura Rivero, “El PBI Uruguayo 1870-193firas estimaciongs

Programa de Historia Economica y Social DT, &Biversidad de la Republica,
Montevideo (August 1998), pp. 58-9.

Federal System

This is a dummy variable; if a “federalist” regimel, O otherwise (ie, centralized
decision-making authority). For all countries adésof Latin America, we employed the
“central” variable from the Polity Il database (Bplll Project, Integrated Network for
Societal Conflict Research (INSCR) Program, Cefatiemnternational Development and
Conflict Management (CIDCM), University of Maryland
www.bsos.umd.edu/cidcm/inscr/polity). Polity Itldntifies federal systems, or the
geographic concentration of decision-making autizoon a three-scale, where 1 =
Unitary, 2 = Intermediate category, and 3 = Fedehalorder to convert this three-scale
to a dummy variable, a value of 3 was assignedsa0lotherwise

For Latin America, a federal dummy variable wasedeped based on original research
reported in Coatsworth and Williamson (2002). THejined a regime as centralist if the
constitution granted authority over all or neafljtaxes and spending to the national
government. In many cases provincial and municffdials were appointed by the
president and had little or no authority to tax antly limited authority over spending.
We defined a regime as federalist if the constituprovided for state and municipal
governments with power to spend and/or tax. In stederalist countries, taxes were
collected by the central government and then nediged to local and state authorities.
This dummy variable takes on a value of one duttegfederalist years as follows (zero
otherwise, centralist years): Argentina, 1821-1®B¥azil, 1889-1930, 1945-50; Chile,
1821-30; Colombia, 1849-86; Cuba, none; Mexico,3t8@, 1847-53, 1856-63, 1867-
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1950; Peru, 1827-35; Uruguay, none. We are avinateour characterization of which
Latin American countries were federal and whenedgfsharply with Polity 1.

Colony

This is a dummy variable; if a “colony” = 1, O otlése. The colonies 1870-1938 are:
Burma, Ceylon,

India, Indonesia, the Philippines. Others changed tolonial status during our period:
The following were colonies, or acted like colonigsring some part of our period: Cuba
(1870-1901), Egypt (1882-1938) and Serbia (18703192

Urbanization

This regressor is the fraction of the populatiomiy in urban agglomerations of 100,000
or more in the first year of the period in questi@ata for most countries come from
Banks (1976) or Mitchell. Gaps (typically lessritfave years, usually during wartime)
were geometrically interpolated. Post-World Warbanization estimates for Austria-
Hungary are for Austria alone and for Serbia areviagoslavia alone.

Data for Argentina, Austria-Hungary, Brazil, Cana@ile, Colombia, Denmark, France,
Germany, Greece, Italy, Japan, Mexico, Norway, Peantugal, Russia, Serbia, Spain,
Sweden, Turkey, the United States, and Uruguay doone Banks. Data for Australia,
Ceylon, Cuba, Egypt, India, the Philippines, andilémd are taken from various
volumes of Mitchell. An additional benchmark fodia is in Edwin S. Mills and Charles
M. Becker Studies in Indian Urban DevelopméNew York: Oxford University Press,
1986), p. 34. An additional benchmark for the Bpihes is in Rajeswary Ampalavanar
Brown, Capital and Entrepreneurship in South-East A®l@w York: St. Martin's Press,
1994), p. 228

Figures in Banks’ database, however, do not reack all the way to 1865 for every
country. Thus, data for Burma were obtained fraitd&sand Kiong (1999), while those
for China were constructed by Clemens and William@901) from Kang Chad/an

and Land in Chinese History: An Economic Analy&sanford, Cal.: Stanford University
Press, 1986), which measures only those livingtiascgreater than 2,000. Data for
Thailand comes from the population of Bangkok irtdidell (1993), while those for New

Zealand are from G. T. Bloomfieltlew Zealand: A Handbook of Historical Statistics
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(Boston: G. K. Hall, 1984), p. 56. Figures for Imésia are from P. Boomgaard and A. J.
GooszenChanging Economy in Indonesia: Volume 11, Poputalicends 1795-1942
(Amsterdam: Royal Tropical Institute, 1991), pp32220..

We also explored the online Populstat databasewBiopn Statistics: Growth of the
population per country in a historical perspectineluding their administrative divisions
and principal townships, by Jan Lahmeyer,
http://www.library.uu.nl/wesp/populstat/populhontent). Populstat collects historical

demographical data for major urban centers fromatgaphic databases, encyclopedias

and yearbooks (se#tp://www.library.uu.nl/wesp/populstat/sources.hfor a full list of

sources). Urbanization figures were calculatedafparticular country by summing the
populations of cities with populations in exces400,000, and dividing this figure by
the country’s total population in that year (popigla sources and methodology are
described above). Where the Populstat estimattapped with that of the Banks and
Mitchell, the data were typically in almost completgreement

Terms of Trade Index (Net Barter)

Well known, published series were employed fortdiens of trade for the US, the UK,
France, Germany, Sweden, Italy and Austria. Texhtsade for Austria and Italy after
1914, however, are not available, and are omitiaa our dataset. Data féwstria-
Hungary from 1882-1913 are found in Scott M. Eddie, “Therfis and Patterns of
Hungarian Foreign Trade, 1882-1913durnal of Economic History87(2) (June 1977),
pp. 329-58. An index for 1876-1882 is construdted indices of the physical quanta
and values of exports and imports giverstatistik des Auswartigen Handels des
Osterreichisch-Ungarischen Zollgebiets im Jahre 18@enna: Statistischen
Departement im K. K. Handelsministerium, 1893), pgVIII-LXIX. For the period
1865-1875 the same source reports only exportrapdrt values, not physical quanta.
Since the quanta display extremely stable trendsgld876-1892 (unlike the values,
which are subject to the vagaries of prices), thentp for 1865-1875 are extrapolated
assuming the same, stable growth rate observe@®t1892. Combining these
estimates with the trade value figures given f@5t&8875 yield a terms of trade estimate
for this period. Terms of trade férance 1870-1896 come from Charles Kindleberger,
The Terms of Trade: A European Case Study (Camiaridgss. MIT Press, 1956),
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Table 2-1, pp. 12-13. This is linked to a serresf 1896-1939 found in P. Vill&Jne
Analyse Macroéconomique de la France au XXemeeSieatis : CNRS Editions,
Monographies d’Econometrie, 1993), pp. 445@&erman terms of trade for 1870-1913
and 1921-1938 come from Walther G. Hoffmawachstum der Deutschen Wirtschaft
seit der Mitte des 19ahrhundertgBerlin: Springer-Verlag, 1965), Table 134, col. 1, p.
548. Italy’s terms of trade with Great Britain are taken asoxyfor overall Italian

terms of trade. The former are found in I. A. Gd¢azV. N. Bandera, and R. B. Berner,
“Terms of Trade between Italy and the United Kingub815-1913,Journal of

European Economic Historg( 1) (Spring 1975), pp. 5-48weden’sterms of trade are
taken from Simon Kuznets, “Quantitative Aspectshaf Economic Growth of Nations: X.
Level and Structure of Foreign Trade: Long-Termnbi& [originally published 1967],
reprinted in Harley (1996), Table 12, p. 150. Theted Kingdom terms of trade 1870-
1933 come from W. Schlot8ritish Overseas Trad€Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1952),
Table 26, cols. 9 and 10, pp. 175-8, and for 18338 from B. R. Mitchell and P. Deane,
Abstract of British Historical Statistiqg€€Cambridge: Cmabridge University Press, 1962),
pp. 331-2United Statesterms of trade for 1936-1939 are from B.R. MouJtomproved
Estimates of the National Income and Product Act®tor 1929-1999: Results of the
Comprehensive RevisigBurvey of Current Business, April 2000), whileé/081935 are
from Jeffrey G. WilliamsonAmerican Growth and the Balance of Payments 18219
(Chapel Hill, North Carolina: University of Northatblina Press, 1964), Table B4, p. 262.
For the remaining countries, a net barter terntsaofe (NBTT) series was calculated
from original sources. Note that the NBTT is siynhle ratio of export prices to import

prices, each weighted appropriately:

_ Py Oy
N = 2Py
for producti, countryj, and period. In this formulation, the export price index iret
numerator is country-specific while the import priodex in the denominator, is not.
This is a simplification employed due to (i) theniied quality and quantity of data on
imports and import prices for countries in the pleery, and (ii) the similarity observed,
in what records are available, between the comipasitf developing country imports.

While detailed data on exports weights and pricesagailable for virtually all of the
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countries and all of the years in our sample, irhdata are much more limited. These
limitations and their consequences are discusseavbe

Export Weights: For the purposes of this study, export weightsehzeen calculated by
individual country using theurrent valueof major commodity exports aricked weights
The use of a fixed set of weights is essentiatifsentangling price from quantity
movements. Of course, any such approach is fundiatheflawed, not least because
over a long period of time the mix of major comnigdixports can shift significantly. A
compromise position was taken by changing the éxpeights at approximately 20-year
sub-periods. These sub-periods are 1870-1890-1898, 1913-1929, and 1930-1950,
and within these sub-periods the weights are calledlusing sample year data. Export
values for major commodities féwrgentina, Brazil, Canada Chile, Colombia, Cuba,
Mexico, Peru, andUruguay are taken from Mitchellinternational Historical Statistics
The Americas 1750-1998. 506ff, Table E3. The same dataAwstralia, Burma,
Ceylon, Egypt, India, Indonesia Japan, Philippines, Thailand, Turkey andNew
Zealand come from Mitchell International Historical Statistics Africa, Asand

Oceania 1750-1993. 637ff, Table E3Main commodity exports fdbenmark, Greece
Norway, Portugal, andSpain were calculated frortatistical Abstract for Principal
and Other Foreign Countrigd.ondon: 1876-1912) andie Wirtschaft des Auslandes,
Statistisches Reichsafigerlin: 1928). Russids export weights for the first two
subperiods come froi@tatistical Abstract for Principal and Other Forei@ountries
(London: 1876-1912), and the second two subpefroas Michael DohanTwo studies
in Soviet terms of trade, 1918-19{#loomington: International Development and
Research Center, Indiana University, 1973). Expeights forSerbiacome from Holm
Sundhaussemistorische Statistik Serbiens, 1834-1914: mit faischen
VergleichsdateriMunchen: R. Oldenbourg, 1989) for the first tvtogeriods, and for
the latter two fronDie Wirtschaft des Auslandes, Statistisches Reioh@derlin: 1928).
Export weights folChina were obtained from Hsiao Liang-Li@hina’s Foreign Trade
Statistics 1864-194@ambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press 197@0ly major
export products were included (those whose valeeeded 5% of total trade value).

These include beans and bean products, cottorayatpiece goods, raw cotton, silk
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piece goods, raw silk, and tea. Eggs and egg ptedavere omittedlue to lack of price
data.

Export Prices: Export prices are quoted in foreign markets (wler possible, in the
UK). Wholesale prices foWheat, Maize, Rice, Beef Butter, Sugar, Coffee Tea, Iron,
Copper, Tin, Lead, Coal, Cotton, Flax, Hemp, Jute, Wool, Silk, Hides, Nitrate, Palm
Qil, Olive Qil, Linseed, Petroleum, Indigo andTimber are taken from Sauerbeck,
“Prices of Commodities and Precious Metaliyurnal of the Statistical Society of
London49(3) (September 1886), Appendix C, for the ye&880185; Sauerbeck, “Prices
of Commaodities During the Last Seven Yeadgurnal of the Royal Statistical Society
56(2) (June 1893), p. 241ff, for the years 188521 &auerbeck, “Prices of Commodities
in 1908,”Journal of the Royal Statistical Sociét®(1) (March 1909) for the years 1893-
1908; Sauerbeck, “Wholesale Prices of Commoditiel929,” Journal of the Royal
Statistical Societ®3(2) (1930), p. 282ff for the years 1908-1929;e3hack, “Wholesale
Prices of Commodities in 1916Journal of the Royal Statistical Socie®(2), p. 289ff
for the years 1908-1916; and Sauerbeck, “Wholdates in 1950,Journal of the

Royal Statistical Society14(3) (1951), p. 417ff for the years 1916-50. €sitorCocoa
Crude Oil, Rubber, TobaccoandZinc are taken fronHistorical Statistics of the United
States: Colonial Times to 19,/Bicentennial ed., Part 1 (Washington: US Depantroé
Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 19tton Yarn, Cotton Piece GoodandSilk
Piece Goodsvere approximated using the Textiles price indexifthe same source.
Prices forFruits andNuts 1880-1914 are taken from Jose M. Critz, Alan Lm€ted and
Paul W. Rhode, “International Competition and trev&lopment of the Dried Fruit
Industry 1880-1930,” in S. Pamuk and J. G. Williamgeds.),The Mediterranean
Response to Globalization before 1980ndon: Routledge, 2000), Table 8.2. Prices for
Opium 1860-1906 are taken from Ahmad Seyf, “Commercailan of Agriculture:
Production and Trade of Opium in Persia, 1850-190f&ernational Journal of Middle
East Studie§1984), Table 4Prices forBeansandBean Productswere calculated from
Liang-Lin (1974), p. 80ff.

Import Weights: A single set of import weights is employed for@untries in the
sample. Import data, unlike that of exports, ma@dt uniformly poor, in particular in

countries outside the European core. Traditionaliydies of country terms of trade have
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compensated for this lack of data through the Gig¥itsh export data as a proxy for the
imports of less developed nations. This approachdesirable given that the
composition of British exports can hardly be coesédl representative of the imports of
developing countries as a whole, and because thefuzirrent-year weights means that
movements reflect changes in composition, notguses. As an alternative, however,
we employ a fixed index of non-primary goods fror8 blatistics. This import index,
like the British one, is country invariant. In teed, the differences are not material; the
two series are almost identical (probably due &heavy content of metals and textiles
in both indices). This US manufactured export statis a weighted sum of the prices of
textiles (55%),metals (15%),machinery (15%),building materials (7.5%), and
chemicalsand pharmaceuticals(7.5%). A fixed weighting for all developing nais
may, of course, be unrepresentative of any counspecific import mix. Yet, such a
metric may be quite relevant for measuring the ghranvalue of the country's exports
relative to a fixed package of manufactured proslaghilable for import. In this sense
our terms of trade represents the purchasing pofMecal commaodities in terms of rich-
country goods. In any case, a review of each natexternal commerce documents
reveals remarkably similar import compositions.r #@ years 1870-1900, import
composition forAustralia, Canada, Ceylon, India andNew Zealandwas examined
from Statistical abstract for the several colonies and other possessions dthed
Kingdom no.1-40, 1863-190Bnport composition data f@durma come from Saito and
Kiong (1999), p. 177, table VII-4. Import compositidata foicChina, Denmark, Egypt,
Greece Japan, Norway, Portugal, andRussiawere calculated frorBtatistical Abstract
for Principal and Other Foreign Countrigkondon: 1876-1912), no. 13. Data for the
Philippines are taken fronQuarterly Summary of Commerce of the Phillipinarisis
(Washington, D.C.: 1908), p. 2@r the year 1893. Import composition f6erbia before
1914 is recorded in Holm Sundhausdéistorische Statistik Serbiens 1834-1914
(Munich 1989), pp. 352-5. Main imports fourkey are calculated from Michael G.
Mulhall, Dictionary of StatisticgLondon 1892), p. 145 for the year 1888. Forythars
1900-1940, import weights fdéxustralia, Canada, Ceylon, India, New Zealand are
calculated for several reference years fi®tatistical abstract for the several

British self-governing dominions, colonies, possessioms peotectorates no.41-53,
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1903-1915Statistical abstract for the severaBritish oversea dominions and
protectorates no.54-59, 1917-195%atistical abstract for theBritish

Empire no.60-68, 1929-1938Statistical abstract for theBritish

Commonwealth no.69-70, 1945-194ndStatistical abstract for the

Commonwealth (trade statistics) no.71-72, 1948-1@%inposition of main imports for
reference years after 1900 #rgentina, Chile, Greece Indonesia Japan, Mexico,
Norway, Portugal, Russia Serbia, Spain, Thailand, Uruguay comes fronDie
Wirtschaft des Auslandes 1900-19Beérlin 1928). Data foBurma comes from Saito
and Kiong (1999), p 177, Table VII-4. Data for tPleilippines is taken fronfForeign
Commerce of the Phillipine Islands,Washington 12923for the reference years 1907,
1908 and 1910Composition of main imports fafurkey was calculated frorAnnuaire
Statistique, Republique Turqueol.1, pp. 103, 106, and vol. 3, pp. 313 and 3d4dthe
years 1923, 1926 and 1929.

Import Prices:US price seriefor textiles, metals, machinery, building materialsj an
chemicals and pharmaceuticals come fidistorical Statistics of the United Stat&art

1 (1975), pp. 200-1.

A Note on Import and Export Price DatalUK and US prices are employed in the theory
that the prices in these large, integrated anth@rUK, at least) unprotected markets
would supply us with a relatively reliable "worlgtice index for each commodity
group. A chief disadvantage of using such worldepindices, however, is that home
market prices in each country may diverge fronmibbed market prices in the short and
even long term. This may be because of transjpstscdifferences in product features
and quality, variations in the composition of thhedhicts within a category, and less-
than-perfect market integration. Kindleberger @98ustrates the wide divergence in
the prices of bulky products such as coal and lurbbveen two markets as closely
integrated as the US and UK. The key disadvantget using the home market price
is, we suspect, the distortion created by chang&smsport costs. In a moment we will
discuss the adjustments made to our terms of frgdees to account at least partially for
transport cost changes. Overall, though, we feehtlvantages of employing world price
indices outweigh these disadvantages. First arerfost, home market prices are not

typically on hand for the periods and countrieguestion. Rather, only the somewhat
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less desirable unit prices (calculated as the vaflumports divided by the volume) are
available. Second and more important, we belieeatdd US market prices to be more
reliable, accurate and comparable given the qualitgporting (at the time) and the
guality of scholarship on these prices since thEmrd, to the extent that commodity
markets are well integrated worldwide, the UK arf8l tdarket prices should approximate
the world price. This is especially true becauseave interested in price changes, not
levels. To the extent that UK and US prices mawvsimilar directions and similar
magnitudes to prices in the rest of the world, éhiegorld" price indices will more or less
represent price changes relative to an index yeather nations. We believe this to be a
reasonable and necessary assumption. Fourth,ftireggn market price indices would
have been available to (and probably used by) imidlists and policymakers throughout
the period in question. Accordingly, for questiaigolicy response (and perhaps price
setting) foreign market indices may be a more gmpaite data source than those in home
markets. Fifth, the use of a world price indexnhanizes and simplifies construction of
the indices, enabling us to examine a wider sawfpd®untries at the cost, perhaps, of
precision. Fifth, by measuring both the export anpglort price indices in a common
currency, we eliminate any inflationary bias frame figures.

The Gold Standard

The regressor is calculated as the fraction ofsygathe period during which the country
was on a pure gold standard; an alternative regreglowed also a silver or bimetallic
standard. A detailed, year-by-year assessmenbaétary regimes for most of our
countries can be found in Lawrence H. Officer’s té68tandard” web site at

www.eh.net/encyclopedia/officer.gold.standard .phipese data document monetary

regimes -- gold, silver, bimetallic, or paper startti

Monetary regimes for Cuba and Serbia are taker taslreported in Taylor (20007 he
regime for pre-1914 New Zealand is given in J. Btoé.opez-Cordova and Chris
Meissner, “Exchange-Rate Regimes and Internatitraade: Evidence from the Classical
Gold Standard Era,” Department of Economics, Ursigiof California at Berkeley,
Berkeley, California (2000), Table 4.1. Finally d&enal information for Colombia was

extracted from JosAntonio Ocampo, “Variable Monetary Regimes in aiRdustrial

Economy: Colombia, 1850-1933,” in P. M. Aeeand J. Reis (edsNlonetary Standards
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in the Periphery: Paper, Silver and Gold, 1854-1¢B@w York: St. Martin’s Press,
2000), pp. 207-51

Tariff Autonomy

“Tariff autonomy” is defined as the freedom to &eiffs independent of another state’s
military and political power. Burma, Ceylon, anttia were subject to British imperial

tariff collection policies, as Cuba was to the Sglanthrough 1899 and Indonesia
(Netherlands Indies) was to the Dutch. The Britigbreign Office in China largely

eliminated the tariff restrictions imposed by theaties of Nanking and Tientsin in 1929.
Norway did not have an independent tariff policgenthe Swedish crown through 1905.
Gradual weakening of Ottoman control in Serbiadastrued to imply tariff autonomy

following the 1878 Treaty of Berlin. Egypt is takdéo hold tariff autonomy under

noninterventionist Ottoman rule during the yeaismo the British invasion of 1882, but
not thereafter. Thailand is taken to recover aomoy from the grasp of the unequal
treaties in 1891. We take Turkey to have losfftatitonomy in the brief years between
its defeat in World War 1 and Mustafa Kemal's ebsidmnent of the Turkish Republic.

Thus, over the years spanning 1870 to 1938, thegseduring which countries are
deemed to have tariff-setting autonomy were: AtigenAll; Australia  All;
Austria/Austria-Hungary All; Brazil All; Burma Noné&anada All; Ceylon None; Chile
All; China 1929 and after; Colombia All; Cuba 1898d after; Denmark All; Egypt
before 1882; France All; Germany All; Greece Atidia None; Indonesia None; Italy
All; Japan 1900 and after; Mexico All; New Zealahitt Norway 1906 and after; Peru
All; Philippines None; Portugal All; Russia/USSRI;Aberbia/Yugoslavia 1878 and after;
Spain All; Sweden All; Thailand 1891 and after; Rey All exceptl919-1923; United
Kingdom All; United States All; and Uruguay All.

76



