
Appendix I 

 

This appendix is intended to address the concern that by only using commodities with exact 

matches we are over-weighting the experience of the United Kingdom. Here, we consider the 

commodity price evidence for other, (much) less exact commodity matches. We are able to 

find ten additional commodity city-pair matches along with the required information on 

nominal exchange rates. The matches are summarized in the table below. 

 

 
 

 Table A1. Commodity Coverage 
 

We are limited to a consideration of the years between 1927 and 1932. However, since this is 

the critical juncture spanning the onset of the Great Depression, little harm is done. Rather 

than repeat the exercise of estimating (and reporting) trade costs from a TAR model for every 

year and every city-pair, we simply report the average weekly price gap for the periods from 

1927 to 1929 and from 1930 to 1932, as these act as upper bounds for the trade cost 

estimates. 

 

 
 

Table A2. Average Price Gaps for Inexact Matches 
 

Price gap in Price gap in

1927-1929 1930-1932 Ratio of

(share of (share of 1930-1932 to

Commodity City 1 City 2 (dest. price) (dest. price) 1927-1929

Barley Berlin Prague 0.09 0.16 1.71

Butter Chicago Hamburg 0.14 0.16 1.13

Linseed Bombay Duluth 0.17 0.20 1.18

Oats Berlin Paris 0.11 0.16 1.43

Rye Minneapolis Rotterdam 0.18 0.13 0.72

Rye Berlin Warsaw 0.21 0.41 1.98

Rye Berlin Budapest 0.21 0.51 2.46

Sugar New York Prague 0.11 0.19 1.77

Wheat Berlin Paris 0.08 0.13 1.50

Wheat Berlin Milan 0.18 0.13 0.75

Average across commodities 1.46



Obviously, price gaps were on the rise over the period from 1927 to 1932 for the vast 

majority of commodity city-pairs. On average, the rise was 46% between 1927-1929 and 

1930-1932. We can also compare these results to those for our preferred sample.  

 
 

Table A3. Average Price Gaps for Exact Matches 
 

Again, the upswing in average price gaps is clear, as these stand some 32% higher in 1930-

1932 than in 1927-1929. This is a lower average increase than in the case of the inexact 

matches. The comparison suggests that the results presented in the main body of the paper 

may be interpreted as lower bound estimates of the disintegrative tendencies witnessed in the 

interwar period, as was hypothesized in the text.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Price gap in Price gap in

1927-1929 1930-1932 Ratio of

(share of (share of 1930-1932 to

Commodity City 1 City 2 (dest. price) (dest. price) 1927-1929

Butter Copenhagen London 0.09 0.13 1.44

Coffee Rio de Janeiro New York City 0.13 0.24 1.85

Coffee Santos New York City 0.18 0.35 1.94

Cotton New Orleans Liverpool 0.11 0.14 1.27

Cotton Alexandria Liverpool 0.05 0.09 1.80

Cottonseed Alexandria London 0.13 0.17 1.31

Eggs Copenhagen London 0.23 0.36 1.57

Groundnuts Madras London 0.12 0.18 1.50

Jute Calcutta London 0.23 0.22 0.96

Linseed Buenos Aires London 0.13 0.16 1.23

Linseed Bombay London 0.15 0.17 1.13

Maize Buenos Aires London 0.23 0.28 1.22

Maize Buenos Aires Rotterdam 0.19 0.25 1.32

Oats Buenos Aires London 0.50 0.55 1.10

Rapeseed Karachi London 0.13 0.16 1.23

Rice Burma London 0.21 0.25 1.19

Rye Minneapolis Hamburg 0.16 0.16 1.00

Silk Yokohama New York City 0.10 0.12 1.20

Wheat Winnipeg London 0.17 0.23 1.35

Wheat Chicago London 0.10 0.10 1.00

Wheat Buenos Aires London 0.14 0.16 1.14

Average across commodities 1.32



Appendix II 

 
 

Table A4a. Destination Market Prices 



 
 

Table A4b. Destination Market Prices 

 



 
 

Table A4c. 95% Confidence Intervals for Trade Cost Estimates 

 

 



 
 

Table A4d. 95% Confidence Intervals for Trade Cost Estimates 

 

 

 



Appendix III 

 

Here, we decompose the variance observed in the trade cost-to-price ratio into three parts: the 

variance in trade costs, the variance in prices, and their covariance. We make use of the 

following transformation: 

 

The table below summarizes the decomposition for the 27 series under consideration. 

 
 

Table A5. Variance Decomposition of Trade Costs and Prices 

 

Of particular interest in this respect is the last column, which gives the ratio of the variance of 

the two series, tc and p. On average, there is almost twice as much variation in the former 

than the latter (excluding the observation for eggs, the former exhibits almost 60% more 

variation). The results suggest that, once the covariance between the two series is accounted 

for, it is variance in the trade cost series which dominates the variance in the trade cost-to-

price ratio.  
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