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Abstract

As reported in the literature, studies on the effectiveness of GATT/WTO in enhancing the growth of
world trade have produced remarkably different results. Rose (2004a and 2004b), whose work
paved the way for an empirical analysis of the impact of GATT/WTO, reported no positive effects.
Subsequently, other scholars (Tomz, Goldstein, Rivers 2007a and 2007b; Subramanian and Wei,
2007; Eicher and Henn, 2011, among others) tried to confirm or overturn Rose’s result by refining
the analysis on econometric or economic grounds but produced ambiguous results.

The work described herein contributes to this debate by providing an empirical analysis of the
effects of the GATT Kennedy Round (1964-1967) on world trade. Our research question was
whether the 1968-1972 multilateral tariff reductions implemented as a result of the Round enhanced
trade growth. To address this question, we refined the method with which the effectiveness of
GATT/WTO could be measured by accounting for asymmetries across countries and products in the
GATT-liberalizing path. We first considered the different levels of GATT-activity participation of
its members, and, secondly, after disaggregating imports by products, we measured the effects of
tariff reduction on these products for the twenty-nine countries that attended the Round. This
preliminary version of our paper focused on asymmetries across countries, and our findings
indicated that the Kennedy Round had a positive effect on the imports of those countries that
reduced tariffs significantly. We further demonstrated GATT’s negative or insignificant effect on
average GATT members and showed that non-GATT members traded less than members. Our
preliminary results are consistent with the history and design of GATT and are exactly in line with
the path of liberalization.

Introduction

The General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) and its successor, the World Trade
Organization (WTO), are commonly praised – or criticized – for having enhanced the liberalization
of trade barriers and the growth of world trade. Until the early 2000s, the ability of GATT/WTO to
promote the growth of trade was never doubted. The literature claimed that in the eight rounds of
negotiations organized under the aegis of GATT from 1948 to 1994, trade barriers were reduced
and, as a result, world trade grew. Yet in one of the first empirical analyses of the impact of
GATT/WTO on world trade, Andrew Rose (2004a, 2004b) questioned the ability of this institution
to promote the liberalization of trade policies and the growth of world trade. Rose found that
countries belonging to this institution did not trade more than countries that had abstained from
membership, and that GATT/WTO had negligible effects on bilateral trade volumes.

Rose’s seminal contribution stimulated a lively debate about the effects of an institutionalized
system on world trade and paved the way for an empirical analysis of GATT/WTO effects. Scholars
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subsequently attempted to confirm or overturn Rose’s striking results, but their findings were
ambiguous.

Tomz, Goldstein, and Rivers (2007a and 2007b, hereafter TGR) argue that the puzzling results
reported by Rose’s work are explained by de facto membership. By mistakenly excluding from
membership countries to which GATT/WTO rules were applied de facto, Rose’s findings
downplayed the effect of GATT/WTO on trade flows. Using the same data and methods as Rose,
TGR showed that GATT/WTO increased trade for both de jure and de facto members as compared
with nonmember GATT/WTO countries.

Citing econometric and economic grounds, Subramanian and Wei (2007, hereafter SW) refined
Rose’s analysis. With respect to the former, SW assimilated the Anderson and van Wincoop study
(2003) to include country fixed effects in a gravity equation grounded in theory. With respect to the
latter, they expanded Rose’s study by recognizing the asymmetry of GATT/WTO liberalization,
which was more successful in reducing some countries’ and some sectors’ trade barriers than
others. After incorporating these redefinitions, SW reported robust evidence that GATT/WTO
promoted growth of trade. This impact has, however, proved to be uneven: GATT promoted the
trade growth of industrialized countries more than that of developing countries, and of some sectors
more than others. Focusing on the impact of Preferential Trade Agreements (PTAs), Eicher and
Henn (2011) contend that SW did not take into account unobserved bilateral heterogeneity, which
could inflate GATT/WTO estimates. Thus, they unified the approaches by accounting for both
multilateral resistance and unobserved bilateral heterogeneity and then concluded that GATT/WTO
effects are robustly insignificant once individual PTA effects are introduced.

Helpman et al. (2008) refined Rose’s analysis on econometric grounds by formulating a theory-
driven specification of the gravity equation. Using unidirectional trade data along with exporter and
importer fixed effects, the authors showed a statistically significant positive effect of GATT/WTO.

Liu (2009) highlights the bias in the sample selection of the traditional gravity formulation, which
considers only positive trade flows. Accounting for this, Liu (2009) argues that GATT/WTO had a
major role in initiating trade between non-trading countries—the so-called partner level extensive
margin of trade, as opposed to the partner-level intensive margin (increases in trade between
partners that already trade with one another). With their work, Dutt, Mihov, and Van Zandt (2013)
demonstrated that WTO’s impact is concentrated almost exclusively on the extensive product
margin of trade, i.e., trade in goods that were not previously traded.

Our paper’s contribution to the GATT/WTO debate is an empirical analysis of the effects of the
GATT Kennedy Round on world trade. The Round took place from 1964 to 1967 and was the sixth
trade conference organized under the aegis of GATT since its inception in 1948.

The Round represented the climax of the post-World War II international reduction in trade barriers
as it slashed duties by 35 percent on average, with about two-thirds of the cuts reaching 50 percent.
As shown by GATT history of trade conferences, the Kennedy Round, together with the Uruguay
Round (1986-1994), had the greatest impact in terms of share of world trade affected by tariff
reductions and depth of tariff cuts. Given these features, the Kennedy Round is an excellent test
case with which to explore the effects of GATT on world trade.

Extending the empirical framework to account for asymmetries

Our study asks whether the multilateral tariff reductions implemented as a result of the 1968-1972
Round enhanced the growth of trade and, consequently, whether GATT played a role in increasing
trade. To answer these questions, we refine existing studies on economic grounds by introducing
two novelties. We consider the differing member-participation levels in GATT activities. GATT
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was established to carry out two basic functions: provide a set of rules for the orderly conduct of
world trade and organize rounds of conferences to reduce trade barriers. While GATT members
agreed to respect GATT rules, they were not obliged to attend rounds or to reduce trade barriers.
Many members, including several developed countries, did not significantly reduce tariffs until the
GATT Uruguay Round (1986-1994). Therefore, to fully capture the effects of GATT on a
member’s trading activity, our study incorporated the differing member-participation levels in
GATT activities and distinguished between countries that attended the round and countries that did
not. Moreover, as countries attending the Round applied different methods in reducing customs
duties, our study included a further distinction based on this method.

The second novelty introduced in our study concerned product asymmetry with respect to trade
liberalisation. With the partial exception of SW, existing studies applied the widely used measure of
a sample country’s import duties as a share of its total imports and its total trade. As a result, the
results of these studies downplay the great unevenness in patterns of trade liberalization across
products, as they do not take into consideration GATT decreased success in liberalizing trade in
such sectors as agriculture and textiles. To deal with this across-product asymmetry, we
incorporated the duty reductions implemented as a result of the Round and measured the effect of
these reductions on product imports. Thus, following SW, we empirically pursued asymmetries
across products and countries to analyse GATT effects on trade.

In this preliminary study, we employed the differing level of participations in GATT activities and
the differing level of participation in the Kennedy Round to explore the effects of GATT on trade.
Specifically, we compared the growth of disaggregated imports for those countries which reduced
their customs duties with that of GATT members and non-GATT members. Our hypothesis was
that, if the Kennedy Round liberalization had an effect, countries in the first group should have
exhibited a higher growth of imports than countries from the other two groups.

A comprehensive empirical analysis of the effect of the Kennedy Round on world trade has not
heretofore been conducted. Balassa and Kreinin (1967) estimated ex-ante the potential impact of the
tariff reductions achieved in the Round on trade. Finger (1976) studied the effects on manufactured
imports of the Kennedy Round tariff concessions implemented by the United States, the EEC, and
Japan. Thus, Finger’s study was limited to three specific actors, to the year 1970—when the
Kennedy Round reductions had not yet been fully implemented, and to a random sample of tariff
lines. Thus our work constitutes the first comprehensive analysis of this major trade negotiation.

Model and estimation issues

We employed a gravity model of bilateral merchandise import and a panel dataset covering 126
countries (see Table 1 for the list of countries included in the sample). As we were measuring the
impact of a duty reduction on the import of country i from country j for a sample of products, our
dependent variable was the bilateral import.

We estimate the following ‘augmented’ gravity equation:ln , = + ln( ) , + ln( ) , + ln( ) + ln(1 + ) , + + ,
where lnXijt is the natural logarithm of the monetary value of trade (in our case, the value of imports
at current prices) between country i and country j in time t, GDP is the Gross Domestic Product at
current prices, distanceij is the distance between country i and country j, dutyi,t is the variation of
duty for country i at time t, l is a vector of other covariates and finally vijt is an error term with
standard statistical properties. The list of covariates is presented in Table 2.
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The main difference between our study and previous ones is the classification of countries and our
use of disaggregated bilateral imports and reductions of duty. To classify countries, as in previous
study, we inserted a dummy variable to indicate GATT membership and a dummy variable to
indicate that a country was an original contracting party in GATT. Moreover, following TGR’s
suggestion to include de facto membership, we added a dummy variable to indicate de facto
membership and an additional dummy variable to indicate whether countries are de facto outside
GATT.

However, as already noted, the fact that a country is a GATT member does not imply that it
participated in the rounds of trade liberalization organized in Geneva and hence reduced its trade
barriers. In order to capture these different levels of participation, we disaggregated the GATT
dummy variable and added a dummy variable if a GATT member attended the Kennedy Round. We
then further disaggregated the Kennedy Round dummy into three dummies on the basis of both the
method countries adopted to reduce duties and their economic structure. The Kennedy Round was
the first round where some countries made linear cuts, negotiating based on the working hypothesis
of a fifty percent across-the-board reduction in their customs duties, subject to certain exceptions.
Since these countries executed the most significant multilateral reduction in duties, we added a
dummy variable if a country made linear cuts. We added another dummy variable if a Kennedy
Round participant was a special structure country (SSC), i.e., a semi-industrialized country or a
country with a high—but undefined—ratio of agricultural exports. Since these countries did not
adopt the linear method, they were authorized to negotiate on a limited, duty-reduction offer basis
and on a product-by-product basis. Moreover, we added a dummy variable if a country attended the
Round as a less-developed country (LDC) and, like the SSCs, negotiated on a limited, duty-
reduction offer basis and on a product-by-product basis. Table 3 shows the different types of
participation of the twenty-nine countries that attended the Round.

As for imports, since we were trying to measure asymmetries across sectors, we did not use total
bilateral imports but rather disaggregated bilateral imports that we obtained from the United
Nations Comtrade Database “Standard International Trade Commodity (SITC), Revision 1”, at a
fuve-digit level, reporting data for 1032 products. As for duty variation, for each item of the 29
attending countries’ tariff schedules , we calculated the variation between the base rate of duty and
the concession rate of duty (as equal to the difference between the base rate of duty and the
concession rate of duty divided by the base rate of duty). An estimation, i.e., an average duty
variation, was calculated where an item had sub-items on which different reductions were made.
We included a dummy variable to identify these estimations.

As with Rose (2004a), TGR, SW, and Eicher and Henn (2011), our dataset features a dummy
variable that represents industrialized countries’ unilateral trade concessions to developing
countries under the Generalized System of Preferences (GSPs) from 1971 onwards, and a dummy
variable representing European Economic Community member states’ unilateral trade concessions
under the Yaoundé and Lomé agreements. As did previous authors, we also included a dummy
variable if a country was a member of a regional trade agreement (RTA). Like Rose and TGR, our
coding of trade agreement membership is mutually inclusive (i.e., dummy variables identify RTA
and WTO membership). Table 4 shows the list of RTAs included and reports details concerning the
Yaoundé and Lomé agreements.

Our panel dataset consists of annual observations for two periods, the years 1968-1972, during
which the Kennedy Round reductions were implemented in five annual stages, and the years 1973-
1979, the period separating full implementation of the Kennedy Round tariff reductions and
initiation of the tariff reductions agreed upon in the GATT Tokyo Round (1973-1979).

The appendix explain the data employed in our study and their sources in detail.
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Results

We will now discuss the results of our regression analysis. The gravity model, reported in Tables 5
and 6, worked well, yielding plausible estimates for the standard covariates—GDP and distance,
which are highly significant and consistent with typical estimates from the literature.

Our results not only confirm but strengthen Rose’s results indicating the ineffectiveness of
GATT/WTO in increasing trade. While Rose (2204a) found that GATT/WTO had no significant
effects on trade, our findings indicated that GATT had no significant effects from 1968 to 1972
(Gatt_r, in Table 5) and a significant negative effect from 1973 to 1979, when the GATT members
(Gatt_r in table 6) traded about 23 percent (i.e., exp(-0.258) – 1 = -.2274) less than the average in
the sample. We also found that non-GATT members de jure traded about 100 percent more (i.e.,
exp(0.736) – 1 ≈ 1) from 1969 to 1972 and 82 percent (i.e., exp(0.600) – 1 = .822) more from 1973
to 1979.

However, as we explained in the previous sections, GATT history makes it essential to treat
countries differently according to their participation in GATT activities. Therefore, we adopted
TGR’s coding and included the notion of de facto membership and de facto non-membership. The
latter refers to countries which were not in the GATT, excluding those countries which de facto
belonged to GATT. Once this was done, we saw that de facto non-member countries
(non_gatt_defacto) from 1968 to 1972 traded about 40 percent (i.e., exp(-0.496) – 1 = -.391) less
and from 1973 to 1979 46 percent (i.e., exp(-0.623) – 1 = -.4637) less than the average.

Next, we differentiated according to the type of participation in the Round. At this point, we were
able to observe a significant difference between the behaviour of GATT members, and the data
clearly exhibited the known asymmetry in tariff reductions. The coefficient of the linear countries
(lin_cut) that attended the Rounds and that made the deepest duty reductions was positive both in
the period 1968 to 1972 and the period 1973 to 1973. In this first period, these countries’ imports
grow 23 percent (i.e., exp(0.210) – 1 = .2337) more than the average and in the second period 20
percent (i.e., exp(0.180) – 1 = .1972) more.

In contrast, the Kennedy Round reductions had less significant effects or negative effects on the
LDCs and the SSCs that attended the Round but made fewer reductions in duties. For the LDCs, the
coefficient was positive for the 1968 to 1972 period, when these countries’ imports grew 12 percent
(exp(0.116) – 1 = .123) more but negative but not statistically significant for the 1973 to 1979
period. By the same token, SSCs had a positive but not statistically significant coefficient for both
periods. In this sense our hypothesis is confirmed as linear countries saw their imports increase
more. Thus, the Round was found to have had positive effects on those countries that significantly
reduced tariffs and a negative or insignificant effect on the other categories of countries, a result
consistent with the GATT asymmetric history of trade liberalization.

With respect to the effects of duty variation on imports (lduty), our data exhibited a positive effect
for the full 1968-1979 period but showed a negative effect beyond a certain threshold (lduty2).

It is worth noting that, contrary to the findings of Rose (2004b) and SW, our coefficient for the
General System of Preferences (GSP) was negative, as shown in both Tables 5 and Table 6,
indicating that in the 1970s this unilateral trading system did not promote trade for the LDCs. One
reason for this negative effect could be that the United States did not implement the GSP until 1979.

Conclusions

Our study attempted to refine, on economic grounds, a method with which to test the effectiveness
of GATT/WTO and the usefulness of a multilateral institution in stimulating world trade. The
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findings presented in this draft of our paper confirm that, empirically pursuing the asymmetries of
liberalization is necessary in order to fully explore for the impact of GATT/WTO on trade. This
preliminary draft concentrated on these asymmetries across countries. We demonstrated that GATT
had a negative or insignificant effect on average GATT members and that no-GATT members
traded less than did members. Most importantly, we showed that the Kennedy Round imparted a
positive fillip to trade of the linear countries, which had significantly reduced tariffs. Conversely,
the Kennedy Round had a negative or insignificant effect on countries that attended the Round but
did not significantly reduce tariffs. Our preliminary results are consistent with the history and
design of GATT and are exactly in line with the path of liberalization.
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Appendix

Data and sources

The dataset on disaggregated bilateral imports was generated from the United Nations Comtrade
Database “Standard International Trade Commodity (SITC), Revision 1”, 5-digit level, the most
detailed commodity level the Comtrade’s databases. The database is available at
http://comtrade.un.org/data. SITC Revision 1 includes 10 sections, 56 divisions, 177 groups, 625
subgroups, and 1032 items. Our dataset on bilateral imports reports data for the 1032 items whose
list is available at http://unstats.un.org/unsd/tradekb/Knowledgebase/Search-SITC-code-description.

We choose Revision 1, which dates from 1962, rather than the more recent Revisions 2 and 3
because it corresponds to the Brussels Tariff Nomenclature (BTN) employed by most GATT
members for their tariff schedules in the 1960s. Bilateral imports are measured in current US dollars
and are not deflated.

We obtained the "square" gravity dataset for pairs of countries from the CEPII – Research and
Expertise on the World Economy (http://cepii.fr/CEPII/en/bdd_modele/presentation.asp?id=8). The
CEPII dataset was generated by Keith Head, Thierry Mayer, and John Ries for their study discussed
in “The Erosion of Colonial Trade Linkages after Independence” published in the Journal of
International Economics in 2010. In accordance with trade flows, GDPs were not deflated. Data for
the main variables relating to trade costs were gathered from the GeoDist CEPII distance datasets
(http://cepii.fr/CEPII/en/bdd_modele/presentation.asp?id=6), and data on GDPs and populations
were taken from the World Development Indicators of the World Bank, available at
http://data.worldbank.org/indicator.

The tariff schedules of the 29 countries that reduced customs duties were taken from the six-volume
GATT official publication Legal Instruments Embodying the Results of the 1964-1967 Trade
Conference (Geneva, 1967). This document, which reports the schedules of multilateral tariff
reductions implemented from 1968 to 1972 as a result of the Kennedy Round, is available in full at
the WTO archives in Geneva, while a small section of the six volumes is available in PDF form
from the GATT Digital Library (https://gatt.stanford.edu).

For each item of the tariff schedules, the official document reports the base rate of duty, i.e., the
level of the duty in 1964, and the concession rate of duty, i.e., the final duty as reduced in the
Round. We consider both the ad valorem and specific duties of the tariff schedules. For each item,
we calculated the variation between the base rate of the duty and its concession rate (equal to the
difference between the duty base rate and duty concession rate divided for the duty base rate). For
an item with sub-items on which different tariff reductions were made, an estimation, i.e., an
average of tariff variations was calculated. For example, in the British tariff schedule, BTN item
28.04 “cobalt oxides and hydroxides” has two sub-items: “cobalt oxides,” whose ad valorem duty
was reduced by 20 percent, and “cobalt hydroxides,” whose ad valorem duty was reduced by 31
percent. We estimated an average variation of duties of 25.5 percent and included a dummy variable
if a variation is an estimation.

The items of the tariff schedules—with their duty variations—were matched with the 1,032 items
from the SITC Revision 1 dataset. The tariff schedules of all countries, with the exception of the
United States, Canada, and Jamaica, are classified under the BTN, whose headings largely
correspond to the 5-digit items of the SITC. For the United States and Canada, we relied on a
Committee for Economic Development (CED) compilation, Comparative Tariffs and Trade, which
reclassified tariff categories according to the BTN, and on the product descriptions shown in the
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countries’ tariff schedules and in the SITC dataset. For Jamaica, the correspondences between the
tariff schedule and the SITC data were done using only the descriptions of products shown in the
country’s tariff schedule and in the SITC dataset.

For items in the SITC dataset for which no correspondence with the items of the tariff schedules
was found, we assumed no reduction of duties and therefore a variation of 0.
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Table 1 – Countries in the sample and year of GATT membership
Afghanistan Haiti 1950 Oman

Algeria Honduras 1994 Panama

Angola Hong Kong 1986 Papua NG 1994

Argentina 1948 Iceland 1968 Paraguay 1994

Australia 1948 India 1948 Peru 1951

Austria 1951 Indonesia 1950 Philippines 1979

Barbados 1967 Iran Portugal 1962

Belgium-Lux 1948 Iraq Qatar 1994

Benin 1963 Ireland 1967 Réunion

Bolivia 1990 Israel 1962 Saint Lucia 1993

Brazil 1948 Italy 1950 Samoa

Brunei 1993 Jamaica 1963 Saudi Arabia

Burkina Faso 1963 Japan 1955 Senegal 1963

Burundi 1965 Jordan Seychelles

Cambodia Kenia 1964 Sierra Leone 1961

Cameroon 1963 Kiribati Singapore 1973

Canada 1948 Korea 1967 Solomon Isds 1994

Cen. Afr. Rep. 1963 Kuwait 1963 Somalia

Chad 1963 Laos Spain 1963

Chile 1949 Lebanon Sri Lanka 1948

Colombia 1981 Liberia Sudan

Congo 1963 Libya Suriname 1978

Costa Rica 1990 Madagascar 1963 Sweden 1950

Cote d'Ivoire 1963 Malawi 1964 Switzerland 1966

Cyprus 1963 Malaysia 1957 Syria

Denmark 1950 Mali 1993 Thailand 1982

Ecuador Malta 1964 Togo 1964

Egypt 1970 Martinique Tonga

El Salvador 1991 Mauritania 1963 Tri. and Tob. 1962

Germany 1951 Mauritius 1970 Tunisia 1990

Fiji 1993 Mexico 1986 Turkey 1951

Finland 1950 Montserrat Uganda 1962

France 1948 Morocco 1987 UAE 1994

French Guiana Myanmar 1948 UK 1948

Gabon 1963 Neth. Antilles Tanzania 1961

Gambia 1965 Netherlands 1948 USA 1948

Ghana 1957 New Caledonia Uruguay 1953

Greece 1950 New Zealand 1948 Vanuatu

Guadeloupe Nicaragua 1950 Venezuela 1990

Guatemala 1991 Niger 1963 Vietnam

Guinea-Bissau 1994 Nigeria 1960 Yugoslavia 1966
Guyana 1966 Norway 1948 Zambia 1982

Source: www.wto.org
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Table 2 – Descriptive statistics
Variables: Mean Std. Dev. Min Max
ltrade 9.939 2.369 6.616 23.041
lgdp_r 23.501 2.060 16.352 28.488
lgdp_p 25.017 1.683 16.352 28.598
ldistance 8.160 1.117 4.186 9.894
lin_cut 0.372 0.483 0 1
lduty 0.072 0.142 -0.117 0.693
contig 0.090 0.286 0 1
comlang_off 0.224 0.417 0 1
comlang_ethno 0.256 0.436 0 1
comcol 0.026 0.161 0 1
col45 0.062 0.242 0 1
col_tr 0.024 0.155 0 1
col_fr 0.074 0.262 0 1
curcol 0.014 0.118 0 1
gatt_r 0.684 0.464 0 1
RTA 0.129 0.335 0 1
comcur 0.023 0.152 0 1
eu_to_acp 0.004 0.065 0 1
KR_part 0.583 0.492 0 1
LDC 0.092 0.290 0 1
SSC 0.184 0.388 0 1
GSP 0.048 0.215 0 1
orig_contract 0.258 0.438 0 1
defacto 0.079 0.272 0 1
landlocked 0.077 0.268 0 1
island 0.151 0.358 0 1
non_gatt_jure 0.260 0.438 0 1
non_gatt_defacto 0.166 0.372 0 1
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Table 3 – Countries which participated in the Kennedy Round listed according to their
economic structure and method of duty reduction
Linear countries Special structure countries Less-Developed countries
Austria Australia Argentina
Belgium-Lux Canada Brazil
Denmark Iceland India
Germany Ireland Jamaica
Finland New Zealand Korea
France Portugal Trinidad and Tobago
Italy Spain
Japan Turkey
Netherlands Yugoslavia
Norway
Sweden
Switzerland
United Kingdom
United States
Source: “Legal instruments embodying the results of the 1964-1967 trade conference” (GATT, Geneva, 1967)
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Table 4 – List of Regional Trade Agreements (RTAs)
Name Abbreviati

on
Start Member countries

European Economic
Community

EEC/EC 1958 Belgium- Lux, Denmark (1973), France, Germany, Ireland
(1973), Italy, Netherlands, United Kingdom (1973)

European Free Trade
Association

EFTA 1960 Portugal, Austria, Sweden, Norway, Switzerland, Denmark
(1960-72), United Kingdom (1960-1972)

Central American Common
Market

CACM 1960 Costa Rica, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, Nicaragua

African Common Market 1963 Algeria, Egypt, Ghana, Mali, Morocco

Yaoundé 1 1964 EEC6, Benin, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Cameroon, Central
African Republic, Chad, Congo, Cote d'Ivoire, Gabon,
Madagascar, Mali, Mauritania, Niger, Senegal, Somalia,
Togo

Iceland-EFTA 1970 Iceland, Portugal, Austria, Sweden, Norway, Switzerland,
Denmark, United Kingdom

Yaoundé 2 1971 EEC6, Benin, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Cameroon, Central
African Republic, Chad, Congo, Cote d'Ivoire, Gabon,
Madagascar, Mali, Mauritania, Niger, Senegal, Somalia,
Togo, Uganda, Kenya, Tanzania

EEC-Austria 1973 EEC9, Austria

EEC-Switzerland 1973 EEC9, Switzerland

EEC-Iceland 1973 EEC9, Iceland

EEC-Norway 1973 EEC9, Norway

EEC-Portugal 1973 EEC9, Portugal

Caribbean Community 1974 Barbados, Guyana, Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago, Saint
Lucia, Montserrat

EEC-Sweden 1974 EEC9 Sweden

Lomé 1975 EEC9, Barbados, Benin, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Cameroon,
Central African Republic, Chad, Congo, Cote d'Ivoire, Fiji,
Gabon,  Gambia, Ghana, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Jamaica,
Liberia, Malawi, Madagascar, Mali, Mauritania, Mauritius,
Niger, Nigeria, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Samoa, Somalia,
Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tonga, Uganda, Kenya,
Tanzania, Zambia, Suriname, Sudan

EEC-Algeria 1977 EEC9, Algeria

Lomé - extension 1979 EEC9, Papua New Guinea, Seychelles

Source: CEPII gravity dataset, http://cepii.fr/CEPII/en/bdd_modele/presentation.asp?id=8
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Table 5 – Gravity model estimates: 1968-1972
Estimation method:
OLS

[1.] [2.]
coeff. std. error coeff. std. error

lgdp_r 0.288*** 0.001 0.308*** 0.001
lgdp_p 0.308*** 0.001 0.308*** 0.001
ldistance -0.238*** 0.002 -0.249*** 0.002
contig 0.516*** 0.008 0.0515*** 0.008
landlocked -0.228*** 0.006 -0.197*** 0.006
comlang_off 0.035*** 0.008 0.035*** 0.008
comlang_ethno 0.229*** 0.007 0.217*** 0.007
comcol 0.340*** 0.011 0.326*** 0.011
col45 0.110*** 0.012 0.087*** 0.012
col_tr -0.221*** 0.014 -0.197*** 0.014
col_fr 0.428*** 0.011 0.444*** 0.011
curcol 0.140*** 0.023 0.184*** 0.022
RTA 0.316*** 0.006 0.347*** 0.006
cumcur 0.102*** 0.013 0.100*** 0.013
eu_to_acp 0.579*** 0.035 0.588*** 0.035
GSP -0.171*** 0.010 -0.123*** 0.010
gatt_r -0.022*** 0.007 -0.046*** 0.007
orig_contract 0.221*** 0.005 0.283*** 0.005
defacto -0.358*** 0.012 -0.341*** 0.012
non_gatt_jure 0.736*** 0.013 0.693*** 0.013
non_gatt_defacto -0.496*** 0.011 -0.509*** 0.011
KR_part 0.063*** 0.007 0.169*** 0.006
lin_cut 0.210*** 0.008 … …
LDC 0.116*** 0.006 0.063*** 0.006
SSC 0.054*** 0.007 -0.124*** 0.005
lduty … … 0.251*** 0.060
lduty2 … … -1.897*** 0.139
Industry dummy Yes Yes Yes Yes
Time dummy Yes Yes Yes Yes
N. Obs. 1,363,150 1,363,150
R2 0.184 0.185
*** significant at 1%, ** significant at 5%, * significant at 10%; standard errors are
robust to heteroscedasticity
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Table 6 – Gravity model estimates: 1973-1979
Estimation method:
pooled OLS

[3.] [4.]

coeff. std. error coeff. std. error
lgdp_r 0.319*** 0.001 0.334*** 0.0009
lgdp_p 0.340*** 0.0009 0.341*** 0.0009
ldistance -0.311*** 0.001 -0.319*** 0.001
contig 0.476*** 0.006 0.473*** 0.006
landlocked -0.330*** 0.007 -0.304*** 0.007
comlang_off -0.020*** 0.006 -0.022*** 0.006
comlang_ethno 0.223*** 0.006 0.216*** 0.066
comcol 0.528*** 0.008 0.519*** 0.008
col45 0.202*** 0.009 0.189*** 0.009
col_tr -0.286*** 0.011 -0.265*** 0.011
col_fr 0.366*** 0.008 0.377*** 0.008
curcol -0.043*** 0.016 -0.013 0.016
RTA 0.319*** 0.005 0.345*** 0.005
cumcur 0.044*** 0.009 0.050*** 0.009
eu_to_acp 0.062** 0.024 0.068*** 0.024
GSP -0.046*** 0.007 -0.003 0.007
gatt_r -0.258*** 0.006 -0.266*** 0.066
orig_contract 0.178*** 0.004 0.229*** 0.004
defacto -0.488*** 0.014 -0.483*** 0.014
non_gatt_jure 0.600*** 0.013 0.579*** 0.013
non_gatt_defacto -0.623*** 0.011 -0.643*** 0.011
KR_part 0.016*** 0.005 0.105*** 0.005
lin_cut 0.180*** 0.006 … …
LDC -0.042*** 0.005 -0.090*** 0.005
SSC 0.052*** 0.005 -0.090*** 0.004
lduty … … 0.746*** 0.049
lduty2 … … -3.032*** 0.117
Industry dummy Yes Yes Yes Yes
Time dummy Yes Yes Yes Yes
N. Obs. 2,519,616 2,519,616
R2 0.189 0.189
*** significant at 1%, ** significant at 5%, * significant at 10%; standard errors are
robust to heteroscedasticity


