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1. Introduction

The term ‘manufacturing belt’ has long been used to describe the remarkable spatial

concentration of industry in the United States that prevailed from the third quarter of

the 19th century to the third quarter of the 20th century. The area was an approximate

parallelogram with corners at Green Bay, St Louis, Baltimore and Portland (Maine).

In 1900, about 4/5th of American manufacturing output was produced in this part of

the country which comprised only 1/6th of its land area.1

Krugman (1991) saw the manufacturing belt as a classic demonstration of the

impact of the forces affecting location decisions that are stressed by the New

Economic Geography (NEG). In this view, the key characteristic of the

manufacturing belt was the market access that it offered to firms rather than an

enduring advantage in natural resources. The simplest version of this story is that,

when economies of scale become sufficiently large relative to transport costs, firms

choose to locate near to demand which in turn locked in greater market access.

A more powerful version of the argument focuses on ‘backward’ and

‘forward’ linkages between firms based on the use of manufacturing goods as

intermediates in manufacturing production. As in Krugman and Venables (1995), this

can generate a process of cumulative causation which creates an industrialized core

together with a de-industrialized periphery. A large market for intermediates makes a

region a more attractive place to produce such goods. In turn, better access to these

1 At a disaggregated level, it is appropriate to demarcate the manufacturing belt in terms of counties.

Our analysis is at the state level; states whose territory is wholly or predominantly in the manufacturing

belt are Connecticut, Delaware, Illinois, Indiana, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, New

Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Vermont, Virginia, West

Virginia, and Wisconsin.
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intermediates makes production of final goods cheaper. When transport costs become

low enough to permit realization of the advantages of increasing returns in trade with

other regions, a manufacturing-belt phenomenon will be observed. According to

Krugman, this occurred with the coming of the railroad and had emerged by the

1860s. Eventually, when transport costs fall further and become very low, the

advantages of proximity to market demand and suppliers evaporates and

manufacturing production disperses but this was not yet the case in the early decades

of the 20th century.2

A similar view of the emergence of the manufacturing belt can certainly be

found in the economic-history literature. An account which stresses the importance of

market access and which notes the reasons why the Midwest and the North east were

both included but the South was not is provided by Meyer (1983) (1989). However,

nowhere is there an explicit empirical verification of the NEG hypotheses as to the

underpinnings of the manufacturing belt.

Indeed, the most recent quantitative analyses of long-run trends in U.S.

industrial location by Kim (1995) (1999) stress the role of natural advantage rather

than market access and tend to dismiss the NEG account. Kim (1999) estimated a

model of industrial production across states based on the Rybczynski theorem and

found that factor endowments were the fundamental explanation for the geographic

distribution of U.S. manufacturing from 1880 through 1987. He argued that once

factor endowments had been taken into account, there was little left to be explained

2 The Krugman-Venables model assumes no interregional migration of workers. Puga (1999) shows

that incorporating migration intensifies the agglomeration forces and may preclude the eventual

dispersion of manufacturing. He also shows that having land in the NEG model does not change its

basic qualitative features.
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by NEG forces. Kim (1995) found that U.S. regional specialization in the late 19th

and early 20th centuries could be explained by the rise of large-scale production

methods that were intensive in the use of raw materials and energy sources that were

relatively immobile leading regions to become more specialized, and he argued

against the importance of Krugman-type explanations for industrial location.

We have a number of doubts about the strength of the Kim’s evidence in favor

of the natural-advantage hypothesis which we discuss in more detail in a later section

of the paper. Here, suffice it to say that neither of his papers tests directly for the role

of market access in industrial-location decisions. In this paper, we carry out such a

test by using a version of a model originally proposed by Midelfart-Knarvik et al.

(2000), which incorporates both factor-endowment and market-access determinants of

location. This is estimated at the state level for U.S. manufacturing during the period

1880-1920. We operationalize the notion of market access by the use of ‘market

potential’, the concept introduced by Harris (1954). We seek to investigate the part

that market potential played and to establish whether NEG arguments can explain the

existence of the manufacturing belt around the turn of the 20th century. Our

framework allows an explicit analysis of the roles of each of scale economies,

backward linkages and forward linkages.

In particular, we address the following questions relating to U.S.

manufacturing at the 2-digit level.

1) Did market potential matter for the location of manufacturing?

2) Was market potential more important than factor endowments as a

determinant of industrial location?

3) Is there evidence to support the hypothesis that market potential influenced

the location of manufacturing through linkage effects as well as scale effects?
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Answering these questions is essential to establishing whether new economic

geography can provide a plausible explanation for the U.S. manufacturing belt, an

issue on which the jury is still out.

2. An empirical framework to test NEG predictions

Testing the predictions of the NEG models presents challenges. The basic model

consists of several non-linear simultaneous equations which are complicated to

estimate, and even if we find a way to identify such a model, we would face another

problem namely, how to distinguish among different theories of agglomeration.

Indeed, while NEG offers a unique explanation for the observed pattern of

geographical concentration, other explanations giving rise to the same pattern are also

possible. Therefore a daunting question arises: which of the explanations actually

gave rise to the geographical concentration under study?

We use the methodology of Midelfart-Knarvik, Overman and Venables

(2000).3 The authors developed and econometrically estimated a model of the location

of industries across countries which combines factor endowments and geographical

considerations. Their approach is a synthesis and generalization of two existing

approaches in empirical literature: a literature which estimates the effect of industry

characteristics on trade, and a literature which estimates the effect of country

characteristics on trade and production. It is similar to Ellison and Glaeser (1999) but

differs in the sense that the theoretical specification is derived from trade rather than

location theory. The core idea of the Midelfart-Knarvik et al. (MK) model is the

following.4 States differ in their factor endowments and face transportation costs on

3 The discussion is based on Midelfart-Knarvik et al. (2000).

4 Modeling NEG is based on Krugman and Venables (1995).
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their trade. Industries in those states use both primary products and intermediate

goods to produce differentiated goods. In equilibrium, location of industries is

determined both by factor endowments and by geography. Factor endowments matter

for obvious reasons. Transport costs mean that the location of demand matters: states

at different locations have different market potential which shapes their industrial

structure. Intermediate demand and prices vary across locations, which means that

forward and backward linkages are present and that industries may find it optimal to

locate close to supplier and customer industries. The model generates a regression

equation which contains interaction variables between the characteristics of states and

the characteristics of industries to determine the industrial structure of countries. 5

This empirical strategy was used to examine the location of production in the

European Union (Midelfart-Knarvik et al. 2000, 2001; Midelfart-Knarvik and

5 An alternative approach was developed by Davis and Weinstein (Davis and Weinstein 1996, 1999). It

uses the home-market effect to empirically separate NEG models from the models of comparative

advantage. Their argument is that in a world of comparative advantage, a strong demand for a good

will make that good, ceteris paribus, an import. However, in an NEG world, a location with a strong

demand for a good makes it a preferable place to locate production and thus the location becomes the

exporter of that good. This ‘home market effect’ of demand on trade distinguishes NEG from

comparative advantage models. In the empirical analysis, the home-market effect is then captured by a

variable which measures the association between changes in demand and changes in output. If an

increase in demand leads to more than proportional increase in output, then the mechanism of NEG is

confirmed. Otherwise, other theories are more relevant. We use the MK approach because it is richer

than the Davis and Weinstein approach. In particular, the MK methodology enables us to estimate the

effect of market potential and distinguish between forward and backward linkages. Moreover, it makes

possible estimation of the effect of various factor endowments on geographical location, similar to

Ellison and Glaeser (1999).
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Overman, 2002), and the studies confirmed the importance of NEG forces in shaping

the location of industries in the EU.

The MK approach provides a simple, yet theoretically sound empirical test.

However, it has limitations which should be recognized. To make a tractable link

between theory and econometrics, the model omits some complexities of NEG

models. In particular, NEG models imply a non-monotonic relationship between

location and transportation costs, which, as we know, creates a multiplicity of

equilibria. As a consequence, there is no unique mapping from characteristics of

countries and industries to industrial location. MK approach leaves the estimation of

multiple equilibria for future research.

Before we move to the baseline econometric specification, another

methodological approach needs to be mentioned. Kim (1995) tries to determine the

geographical distribution of industries in the U.S. by estimating the effect of scale

economies and the factor endowments on an index of localization of production. His

methodology uses plant size to capture economies of scale and the raw material

intensity of industries to reflect factor endowments. The methodology used in our

paper has a major advantage over Kim’s approach not only because it is richer, but

also because it uses the characteristics of states along with the characteristics of

industries. Kim’s approach has been also questioned by Combes et al. (2008) who

point to the limitations of his simple regression equation to capture the importance of

economic geography and factor endowments in the empirical analysis of the

geographic concentration of industries. Furthermore, they suggest that using panel

data with sectoral and time fixed effects is problematic when the time period is long,

which is Kim’s case.

Formally, the basic model can be written as follows:
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where si,t
k is the share of industry k in state i and time t, popi,t is the share of

population in state i and time t, and mani,t is the share of manufacturing employment

in state i and time t; y[j]i,t is the level of jth state characteristic in state i and time t;

x[j]t
k is the industry k value of the industry characteristic paired with state

characteristic j at time t, and εi,t
k is the error term. The interaction forces between the

characteristics of states and the characteristics of industries are represented by the

terms in the summation and α, φ, β[j], γ[j], and χ[j] are coefficients to be estimated. 

To understand this specification, consider one particular characteristic, say j =

skilled labor.6 So x[skilled labor]t
k is white-collar worker intensity of industry k at

time t, and y[skilled labor]i,t is educated population abundance of state i at time t. The

model can be interpreted as follows. First, there exists an industry with a level of

skilled-labor intensity χ[skilled labor] such that its location is independent of state 

skilled-labor abundance. Second, there exists a level of skilled-labor abundance

γ[skilled labor] such that the state’s share of any industry is independent of the 

skilled-labor intensity of the industry. Third, if β[skilled labor] > 0, then industries

with skilled labor intensities greater than χ[skilled labor] will be induced to locate in 

states with skilled-labor abundance greater than γ[skilled labor]. Estimation of the 

model will produce the following key parameters for each interaction variable: β[j],

γ[j], and χ[j] with j running over the interactions. If, for example, skilled labor is an

important determinant of location patterns, we should see a high value of β[skilled

labor].

Expanding the relationships in equation (1) we obtain the estimating equation

6 The discussion follows Crafts and Mulatu (2006).
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This gives a list of independent variables that comprises scaling terms, state

characteristics, industrial characteristics, and interactions between state and industrial

characteristics. The coefficients of the two size variables, α and  , are

straightforward, and c is a constant term. The estimated coefficients of the state

characteristics, y[j] and industry characteristics, x[j] are estimates of - β[j]γ[j], and - 

β[j]χ[j], respectively, and so are expected to have negative signs. The estimated 

coefficients of the interaction variables, y[j]x[j] are estimates of β[j], which are

expected to be positive and comprise the crucial set of parameters in the model. The

relative magnitude and statistical significance of this coefficient on, for example,

educated population x white collar workers provides us with a measure of how

important this factor endowment was in influencing the location of industries in the

United States.

3. Implementation of the MK empirical framework

In this section, we describe the data used in the paper (a detailed description of the

variables is in the appendix) and the implementation of the MK model. In the

implementation of the model, we consider four state characteristics (in addition to the

population and the manufacturing labor force), six industry characteristics, and six

interactions. The estimated equation (2) can be expressed as follows:
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ln(si,t
k) = C + αln(POPi,t) +  ln(MANi,t) +

+ β1AGRIC EMPLi,t + β2EDUC POPi,t + β3COAL ABUNDANCEi,t +

+ β4MARKET POTENTIALi,t + β5WHITE COLLAR WORKERSi,t +

+ β6STEAM POWER USEi,t + β7AGRICULTURE INPUTi,t +

+ β8INTERMEDIATE INPUT USEi,t + β9SALES TO INDUSTRYi,t +

+ β10SIZE OF ESTABLISHMENTi,t +

+ β11(AGRIC EMPL x AGRICULTURE INPUT USE)i,t +

+ β12 (EDUC POP x WHITE COLLAR WORKERS)i,t +

+ β13(COAL ABUNDANCE x STEAM POWER USE)i,t +

+ β14(MARKET POTENTIAL x INTERMEDIATE INPUT USE)i,t +

+ β15(MARKET POTENTIAL x SALES TO INDUSTRY)i,t +

+ β16(MARKET POTENTIAL x SIZE OF ESTABLISHMENT)i,t + εi,t
k (3)

The state characteristics are captured by the share of agricultural employment,

share of educated population, coal prices, and market potential; industries are

characterized by the share of white-collar workers, steam power use, plant size,

agricultural input use, intermediate input use, and sales to industry.

The interaction variables are the following: educated population availability

and white-collar worker intensity, coal abundance and steam power use, share of

agricultural employment and agricultural input use, market potential and intermediate

input use, market potential and sales to industry, and market potential and plant size.

The first three of these interactions are predicted by the Heckscher-Ohlin (H-O)

theory based on factor endowments; the last three are predicted by NEG to be

activated when transport costs are in the right “intermediate” range such that the pull

of centrality kicks in.7 The first market potential interaction says that industries which

use relatively large amounts of intermediate goods would prefer locations of high

market potential. Here the importance of forward linkages is the key but how strongly

firms value centrality will depend on transport costs; cheaper inputs have to be traded

7 A formal analysis is presented in e.g. Fujita, Krugman, and Venables (1999).
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off against a higher costs of sending goods to final consumer. The second market-

potential interaction is based on backward linkages and presumes that industries

which sell relatively large fraction of their output to other firms rather than final

consumer tend to locate relatively close to other producers. The third market-potential

interaction hypothesizes that industries operating at relatively large scale will value

locations relatively close to market demand (at least at some levels of transportation

costs).

In the original work by Midelfart-Knarvik et al., the authors estimate their

version of the equation (2) using OLS, and account for the heteroskedasticity and the

country and industry fixed effects. There are, however, estimation issues which we

address that were not dealt with by the authors because they became apparent only in

the later development of econometrics.

The data are on 48 U.S. states and 19 two-digit level industries for each census

year during 1880-1920.8 The data on the share of two-digit level industrial

employment in the U.S. states are drawn from the U.S. Census of Manufactures. The

aggregation of individual industries at the two-digit level follows the standard

industrial classification provided by Niemi (1974). The population data are from the

Historical Statistics of the United States (2006). The data on labor force and

agricultural employment in each U.S. state are from Perloff (1960), coal prices are

taken from various U.S. government sources, and the data on educated population by

states come from the U.S. occupation censuses and Goldin (1998).9 The share of

white-collar workers as well as of steam power use is extracted from the U.S.

Censuses of Manufactures 1880-1920. Average plant size is from O’Brien (1988).

8 There are 46 states in 1880 since Oklahoma did not exist then, and North and South Dakota was

considered a single territory. Alaska is excluded throughout the whole period.

9 We would like to thank Claudia Goldin for providing the data.
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Forward and backward linkages are evaluated using an input-output table for the U.S.

economy. There are two such tables available for our time-period. One is due to

Whitney (1968) who constructed an input-output table for 1899; the other is

Leontieff’s (1941) seminal work which provides an input-output table for 1919. Both

tables can be adjusted to the two-digit industrial level.

Panel A in Table 1 reports industrial characteristics obtained from the 1899

input-output table which relate to key aspects highlighted by locational hypotheses

based either on new economic geography (cols. 1 and 2) or on natural advantages

(Cols. 3 and 4). It is clear that there are big differences across industries. For

example, SIC 33, primary metal products, has high use of intermediates and sales to

industry relative to gross output whereas for SIC 21, tobacco products, these

proportions are negligible. Conversely, tobacco uses agricultural inputs quite heavily

but primary metal products does not. Overall, it is noticeable that many sectors have

substantial linkages (medians in cols.1 and 2 are both 26 per cent) whereas few

sectors rely heavily on inputs of primary products (medians in cols. 3 and 4 are 0.4

per cent and 1.3 per cent, respectively). Panel B in Table 1 shows the distribution of

the two-digit manufacturing employment between the manufacturing belt states and

the states outside the belt. We see that the industries having substantial linkages but

little use of agricultural inputs are highly concentrated in the manufacturing belt (for

example SIC 33, primary metals, or SIC 35& 36, machinery,) while industries which

rely on agricultural inputs (for example SIC 28, chemicals and allied products) are

less so. The differences are even more profound in 1920 when, for example, SIC 24,

lumber and wood products, employs more people outside the manufacturing belt than

inside it. Panel B also shows that there is a slight decrease of the share of

manufacturing employment in the manufacturing belt for some industries between
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1880 and 1920. Those industries largely produce final consumer products and since

the population living outside the manufacturing belt increased by 1920 it is not

surprising that those industries increased their shares outside the belt too. Despite this,

the overall pattern of the industries with substantial linkages being located in the

manufacturing belt is preserved, with the primary metal products, machinery, and

chemical industry even increasing their presence in the belt.

The only variable which needs to be estimated is market potential. The

estimation of market potential goes back to Harris’s (1954) seminal paper, which

calculates market potential as the inverse distance-weighted sum of incomes. In recent

years, several studies have linked market potential rigorously to theory (e.g.

Krugman, 1992, Head and Mayer, 2002) with the implication that a gravity equation

framework should be used to estimate market potential. We use the methodology of

Head and Mayer (2004) which is based on Redding and Venables (2004). The market

potential of a U.S. state i is calculated using the formula Mi = ∑j φij GDPj where φij is

the accessibility of market j for goods from the U.S. state i. The market j consists of

nominal GDP in foreign countries, in other U.S. states, and in the home state i.

The market accessibility of foreign countries is calculated as follows:

φij = exp(-βj + λLij)dij
-δ (3),

where β is the home-bias coefficient, λ is the language coefficients, δ is the distance 

coefficients, Lij is an indicator variable with value of 1 if the language between i and j

is the same and 0 otherwise, and dij is the distance between i and j. The market

accessibility of other U.S. states is calculated as

φij = dij
-δ (4),

and own U.S. state

φii = dii
-δ = [0.376 . (areai)

0.5] –δ (5).
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In (4) and (5), the subscripts i and j refer to the U.S. states. The regression equation to

estimate β, λ, and δ is 

ln Xij = EXi + IMj + δ lndij + βj Bij + λ Lij + εij (6),

where Xij is the aggregate value of the country’s i export to country j, EXi and IMj are

exporter and importer fixed effects, Bij is a dummy variable which is 1 if i≠j, β is the

home-bias coefficient, λ is the language coefficient, δ is the distance coefficient, Lij is

an indicator variable with a value of 1 if the language between i and j is the same and

0 otherwise, and dij is the distance between i and j.

The main issue here is data availability. The estimation of equation (6) to

obtain the estimates of β, λ, δ for equation (3) – the accessibility of foreign countries – 

uses data for trade between the U.S. and foreign countries from Jacks et al. (2008)

with total internal trade flows for the U.S., Xii, constructed by subtracting total U.S.

exports from U.S. GDP based on Maddison (2007).10 Unfortunately, no internal trade

data for the U.S. states in 1880-1920 exist to estimate equation (6) in order to obtain δ

for equations (4) and (5). Here we have two options: either to use -1 for δ as

suggested by Harris (1954), which is often used in the literature when the gravity

equation similar to (6) is impossible to estimate, or to follow the suggestion of Head

and Mayer (2004) and to use the estimate of δ from (6) in (4) and (5). We implement

both approaches to see how sensitive the results are to different market potential

estimates. The data on the area of the U.S. states are from the Historical Statistics of

the United States (2006), the distance between the U.S. states and the foreign

countries is the kilometer distance between the corresponding capitals, and the

distance between the U.S. states is calculated as the kilometer distance between their

capital cities.

10 We are grateful to Chris Meissner for providing the trade data.
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To complete the calculation of market potential, nominal GDP estimates are

required. Nominal GDP of the U.S. states in 1880-1910 is taken from Klein (2009)

which estimates 1890 and 1910 nominal GDP for each U.S. state based on the

methodology developed by Easterlin (1957), and re-estimates Easterlin’s original

1880 and 1900 estimates.11 Data for 1920 are from Easterlin (1957). The sources of

nominal GDP of the foreign countries and the corresponding exchange rate are in the

Appendix.

Table 2 displays our estimates of market potential by state for 1880 and 1920

based on the δ ═ -1 variant. Two points stand out. First, the rank order of market

potential is very stable during this period. Second, the ‘manufacturing-belt’ states

tend to have the highest levels of market potential in both years. It should be noted

that states with similar GDP inside and outside the manufacturing belt generally have

quite different levels of market potential; for example, Rhode Island and Washington

11 Easterlin’s (1957) study provides estimates of nominal GDP from the income side for each U.S. state

in 1880, 1900, 1919-1921, and 1949-1951. Estimation involves two steps. First, the ratio of the state

total personal income per capita relative to the U.S. total personal income per capita for each U.S. state

is constructed from the census publications. These ratios are then used to allocate the U.S. total

personal income per capita among the states. The calculation of the ratios involves the calculation and

the weighting of the sectoral ratios for agriculture and six non-agriculture sectors. Total personal

income includes wages, salaries, and proprietor’s income in agriculture and six non-agriculture sectors;

property income includes rental income, personal interest income, and dividends, in agriculture and six

non-agriculture industries. The non-agriculture sectors consist of manufacturing, mining, construction,

transportation and communication and public utilities, private households including domestic service

performed in private households, and “all other” which includes finance, trade, government, and other

services than domestic services. The re-estimated 1880 and 1900 figures in Klein (2009) are very close

to Easterlin’s original estimates.
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have very similar GDP but, as Table 2 shows, market potential of the former was

about 5 times that of the latter.

In addition to the data for 1880-1920, we need market potential estimates for

each U.S. state in 1870 to construct the instruments used in the instrumental variable

regression presented in the following section. The estimation follows the

methodology outlined above and the nominal GDP of each U.S. state in 1870 is

calculated from the real GDP estimates of Tamura et al. (2006).12

4. Empirical Results

Estimation Issues

In our initial estimations of equation (3) market potential is calculated assuming δ = -

1, and forward and backward linkages are based on the 1899 input-output table in

Whitney (1968); then other variants are presented by way of sensitivity analysis.

Estimation of equation (3) raises the following issues: heteroskedasticity, endogeneity

of some of the regressors, and the use of panel data techniques. Our data, as seen from

the specification of the regression equation, have three dimensions: industry k, state i,

and time t. Leaving aside the time dimension for a moment, state and industry

dimensions are potential sources of heteroskedasticity. Therefore, White-Hubber

robust standard errors seem appropriate (White, 1980). However, having 19 industries

in each U.S. state suggests that we might face an unobserved cluster effect coming

from the U.S. states. In this case, cluster-robust standard errors should be used (White,

1984, Arellano, 1987); failure to do so could have a dramatic effect on t-statistics

(Pepper, 2002) which would then invalidate our statistical inference. Indeed, cluster-

12 We are grateful to Robert Tamura for providing us with the dataset to calculate these estimates.
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robust standard errors place no restriction on heteroskedasticity and correlation within

clusters.

The issue of endogeneity arises for two reasons. First, there is a direct

implication of the unobserved cluster effect discussed in the previous paragraph.

Using cluster-robust standard errors assumes that the unobserved cluster effect is not

correlated with the regressors. However, if this assumption were invalid, then the

estimators would be inconsistent. In this case, a “within” estimator that would sweep

away the unobserved within-cluster effect is attractive (Cameron et al., 2005,

Wooldridge, 2003, 2006). Second, market potential and the corresponding

interactions may be endogenous. This calls for instrumental variable estimation.

However, in our setting, an instrument is impossible to find; hence we rely on lagged

variables. Econometrics research in recent years has shown that instrumental variable

estimation has its pitfalls. Although it provides consistent estimates, it is much less

efficient than the OLS estimator (Wooldridge, 2002, Cameron et al., 2005). This is

exacerbated when the correlation between instruments and instrumented variables is

weak, leaving us with IV estimation of low precision (Staiger et al. 1997; Kleibergen,

2002; Hahn et al., 2003). Another profound implication of weak instruments is that

even mild instrument endogeneity can lead to IV being even more inconsistent than

OLS (Bound et al., 1995). To account for this, we perform weak instrument tests to

justify the appropriateness of using instrumental variables estimation. In addition, we

follow the suggestion of Wooldridge (2002, p. 104) who says: “Often we must choose

between a possibly inconsistent estimator that has relatively small standard errors

(OLS) and a consistent estimator that is so imprecise that nothing interesting can be

concluded (2SLS). One approach is to use OLS unless we can reject exogeneity of the
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explanatory variables.” Therefore, we perform endogeneity tests on the suspect

regressors.

Coming back to the time dimension, its presence naturally calls for the use of

panel data techniques. However, panel data estimation is done on pooled data, which

assumes the same parameters over time and across regions. In our case, pooling the

data across time might not be that innocent. Indeed, the period 1880-1920 is known

for dramatic changes in the U.S economy, which suggests a cautious approach to

pooling the data across time. Consequently, a testing of poolability is carried out to

see whether panel data techniques should be used or not (Baltagi, 2005).

The Basic Results

The results of the initial estimation of equation (3) are in Tables 3-5. Table 3 presents

the results for the pooled sample 1880-1920. Column I shows the results of estimation

with White-Hubber robust standard errors. The reason for using robust standard errors

is heteroskedasticity, confirmed by the Breuch-Pagan test (statistics which rejects the

hypothesis of homoskedastic standard errors at the 1% significance level). The

estimation results show that out of three H-O interaction variables, only agriculture is

statistically significant (at 1%), and has a correct sign; the other two are insignificant.

As for the NEG interactions, two of them are highly statistically significant and with

the correct sign – backward linkages and plant size – while the forward linkages

interaction variable is insignificant, though with the correct sign.

As was discussed earlier, the data are clustered at the level of U.S. states.

Therefore, column II shows the estimates of the equation (3) with cluster-robust

standard errors. As we see, the results are similar to those in column I, leaving
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agricultural, backward-linkage and plant interactions as the only statistically-

significant interaction variables.

The time dimension potentially allows us to use panel-data estimation.

Because of heteroskedasticity, a robust Hausman test (Cameron et al., 2005, p. 718)

was used to test between fixed- and random-effects models and the test statistics (see

Table 1) favor the fixed-effects model. Column III presents the results of the fixed-

effects estimation with panel-robust standard errors (Cameron et al., pp. 706-707).

The results confirm the previous findings and provide support for the pooled OLS

estimates.

As was argued earlier, pooling data across time might pose a problem. Bearing

in mind that the U.S. economy was undergoing dramatic changes in 1880-1920, the

assumption of the same parameters across time could be too strong. Indeed, the

forward linkages in Table 3 are not statistically significant despite the fact that many

industries have substantial linkages, as discussed in the previous section. Therefore,

we carried out a Chow test to determine whether the data should be pooled or not. The

calculated F-statistics F(23, 4465) is 27.2265 which enables us to reject the null

hypothesis that β[j]t= β[j]  t at the 1% significance level. Accordingly, we run

separate regressions for 1880, 1890, 1900, 1910, and 1920.

For each of those years, we have estimated equation (3) with OLS using robust

and cluster-robust standard errors respectively, as well as cluster-specific fixed

effects. The reason for using cluster-robust standard errors is, as with the earlier

regressions, the possibility that there is an unobserved cluster effect which needs to be

taken into account. The cluster-robust standard errors estimator assumes, however,

that the unobserved cluster effect is not correlated with the regressors and puts it into

the composite error term εi
k. If the unobserved cluster effect actually happens to be
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correlated with the regressors, the OLS estimator becomes inconsistent. Therefore, we

have also estimated a cluster- specific fixed effect, to allow for the possibility of that

correlation.13 The results are presented in Table 4.

A general overview of the estimation results suggests that NEG interaction

variables are present in each of the years, though some variation exists before 1900.

The H-O interactions are less prevalent except for agriculture until 1900. Of the NEG

forces, the plant-size interaction is always statistically significant, usually at the 1%

significance level. The backward-linkages interaction is almost always significant,

except for 1890 (specifically in the case of OLS with robust standard errors), and

1910. Forward linkages are first significant in 1890 (at 10%) but only in the case of

cluster-specific estimations. After that, they remain significant until 1920 with an

increase up to the 1% level. The H-O interactions are very different in terms of

significance. Both coal and skilled-labor interactions change signs and are

insignificant for most of the time. The agriculture interaction, on the other hand, is

highly statistically significant until 1900, after which it becomes insignificant and

changes sign in 1920.14

The endogeneity issue regarding market potential and its interactions is

addressed by instrumental-variable estimation. As was noted earlier, finding an

instrument in our setting is difficult and we have to rely on lagged variables.

Instrumental-variable estimation does not perform well in the presence of weak

13 Even in the case of cluster-specific fixed effect estimation, we use cluster-robust standard errors to

estimate a fully robust variance-matrix, as shown in Wooldridge (2003, 2006). We have also estimated

the cluster-specific random effect model, and the results remain qualitatively unchanged; they are

available from the authors upon request.

14 An F-test for joint significance of the H-O interactions shows that the null hypothesis cannot be

rejected for 1910 and 1920.
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instruments. Therefore, we check whether our instruments are ‘weak’ or not using

Shea’s (1997) partial R2. In additional, we perform an endogeneity C-test (Hayashi,

2000, pp 233-234). Instrumental variable estimation is carried out using 2-step GMM,

which is more efficient than IV/2SLS. The results are presented in Table 5.15

For each year, we again estimate equation (3), and as usual, we use both

robust standard errors and cluster-robust standard errors, respectively. First, we check

the correlation between our instruments and instrumented market potential and the

corresponding interactions. Shea’s partial R2 in Table 3 show a very strong correlation

between the instruments and instrumented variables, ranging from 0.88 to 0.99. The

endogeneity test (Table 5) rejects the null hypothesis that the market potential and its

interaction are exogenous in all cases except for 1890.16 Nevertheless, we estimate

the model for that year anyway as a sensitivity check. The results in Table 5 show that

overall the picture that emerges from Table 4 is preserved. The NEG interaction

variables are almost always significant and have the correct sign, with the plant-size

interaction having the strongest significance, followed by the backward-linkages and

then the forward-linkages interaction. The forward-linkage interaction is significant

15 The share of manufacturing labor force and the share of agricultural labor force are potentially

endogenous too. The manufacturing labor force is mobile in the standard NEG model which suggests

that it might be endogenous in our regression equation. The agricultural labor force is considered

immobile in the original Krugman (1991) model but is treated as mobile in Krugman and Venables

(1995) as well as in Puga (1999). Therefore, we have also considered both manufacturing and

agricultural labor force as endogenous and instrumented them with their lagged values. The sign and

the statistical significance are the same as when they are treated as exogenous.

16 The endogeneity test in 1920 in the case of clustered-standard errors test also does not reject the null

hypothesis of exogenous market potential interaction at the conventional significance levels; however,

the null hypothesis can be rejected at the 11% significance level.
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from 1890, and the significance rises from 1900. The significance of the estimated

backward-linkages coefficients remains high throughout the period, except for 1910.

Robustness, Standardized Coefficients and Counterfactuals

We have also performed additional robustness checks with respect to our data. As was

mentioned in the section on data, market potential was calculated twice: first, with δ =

-1 and, secondly, with the estimated coefficients of equation (6). The estimations in

Table 3-5 use the former market potential data. Therefore, Tables 6 and 7 show the

results of the estimation techniques used in Tables 4 and 5 with the market potential

figures calculated using the gravity equation estimates.17 We see that the results are

similar, with the agriculture interaction being the only important H-O force and NEG

forces being important throughout the whole period.18

The crucial NEG interaction variables are forward and backward linkages

estimated using Whitney’s 1899 input-output table. However, as was mentioned

earlier, 1880-1920 was a period of dramatic changes in the U.S. economy and

therefore using the same input-output table might raise the issue of the accuracy of the

estimated forward/backward linkages. Unfortunately, for the period before 1899, there

are no input-output tables. For 1920, we can perform a sensitivity analysis using the

17 We have also performed a similar sensitivity analysis with the estimation techniques used in Table 3,

and the results are qualitatively unchanged. We do not report the results here, they are available from

the authors upon request.

18 In addition to market potential calculated using the gravity equation estimates, we have calculated

market potential using both the gravity equation estimates of δ and δ = -1. The former was used to

calculate the market access of the foreign countries, the latter for the market access of the home U.S.

state as well as other U.S. states. The regression results are qualitatively unchanged and are available

from the authors upon request.
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well-known input-output table for 1919 constructed by Leontief (1941). Table 8

presents the results of the OLS and cluster-specific fixed effect estimations for that

year; estimation was done with both variants of the market potential figures. We see

that when we use the market potential figures calculated using the gravity regression

estimates, the forward linkages lose statistical significance in the OLS cases, though

the sign remains positive; however, the cluster-specific estimates of that linkage are

significant, as in Table 4. The qualitative results for all the remaining variables are

unchanged.

In unreported results, we have also performed two additional robustness

checks. First, we have checked the robustness of the H-O interaction variables.

Specifically, we have used the share of farm land (similarly to Ellison and Glaeser,

1999) instead of the share of agricultural labor force in the agricultural-interaction

variable, and the share of coal inputs in gross product instead of the ratio of horse

power to gross output in the coal-interaction variable.19 In both cases, the qualitative

results are similar to the results in Tables 3-8, with agriculture being the most

prevalent among all H-O interaction variables. Second, we have re-estimated all the

regressions in Tables 3-8 as well as the unreported regressions with industry-specific

dummy variables to control for unobserved industry-specific effects and the results

are virtually unchanged.

Overall, these results show the importance of all the NEG and some of the H-

O forces, consistently throughout the whole period 1880-1920 irrespective of the

estimation technique. This suggests that industrial location was indeed substantially

driven by the agglomeration mechanisms related to market potential. We can support

19 The share of farm land is calculated from the Historical Statistics of the United States (2006); the

share of coal in gross product comes from Whitney (1968) and Leontief (1941).
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this inference by calculating beta coefficients for the relative importance of the

interaction variables in determining state shares of manufacturing employment by

industry. The results reported in Table 9 show that throughout 1880 to 1920 the sum

of the contributions of the market-potential interactions exceeds that of the H-O

interactions and this is increasingly the case over time. Among the NEG interactions,

scale economies always have a substantial impact but it is noticeable that forward

linkages become more important over time and that, by 1920, the contribution of

linkages outweighs everything else.

It is also possible to illustrate the importance of market potential for industrial

location by making some counterfactual calculations based the estimated coefficients

in our preferred specification (Table 4, Equation FE). We consider cases of states in

1900 with similar GDP and GDP per person but different market potential. Pairs of

states with these characteristics include California and New Jersey, Nebraska and

Maryland, Utah and Delaware, and Washington and Rhode Island. Moving the

peripheral state to the location of their manufacturing-belt counterpart would raise the

predicted shares of the state in overall manufacturing employment by 30%, 22% 48%

and 56%, respectively.

5. Discussion of the Results

In the preceding section we have argued that econometric analysis provides robust

support for an interpretation of the manufacturing belt around the turn of the 20th

century that relies quite heavily on new economic geography. In this section we

further investigate the plausibility of this claim.

If the trigger for agglomeration is that economies of scale rise relative to

transport costs, then this is surely the generally-accepted story of American
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manufacturing in the second half of the 19th century. While the costs of transporting

goods was perhaps 8 times higher in 1890 than in 2000 (Glaeser and Kohlhase, 2004),

it was still much lower than in the early 19th century; average rail freight rates fell

from 6.2 cents per ton-mile in 1833 to 0.73 cents per ton-mile in 1900 (Carter et al.,

2006, p. 781).

With regard to economies of scale, estimates of the cost-dual of a Leontief

production function by Cain and Paterson (1986) showed that scale economies were

prevalent at the two-digit industry level between 1850 and 1919 with the exceptions

only of Food (SIC 20) and Leather (SIC 31). Atack (1985) found that plant size

generally rose considerably between 1870 and 1900 as the potential of new

technologies introduced from the mid-19th century was realized and that in industries

singled out by Chandler (1977) as the pioneers in mass production and mass

distribution (for example, iron and steel, flour milling) the average scale of operation

in 1900 was much larger than efficient scale in 1870.

Traditional accounts of the determinants of industrial location in the early 20th

century downplay the role of H-O factors. Instead, they emphasize the importance of

manufactured intermediates to manufacturing production as a key factor promoting

regional concentration of manufacturing and tend at the same time to downplay the

role of natural resources (Harris, 1954; Perloff et al., 1960, pp. 394-5). Moreover,

there was little correlation between the spatial distribution of employment in coal-

mining and in manufacturing; only in the high market-potential state of Pennsylvania

did they really coincide. Human capital of the workforce is little discussed by these

authors but the work of Goldin and Katz (1998) suggests that it is not surprising that

the educated population-white collar workers interaction is insignificant. They

convincingly argue that in this ‘factory-production’ phase of manufacturing, physical
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capital was a substitute for skill and technological advance was downgrading the role

of skilled labor.

While our results are consistent with this literature, they clearly differ from

the findings of Kim (1995) (1999) who stressed the importance of natural advantage.

However, we believe that on close examination Kim’s conclusions are not very

persuasive. In neither paper was market potential even considered as a variable. Kim

(1999) related measures of factor endowments to levels of production assuming that

the former were exogenous. A more appropriate specification would have allowed for

capital and labor mobility and would have sought to explain shares in U.S.

production, i.e., the geographic distribution of activities. The high R2 that was

obtained for what are in effect crude estimates of a production function has little to

say about the scope for new economic geography forces to influence location. Kim

(1995) related plant size and raw-materials intensity of industries to an index of

localization of production but took no account of either regional characteristics or

other industrial characteristics. Again, this is an ad-hoc specification that cannot be

informative about competing claims for the existence of the manufacturing belt.20

20 Kim’s methodology has been also seriously questioned by Combes et al. (2008) who discuss the

limitations of his regression equation. First, they point to omitted variable problems. Specifically, trade

costs, intermediate goods, skilled and unskilled labor intensities as well as factor intensities matter for

geographic concentration, yet are missing from Kim’s regression specification. Second, they question

Kim’s use of panel data with industry and time fixed effects. On one hand, using panel data and fixed

effect enables Kim to control for omitted variables. On the other hand, their use assumes that omitted

variables are constant over time, which can be problematic in the long-run. Overall, Combes et al.

(2008) suggest that Kim’s approach has severe limitations and that the results are not convincing.
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6. Conclusion

In this paper we have implemented a version of a model originally developed by

Midelfart-Knarvik et al. (2000) to investigate the importance of market access and

factor endowments in industrial location decisions in order to discover the reasons for

the existence of the manufacturing belt in the United States at the turn of the 20th

century. Our results show that, in each case, the answer to the three questions that we

posed in the introduction is ‘yes’.

We find that market potential did matter for the location of manufacturing in

the United States throughout the period 1880 to 1920, that it was more important than

factor endowments, and that the influence of market potential worked both through

linkage effects and scale effects, more so in later years. We believe that this is the

first empirical validation of the claims made by Krugman (1991) that the

manufacturing belt was a classic demonstration of the explanatory power of the new

economic geography.
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Appendix

Dependent Variable

The share of manufacturing labor force at the two-digit SIC level in the U.S. state:

The data are taken from the U.S. Census of Manufactures 1880-1920. We aggregated

them into the two-digit SIC level using Niemi (1974) classification. The censuses

provide information on the average number of wage earners, and from 1889 on the

average number of employees with a breakdown to wage earners and salaried

personnel. We have used the average number of wage earners to make the data

comparable over time. The 1910 Census of Manufactures excluded so-called hand

trades which are the industries providing repair work or work based on individual

orders, e.g. bicycle repairing, furniture repairing, blacksmithing, jewelry engraving.

To make the data comparable, we have excluded the hand trades in other years as

well. The Census of Manufactures reports a special industry category called ‘All

Other’. This industry category contains less than one percent of the state’s total

manufacturing employment and includes the industries with a small number of firms

to prevent the identification of those firms. As a result, this category contains a

heterogeneous set of industries which makes it difficult to assign it to any of the SIC

categories. We have decided to perform the analysis with this industry category

assigned to SIC 39, miscellaneous, as well as without that industry. The results are

virtually unchanged and the regression analysis in the main text is conducted with the

exclusion of this industry group.
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Independent variables

Industry characteristics

The share of white-collar workers: This is calculated as the share of salaried

personnel in the total persons employed. The data are taken from the U.S. Census of

Manufactures 1880-1920. Similarly to the data on the manufacturing employment, we

aggregated them up to the two-digit SIC level using Niemi (1974) classification.

Salaried personnel include officers, clerks, and firm members. There are no data on

salaried personnel in 1879 and thus we used 1889 shares. The hand trades are

excluded for the same reason as in the case of the dependent variable.

Steam Horse Power per $1000 Gross Output: The data are taken from the U.S.

Census of Manufactures 1880-1920 and again we aggregated them into the two-digit

SIC level. The steam-horse power data in 1879 are provided only for 22 industries,

and therefore we have used 1889 figures. The hand trades are excluded for the same

reason as stated above.

Plant size: The figures are taken from O’Brien (1988), Table 4. Plant size is

calculated as the average number of wage earners per establishment. The hand-trades

are excluded. O’Brien does not provide plant size in SIC 30, Rubber and Plastic

Products, in 1879, and therefore we calculated it from the U.S. Census of

Manufactures 1879 using the same set of industries belonging to that SIC as used by

O’Brien for other years (the industries include belting and hose rubber, and boots and

shoe rubber).

Agricultural Input Use, Intermediate Input Use, Sales to Industry, Mineral Resources

Use: The figures are calculated from Whitney’s (1968) input-output table for 1899

and from Leontief’s (1941) input-output table for 1919, and they are expressed

relative to the gross value of output. Whitney’s input-output table provides a
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breakdown of the whole economy into 29 sectors including agriculture, industries,

and services. We had to aggregate some of the industries to match the two-digit SIC

level. In particular, processed food, and grain mill products were aggregated into SIC

20, food and kindred products; petroleum products, and coal products into SIC 29,

petroleum and coal products; shipbuilding, transportation, and transport equipment

into SIC 37, transport equipment. Whitney’s input-output table does not allow

calculation of the figures for SIC 20, Tobacco and Tobacco Products, SIC 25,

Furniture and Fixtures, SIC 34, Fabricated Metal Products, and SIC 38, Instruments

and Related Products. Therefore, we have used Leontief’s 1919 input-output table for

SIC 20, 25, 34, and Thomas’s (1984) input-output table for Great Britain in 1907 for

SIC 38. Using the figure from the British input-output table does not pose a problem.

These products were unlikely to be produced differently in the U.S. and Great Britain

since most of these activities did not use mass production technology. Leontief’s

input-output table breaks down the economy into 41 sectors including agriculture and

industries. Again, we had to aggregate some of the industries to match the two-digit

SIC level. SIC 20, Food and Kindred Products, includes flour and grist products,

canning and preserving, bread and bakery products, sugar and glucose and starch,

liquor and beverages, slaughtering and meat packing, butter and cheese and etc, other

food industries; SIC 23, Apparel and Related Products, includes clothing, and other

textile products; SIC 26, Paper and Allied Products, contains paper and wood pulp,

and other paper products; SIC 29, Petroleum and Coal Products, consists of refined

petroleum, coke, and manufactured gas; SIC 31, Leather and Leather Products,

includes leather tanning, leather shoes, and other leather products; SIC 33, Primary

Metal Products, includes blast furnaces, steel works and rolling mills, and smelting
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and refining. SIC 38, Instruments and Related Products, is again taken from Thomas

(1984).

State characteristics

The share of population: from U.S. Millennial Statistics (2006), Table Cc125-137, pp.

3-183-3-184

The share of total manufacturing labor force: from Perloff (1960), Table A-6, p. 632.

The share of total agriculture labor force: from Perloff (1960), Table A-2, p. 624.

The share of total mining and quarrying labor force: from Perloff (1960), Table A-3,

p. 626.

The share of skilled labor force: The share of the skilled labor force in 1880-1900 is

calculated from the U.S. Population Statistics and the U.S. Occupational Statistics.

Skilled labor is considered to be the labor force in professional occupations. The data

for 1910 and 1920 are from Goldin (1998) (we have used Goldin’s 1928 figures since

no data for 1920 exist).

The share of farm land: calculated from U.S. Millennial Statistics (2006), Table

Da159-224, pp. 4-50 - 4-53, Table Cf8-64, pp. 3-346 - 3-348.

Market potential: The methodology and some of the sources are outlined in detail in

the text. Here we provide details of the calculation of the foreign market potential.

The nominal GDPs and the exchange rates between the foreign currencies and the

$US in 1880-1910 are taken from Flandreau and Zumer (2004) except for Canada,

Mexico, and the $US/GBP exchange rate, which is from Officer (2008). The foreign

countries include Argentina, Austria-Hungary, Belgium, Brazil, Canada, Denmark,

France, Germany, Greece, Italy, Mexico, Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Russia,

Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, and Great Britain. The nominal GDP of Mexico and the
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exchange rate between pesos and $US come from Estadicas Historicas de Mexico

(1990). The Canadian nominal GDP is divided into provinces and the figures come

from Green (1971), Table B-1, B-2, B-3. Green provides data for 1890, 1910, and

1929 respectively. 1900 and 1920 figures had to be calculated using the shares of the

provinces’ GDP on the total Canadian GDP. Specifically, we have taken the average

of 1890 and 1910 shares to obtain 1900 shares and the average of 1910 and 1929 to

obtain 1920 shares. Then we used the total Canadian GDP (Mitchell, 2003, Table J1)

in 1900 and 1920 respectively to calculate the GDP of provinces in those years. To

simplify the calculations, we have considered Prince Edward Island, Nova Scotia and

New Brunswick as one province as well as Alberta, Manitoba, and Saskatchewan.

1880 values were extrapolated using the Canadian nominal GDP growth rate 1880-

1890 calculated from Mitchell (2003), Table J1. The nominal GDP in 1920 are from

Mitchell (2003), Table J1 and the foreign countries include Brazil, Canada, Cuba,

Denmark, France, Germany, Italy, Netherlands, Norway, Spain, Sweden, and Great

Britain. Data on Mexico are for 1921 and are taken from Estadicas Historicas de

Mexico (1990). The exchange rates between the $US and foreign currencies are

calculated from U.S. Millennial Statistics (2006), Table Ee621-636, pp. 5-567-5-572

and Table Ee637-645, p. 5-572.

Coal prices: There are no satisfactory data on the wholesale prices of coal for every

U.S. state in 1880-1920 and thus we have to rely on the retail prices. The prices in

1880 are taken from the ‘Report on the Statistics of Wages in Manufacturing

Industries with Supplementary Reports on the Average Retail Prices of Necessaries of

Life and on Trades Societies, and Strikes and Lockouts’ (1886); the prices in 1890 are

from ‘Retail Prices and Wages. Report by Mr. Aldrich, from the Committee on

Finance, Part 2’ (1892); the prices in 1910 are from ‘Retail Prices 1890 to 1911,
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Bulletin of the United States Bureau of Labor, no. 105, part 1’ (1912). The data for

Washington, Arizona, Oklahoma and Wyoming are missing and were proxied them

by the coal prices from the nearby states, in particular by Oregon, New Mexico,

Texas, and Montana respectively. The coal prices in 1900 and 1920 were obtained by

using the index from the U.S. Millennial Statistics (2006), Table Cc125-137, pp. 3-

183-3-184.
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Table 1.- Industry Characteristics in 1899 and Manufacturing Employment in 1880 and 1920.

Panel A.- Industry Characteristics, 1899

SIC Intermediate
Input Use

Sales to
Industry

Agricultural
Input Use

Mineral
Resources Use

Food and kindred product 20 18.2 11.7 23.6 1.3

Tobacco and tobacco product 21 1.7 0 18.9 0.1

Textile mill product 22 24.6 57.8 19.9 0.7

Apparel and related products 23 46.2 9.0 1.7 0.2

Lumber and wood products 24 38.9 54.2 7.1 0.1

Furniture and fixtures 25 43.2 5.9 0.0 0.5

Paper and allied products 26 38.5 63.0 6.7 2.4

Printing and publishing 27 23.9 14.3 0.0 0.9

Chemicals and allied products 28 37.3 42.8 11.2 4.3

Petroleum and coal products 29 23.4 33.1 0.0 10.7

Rubber and plastic products 30 22.4 30.3 0.0 1.2

Leather and leather products 31 51.1 37.4 8.2 0.2

Stone, clay, and glass products 32 21.0 23.5 0.0 10.3

Primary metal products 33 47.8 58.4 0.0 4.6

Fabricated metal products 34 10.4 25.6 0.0 0.7

Machinery 35, 36 32.3 22.6 0.0 10.4

Transportation equipment 37 25.9 35.7 0.4 2.1

Instruments and related products 38 51.6 15 0.0 0.02

Miscellaneous manufacturing 39 26.8 15.7 1.3 10.2

Panel B.- Manufacturing Employment (%) 1880, 1920

1880 1920

MB Outside MB MB Outside MB

Food and kindred product 20 75.25 24.75 61.05 38.95

Tobacco and tobacco product 21 78.97 21.03 71.27 28.73

Textile mill product 22 94.63 5.37 75.79 24.21

Apparel and related products 23 93.73 6.27 88.97 11.03

Lumber and wood products 24 77.00 23.00 40.69 59.31

Furniture and fixtures 25 87.58 12.42 81.62 18.38

Paper and allied products 26 95.76 4.24 92.61 7.39

Printing and publishing 27 83.15 16.85 74.08 25.92

Chemicals and allied products 28 69.25 30.75 72.48 27.52

Petroleum and coal products 29 91.31 8.69 54.25 45.75

Rubber and plastic products 30 99.97 0.03 98.35 1.65

Leather and leather products 31 84.88 15.12 88.87 11.13

Stone, clay, and glass products 32 81.09 18.91 80.72 19.28

Primary metal products 33 90.22 9.78 92.31 7.69

Fabricated metal products 34 89.68 10.32 88.22 11.78

Machinery 35, 36 89.35 10.65 93.00 7.00

Transportation equipment 37 86.16 13.84 73.03 26.97

Instruments and related products 38 94.36 5.64 95.07 4.93

Miscellaneous manufacturing 39 96.46 3.54 90.92 9.08

Total Manufacturing 86.83 13.17 76.96 23.04

Population 57.55 42.45 53.37 46.63

Notes: The figures in Panel A are for the manufacturing sector and are expressed as the percentages
of the gross output. The figures in Panel B are the percentages of the U.S. total in the corresponding category.
MB stands for the Manufacturing Belt. Sources: Panel A: Whitney (1968), SIC 21, 25, and 34 are from Leontief
(1941), SIC 38 is from Thomas (1984). Panel B: U.S. Census of Manufactures 1880, 1920, Perloff (1960),

U.S. Millennial Statistics (2006).
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Table 2. -Market Potential and the Rank of States Based on Market Potential in 1880 and 1920
Market Potential Estimates Based on δ = -1, in millions of current $US

1880 1920 1880 1920

Market Potential Rank Market Potential Rank Market Potential Rank Market Potential Rank

Rhode Island 32.13 1 209.97 2 Alabama 12.62 28 81.59 29

Connecticut 31.88 2 212.41 1 Nebraska 12.61 29 83.56 28

Massachusetts 30.21 3 195.34 4 Arkansas 12.37 30 82.31 29

New Jersey 28.51 4 197.30 3 Mississippi 11.94 31 77.13 31

New York 28.32 5 188.45 5 Florida 10.99 32 70.54 33

New Hampshire 26.75 6 170.47 8 Louisiana 10.91 33 69.97 34

Pennsylvania 26.06 7 172.66 7 Oklahoma 10.23 34 72.58 32

Delaware 25.47 8 174.78 6 South Dakota 9.69 35 63.87 35

Maryland 25.41 9 167.74 9 North Dakota 9.24 36 59.09 37

Vermont 23.15 10 145.70 10 Wyoming 8.91 37 58.42 38

Ohio 21.33 11 142.00 11 Colorado 8.71 38 57.28 39

Indiana 20.07 12 131.91 12 Texas 8.69 39 59.54 36

West Virginia 18.98 13 127.26 14 Nevada 8.09 40 55.84 40

Illinois 18.97 14 129.24 13 New Mexico 7.84 41 50.76 41

Kentucky 18.86 15 123.05 16 Utah 7.37 42 47.32 44

Virginia 18.84 16 123.17 15 Montana 7.34 43 46.30 45

Maine 18.63 17 112.23 18 California 7.23 44 47.53 43

Michigan 18.22 18 121.63 17 Idaho 7.00 45 45.38 46

Wisconsin 16.13 19 107.03 19 Washington 6.74 46 47.70 42

Missouri 15.88 20 106.90 20 Oregon 6.71 47 44.44 47

North Carolina 15.70 21 102.30 21 Arizona 6.66 48 42.02 48

Tennessee 15.65 22 102.11 22

Iowa 15.18 23 98.73 23

South Carolina 13.90 24 89.66 24

Georgia 13.81 25 89.53 25

Kansas 13.13 26 87.99 26

Minnesota 12.89 27 84.09 27

Source: see text
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Table 3. - Pooled OLS, Panel Data Fixed Effect, 1880-1920

Forward and Backward Linkages based on 1899 Input-Output Table
Market Potential Estimates Based on δ = -1

I II III

POLS Robust SE POLS Cluster-Robust SE FE Panel Robust SE

ln (Population) 0.87202*** 1.60041*** 0.87202***

[0.10736] [0.14255] [0.06833]

ln (Manuf. Empl) 1.48794** 5.66839*** 1.48794*

[0.67462] [0.58641] [0.77393]

% Agricultural Empl -0.02785 0.06001*** -0.02785

[0.01753] [0.01494] [0.02586]

% Educated Population -0.00326 0.00703 -0.00326

[0.01987] [0.01942] [0.01719]

Agricultural Input -0.09182*** -0.09184*** -0.09182***

[0.01472] [0.01722] [0.01723]

% White Collar Workers 0.05390*** 0.05113** 0.05390**

[0.01572] [0.02019] [0.02027]

Coal Abundance -0.00768 0.06974** -0.00768

[0.02313] [0.03004] [0.01839]

Market Potential -0.03161*** -0.00740* -0.03161***

[0.00548] [0.00435] [0.00496]

Steam Power Use 1.22651*** 1.25681*** 1.22651***

[0.27337] [0.27111] [0.25687]

Intermediate Input Use -0.03227*** -0.03203*** -0.03227***

[0.00751] [0.01121] [0.01123]

Sales to Industry -0.02079*** -0.02122*** -0.02079***

[0.00597] [0.00572] [0.00566]

Size of establishment -0.02428*** -0.02420*** -0.02428***

[0.00100] [0.00145] [0.00146]

Agric. Employment x 0.00202*** 0.00203*** 0.00202***

agric. Input use [0.00035] [0.00035] [0.00035]

Educated pop. X 0.00062 0.00082 0.00062

white-collar workers [0.00076] [0.00063] [0.00060]

Coal abundance x 0.00944 0.00594 0.00944

steam power use [0.02523] [0.02178] [0.01929]

Market potential x 0.00003 0.00003 0.00003

interm. input use [0.00010] [0.00009] [0.00009]

Market potential x 0.00027*** 0.00028*** 0.00027***

industry sale [0.00007] [0.00006] [0.00006]

Market potential x 0.00013*** 0.00013*** 0.00013***

size of establishment [0.00001] [0.00001] [0.00001]

Time Dummies Yes Yes Yes

No. observations 4560 4560 4560

Adj. R-squared 0.67 0.64 0.53

Breuch-Pagan heteroskedasticity test: chi-square(2) = 1129.68***

robust Hausman test: chi-square (11)=298.757***

Sources: see text; Notes: * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%
Note: clusters at the U.S. state level, POLS – Pooled OLS, FE – Fixed Effect
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Table 4.- OLS and Cluster-Specific Fixed Effect Estimations Year by Year

Forward and Backward Linkages based on 1899 Input-Output Table
Market Potential Estimates Based on δ = -1

1880 1890

OLS 1 OLS 2 FE OLS 1 OLS 2 FE

ln (Population) 1.08658*** 1.08658*** - 3.04060*** 3.04060*** -

[0.05557] [0.10135] - [0.18555] [0.31263] -

ln (Manuf. Empl) 4.32049*** 4.32049*** - 4.25215*** 4.25215*** -

[0.47531] [0.61029] - [0.85350] [0.77689] -

% Agricultural Empl 0.06964*** 0.06964*** - -0.00484 -0.00484 -

[0.01312] [0.01745] - [0.02208] [0.03333] -

% Educated Population -0.02487 -0.02487 - -0.19184 -0.19184 -

[0.08102] [0.04904] - [0.15181] [0.17101] -

Agricultural Input -0.06170* -0.06170** -0.06170** -0.08806** -0.08806** -0.08806**

[0.03528] [0.02315] [0.02307] [0.04217] [0.03792] [0.03780]

% White Collar Workers -0.06987 -0.06987** -0.06987** 0.17280* 0.17280** 0.17280**

[0.04756] [0.03270] [0.03259] [0.09482] [0.06965] [0.06942]

Coal Abundance 0.00875 0.00875 - 0.20578** 0.20578** -

[0.07139] [0.07746] - [0.09998] [0.08072] -

Market Potential 0.00677 0.00677 - -0.13481*** -0.13481*** -

[0.05254] [0.04592] - [0.05143] [0.04147] -

Steam Power Use 1.25777 1.25777 1.25777 2.43950** 2.43950*** 2.43950***

[0.94426] [0.84446] [0.84164] [1.13203] [0.78127] [0.77866]

Intermediate Input Use 0.02868 0.02868 0.02868 -0.07561** -0.07561*** -0.07561***

[0.02736] [0.01905] [0.01899] [0.03040] [0.02584] [0.02576]

Sales to Industry -0.08631*** -0.08631*** -0.08631*** -0.02986 -0.02986 -0.02986

[0.02039] [0.01742] [0.01736] [0.02645] [0.01894] [0.01888]

Size of establishment -0.03473*** -0.03473*** -0.03473*** -0.04287*** -0.04287*** -0.04287***

[0.00393] [0.00360] [0.00359] [0.00475] [0.00456] [0.00454]

Agric. Employment x 0.00272*** 0.00272*** 0.00272*** 0.00169* 0.00169** 0.00169**

agric. Input use [0.00061] [0.00040] [0.00040] [0.00093] [0.00072] [0.00072]

Educated pop. X 0.00594 0.00594 0.00594 -0.00774 -0.00774 -0.00774

white-collar workers [0.00655] [0.00399] [0.00397] [0.01034] [0.00771] [0.00769]

Coal abundance x 0.16496* 0.16496** 0.16496** -0.15848 -0.15848* -0.15848**

steam power use [0.09676] [0.07737] [0.07711] [0.13849] [0.07890] [0.07864]

Market potential x 0.00013 0.00013 0.00013 0.00175 0.00175* 0.00175*

interm. input use [0.00127] [0.00092] [0.00091] [0.00115] [0.00095] [0.00095]

Market potential x 0.00236*** 0.00236*** 0.00236*** 0.00129 0.00129* 0.00129*

industry sale [0.00091] [0.00075] [0.00075] [0.00097] [0.00067] [0.00067]

Market potential x 0.00086*** 0.00086*** 0.00086*** 0.00074*** 0.00074*** 0.00074***

size of establishment [0.00022] [0.00021] [0.00021] [0.00023] [0.00025] [0.00025]

Constant 1.56804 1.56804 -3.33347*** 7.64571** 7.64571** -2.17167***

[1.78634] [1.77176] [0.44533] [3.03244] [2.88447] [0.33894]

Observations 912 912 912 912 912 912

R-squared 0.66 0.66 0.35 0.61 0.61 0.35

Breuch-Pagan chi2(1) 212.16*** 268.93***

F-test Joint Significance 7.44*** 16.20*** 16.31*** 1.95 3.62** 3.64**

Heckscher-Ohlin

Sources: see text; Notes: * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%, OLS 1 - robust se

OLS 2 - cluster-robust se, FE - cluster-specific fixed effect with cluster-robust se, clusters at the U.S. state level

Degrees of Freedom in F-test are (3, 852) for OLS1 and (3, 47) for OLS2 and FE
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Table 4. - Continued

1900 1910

OLS 1 OLS 2 FE OLS 1 OLS 2 FE

ln (Population) 2.12786*** 2.12786*** - 2.04431*** 2.04431*** -

[0.15152] [0.19174] - [0.17198] [0.16054] -

ln (Manuf. Empl) 4.39635*** 4.39635*** - 4.11020*** 4.11020*** -

[0.79676] [0.75115] - [0.97337] [1.05416] -

% Agricultural Empl 0.02781 0.02781 - 0.05846 0.05846* -

[0.02609] [0.02693] - [0.03674] [0.03290] -

% Educated Population 0.27885* 0.27885* - 0.23601 0.23601* -

[0.15700] [0.15283] - [0.14570] [0.13272] -

Agricultural Input -0.08980*** -0.08980*** -0.08980*** -0.05839* -0.05839* -0.05839*

[0.03405] [0.02758] [0.02748] [0.03474] [0.02955] [0.02945]

% White Collar Workers 0.22872*** 0.22872*** 0.22872*** 0.03383 0.03383 0.03383

[0.06647] [0.05843] [0.05824] [0.06380] [0.05054] [0.05037]

Coal Abundance -0.00808 -0.00808 - 0.07145 0.07145 -

[0.07197] [0.05814] - [0.07828] [0.06029] -

Market Potential -0.13109*** -0.13109*** - -0.06585*** -0.06585*** -

[0.03050] [0.02987] - [0.01978] [0.01816] -

Steam Power Use 0.39501 0.39501 0.39501 0.37744 0.37744 0.37744

[0.64546] [0.45168] [0.45017] [0.76445] [0.65377] [0.65159]

Intermediate Input Use -0.05136* -0.05136** -0.05136** -0.17827*** -0.17827*** -0.17827***

[0.02633] [0.02270] [0.02263] [0.03420] [0.03756] [0.03743]

Sales to Industry -0.05165** -0.05165*** -0.05165*** 0.00489 0.00489 0.00489

[0.02466] [0.01676] [0.01670] [0.02678] [0.01847] [0.01841]

Size of establishment -0.04198*** -0.04198*** -0.04198*** -0.03663*** -0.03663*** -0.03663***

[0.00399] [0.00412] [0.00411] [0.00317] [0.00356] [0.00355]

Agric. Employment x 0.00151* 0.00151*** 0.00151*** 0.00036 0.00036 0.00036

agric. Input use [0.00084] [0.00049] [0.00049] [0.00099] [0.00087] [0.00087]

Educated pop. X -0.01811*** -0.01811*** -0.01811*** -0.00132 -0.00132 -0.00132

white-collar workers [0.00672] [0.00548] [0.00546] [0.00536] [0.00409] [0.00407]

Coal abundance x 0.02857 0.02857 0.02857 0.05925 0.05925 0.05925

steam power use [0.07331] [0.04761] [0.04745] [0.08534] [0.06621] [0.06599]

Market potential x 0.0011 0.00110* 0.00110* 0.00207*** 0.00207*** 0.00207***

interm. input use [0.00073] [0.00060] [0.00059] [0.00059] [0.00066] [0.00066]

Market potential x 0.00165** 0.00165*** 0.00165*** 0.00033 0.00033 0.00033

industry sale [0.00067] [0.00055] [0.00055] [0.00045] [0.00038] [0.00038]

Market potential x 0.00064*** 0.00064*** 0.00064*** 0.00036*** 0.00036*** 0.00036***

size of establishment [0.00015] [0.00016] [0.00016] [0.00007] [0.00008] [0.00008]

Constant 5.45496** 5.45496** -1.57688*** 3.42417 3.42417 0.06879

[2.74492] [2.69319] [0.38902] [2.94042] [2.45346] [0.46426]

Observations 912 912 912 912 912 912

R-squared 0.59 0.59 0.39 0.55 0.55 0.36

Breuch-Pagan chi2(1) 297.27*** 216.78***

F-test Joint Significance 5.21** 0.25 9.84*** 0.25 0.71 0.46

Heckscher-Ohlin

Sources: see text; Notes: * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%, OLS 1 - robust se

OLS 2 - cluster-robust se, FE - cluster-specific fixed effect with cluster-robust se, clusters at the U.S. state level

Degrees of Freedom in F-test are (3, 852) for OLS1 and (3, 47) for OLS2 and FE
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Table 4. - Continued

1920

OLS 1 OLS 2 FE

ln (Population) 2.44670*** 2.44670*** -

[0.14647] [0.13981] -

ln (Manuf. Empl) 4.96223*** 4.96223*** -

[0.89303] [0.77591] -

% Agricultural Empl 0.04399** 0.04399** -

[0.02070] [0.01983] -

% Educated Population 0.00288 0.00288 -

[0.02974] [0.02531] -

Agricultural Input -0.03052 -0.03052 -0.03052

[0.03426] [0.02645] [0.02636]

% White Collar Workers 0.01943 0.01943 0.01943

[0.04746] [0.03848] [0.03836]

Coal Abundance 0.03412 0.03412** -

[0.02345] [0.01681] -

Market Potential -0.02975*** -0.02975*** -

[0.00715] [0.00786] -

Steam Power Use 2.52905* 2.52905** 2.52905**

[1.36461] [0.97063] [0.96738]

Intermediate Input Use -0.11778*** -0.11778*** -0.11778***

[0.02782] [0.03370] [0.03359]

Sales to Industry -0.04427** -0.04427*** -0.04427***

[0.02219] [0.01357] [0.01352]

Size of establishment -0.01458*** -0.01458*** -0.01458***

[0.00165] [0.00169] [0.00169]

Agric. Employment x -0.00034 -0.00034 -0.00034

agric. Input use [0.00113] [0.00086] [0.00085]

Educated pop. X 0.00112 0.00112 0.00112

white-collar workers [0.00144] [0.00115] [0.00115]

Coal abundance x 0.01027 0.01027 0.01027

steam power use [0.05695] [0.03472] [0.03461]

Market potential x 0.00069*** 0.00069*** 0.00069***

interm. input use [0.00021] [0.00023] [0.00023]

Market potential x 0.00022 0.00022** 0.00022**

industry sale [0.00015] [0.00009] [0.00009]

Market potential x 0.00005*** 0.00005*** 0.00005***

size of establishment [0.00001] [0.00002] [0.00002]

Constant 6.14958*** 6.14958*** -1.10180**

[2.04188] [1.91314] [0.45259]

Observations 912 912 912

R-squared 0.53 0.53 0.26

Breuch-Pagan chi2(1) 290.53***

F-test Joint Significance 0.29 0.74 0.42

Heckscher-Ohlin

Sources: see text; Notes: * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%;

*** significant at 1%, OLS 1 - robust se, OLS 2 - cluster-robust se

FE - cluster-specific fixed effect with cluster-robust se, clusters at the U.S. state level

Degrees of Freedom in F-test are (3, 852) for OLS1 and (3, 47) for OLS2 and FE
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Table 5.- Two-Step GMM Instrumental Variable Estimation

Forward and Backward Linkages based on 1899 Input-Output Table
Market Potential Estimates Based on δ = -1

1880 1890 1900 1910 1920

a b a b a b a b a b

ln (Population) 1.09493*** 1.09493*** 3.04142*** 3.04142*** 2.12300*** 2.12300*** 2.05264*** 2.05264*** 2.44378*** 2.44378***

[0.05518] [0.09696] [0.18369] [0.30731] [0.14938] [0.18681] [0.17033] [0.15744] [0.14512] [0.13722]

ln (Manuf. Empl) 4.39070*** 4.39070*** 4.25892*** 4.25892*** 4.36490*** 4.36490*** 4.14170*** 4.14170*** 4.87873*** 4.87873***

[0.46583] [0.58522] [0.84879] [0.76157] [0.78720] [0.74027] [0.96066] [1.02376] [0.88177] [0.76606]

% Agricultural Empl 0.07051*** 0.07051*** -0.00492 -0.00492 0.02737 0.02737 0.05783 0.05783* 0.04381** 0.04381**

[0.01296] [0.01701] [0.02180] [0.03258] [0.02579] [0.02640] [0.03648] [0.03259] [0.02050] [0.01940]

% Educated Population -0.02815 -0.02815 -0.19202 -0.19202 0.28955* 0.28955* 0.23053 0.23053* 0.00397 0.00397

[0.08046] [0.05076] [0.15061] [0.16818] [0.15500] [0.14895] [0.14485] [0.13159] [0.02941] [0.02467]

Agricultural Input -0.06002* -0.06002*** -0.08915** -0.08915** -0.09336*** -0.09336*** -0.05796* -0.05796** -0.02966 -0.02966

[0.03492] [0.02272] [0.04168] [0.03699] [0.03373] [0.02658] [0.03436] [0.02904] [0.03408] [0.02634]

% White Collar Workers -0.07134 -0.07134** 0.17309* 0.17309** 0.23433*** 0.23433*** 0.03335 0.03335 0.01946 0.01946

[0.04719] [0.03243] [0.09379] [0.06812] [0.06562] [0.05668] [0.06318] [0.04961] [0.04706] [0.03774]

Coal Abundance 0.0017 0.0017 0.20529** 0.20529*** -0.00678 -0.00678 0.07057 0.07057 0.0348 0.03480**

[0.07031] [0.07698] [0.09866] [0.07953] [0.07124] [0.05690] [0.07738] [0.05865] [0.02324] [0.01639]

Market Potential -0.0068 -0.0068 -0.13431*** -0.13431*** -0.12623*** -0.12623*** -0.06619*** -0.06619*** -0.02947*** -0.02947***

[0.05093] [0.04579] [0.05061] [0.04131] [0.03000] [0.02921] [0.01952] [0.01800] [0.00711] [0.00779]

Steam Power Use 1.20563 1.20563 2.43668** 2.43668*** 0.39367 0.39367 0.38103 0.38103 2.52134* 2.52134***

[0.92392] [0.82144] [1.12291] [0.76984] [0.64114] [0.44224] [0.75526] [0.63894] [1.35573] [0.95438]

Intermediate Input Use 0.02869 0.02869 -0.07453** -0.07453*** -0.05027* -0.05027** -0.17632*** -0.17632*** -0.11962*** -0.11962***

[0.02643] [0.01849] [0.02994] [0.02523] [0.02612] [0.02239] [0.03350] [0.03671] [0.02787] [0.03343]

Sales to Industry -0.08378*** -0.08378*** -0.0316 -0.03160* -0.05602** -0.05602*** 0.00615 0.00615 -0.04410** -0.04410***

[0.01968] [0.01649] [0.02624] [0.01855] [0.02462] [0.01672] [0.02622] [0.01801] [0.02219] [0.01347]

Size of establishment -0.03799*** -0.03799*** -0.04221*** -0.04221*** -0.03916*** -0.03916*** -0.03730*** -0.03730*** -0.01465*** -0.01465***

[0.00403] [0.00360] [0.00496] [0.00457] [0.00431] [0.00429] [0.00311] [0.00351] [0.00161] [0.00171]

Agric. Employment x 0.00268*** 0.00268*** 0.00172* 0.00172** 0.00159* 0.00159*** 0.00035 0.00035 -0.00037 -0.00037

agric. Input use [0.00060] [0.00039] [0.00092] [0.00070] [0.00083] [0.00048] [0.00098] [0.00085] [0.00112] [0.00085]
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Table 5.- Continued

1880 1890 1900 1910 1920

a b a b a b a b a b

Educated pop. X 0.00627 0.00627 -0.00778 -0.00778 -0.01876*** -0.01876*** -0.00128 -0.00128 0.00111 0.00111

white-collar workers [0.00651] [0.00403] [0.01022] [0.00756] [0.00664] [0.00531] [0.00530] [0.00401] [0.00142] [0.00113]

Coal abundance x 0.17053* 0.17053** -0.15811 -0.15811** 0.02872 0.02872 0.05882 0.05882 0.01065 0.01065

steam power use [0.09497] [0.07538] [0.13716] [0.07726] [0.07271] [0.04660] [0.08438] [0.06470] [0.05657] [0.03420]

Market potential x 0.00013 0.00013 0.0017 0.00170* 0.00106 0.00106* 0.00203*** 0.00203*** 0.00071*** 0.00071***

interm. input use [0.00122] [0.00089] [0.00113] [0.00092] [0.00072] [0.00058] [0.00058] [0.00064] [0.00021] [0.00023]

Market potential x 0.00220** 0.00220*** 0.00137 0.00137** 0.00181*** 0.00181*** 0.0003 0.0003 0.00022 0.00022**

industry sale [0.00088] [0.00071] [0.00097] [0.00066] [0.00067] [0.00056] [0.00043] [0.00037] [0.00015] [0.00009]

Market potential x 0.00106*** 0.00106*** 0.00071*** 0.00071*** 0.00053*** 0.00053*** 0.00037*** 0.00037*** 0.00005*** 0.00005***

size of establishment [0.00022] [0.00020] [0.00024] [0.00025] [0.00016] [0.00018] [0.00006] [0.00008] [0.00001] [0.00002]

Constant 1.95087 1.95087 7.65582** 7.65582*** 5.18682* 5.18682** 3.57396 3.57396 5.96199*** 5.96199***

[1.75038] [1.77056] [3.01857] [2.88220] [2.70895] [2.63409] [2.92947] [2.44541] [2.01240] [1.87606]

Observations 912 912 912 912 912 912 912 912 912 912

R2 0.74 0.74 0.7 0.7 0.67 0.67 0.64 0.64 0.62 0.62

Shea Partial R2

mp1vs2 0.98 0.98 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99

mp1vs2_intermed 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99

mp1vs2_sale 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99

mp1vs2_plant 0.88 0.88 0.93 0.93 0.94 0.94 0.97 0.97 0.92 0.92

Endog. C test [chisq (4)] 16.342** 22.265*** 2.625 5.186 15.487** 15.693** 9.345* 13.483** 13.878** 7.408

Joint Significance 50.37*** 22.56*** 11.74*** 6.12 25.89*** 17.27*** 1.4 0.76 1.38 0.94

Heckscher-Ohlin, chi2(3)

Sources: see text

Notes: column 'a' refers to regression with robust se; 'b' to regression with cluster-robust se

Cluster at the U.S. state level, * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%
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Table 6.- OLS and Cluster-Specific Fixed Effect Estimations Year by Year, Sensitivity Analysis

Forward and Backward Linkages Based on 1899 Input-Output Table
Market Potential Estimates Based on Gravity Equation

1880 1890

OLS 1 OLS 2 FE OLS 1 OLS 2 FE

ln (Population) 1.07873*** 1.07873*** - 3.05057*** 3.05057*** -

[0.05362] [0.09765] - [0.20113] [0.32539] -

ln (Manuf. Empl) 4.08665*** 4.08665*** - 4.32050*** 4.32050*** -

[0.49216] [0.63784] - [0.85399] [0.84096] -

% Agricultural Empl 0.06046*** 0.06046*** - -0.00551 -0.00551 -

[0.01350] [0.01706] - [0.02277] [0.03288] -

% Educated Population -0.02024 -0.02024 - -0.16691 -0.16691 -

[0.08146] [0.04902] - [0.15065] [0.17100] -

Agricultural Input -0.06484* -0.06484*** -0.06484*** -0.09963** -0.09963*** -0.09963***

[0.03481] [0.02315] [0.02307] [0.04204] [0.03698] [0.03686]

% White Collar Workers -0.06811 -0.06811** -0.06811** 0.20061** 0.20061*** 0.20061***

[0.04751] [0.03269] [0.03258] [0.09379] [0.07026] [0.07003]

Coal Abundance 0.0271 0.0271 - 0.20296* 0.20296** -

[0.07322] [0.07860] - [0.10523] [0.08146] -

Market Potential 0.0047 0.0047 - -0.01137*** -0.01137*** -

[0.01230] [0.00989] - [0.00438] [0.00332] -

Steam Power Use 1.19217 1.19217 1.19217 2.44650** 2.44650*** 2.44650***

[0.94866] [0.86261] [0.85973] [1.14710] [0.77418] [0.77159]

Intermediate Input Use 0.02113 0.02113 0.02113 -0.12560** -0.12560** -0.12560**

[0.03570] [0.02362] [0.02354] [0.05655] [0.04771] [0.04755]

Sales to Industry -0.10096*** -0.10096*** -0.10096*** -0.06139 -0.06139 -0.06139

[0.02628] [0.02236] [0.02228] [0.04873] [0.03798] [0.03786]

Size of establishment -0.03663*** -0.03663*** -0.03663*** -0.05145*** -0.05145*** -0.05145***

[0.00526] [0.00483] [0.00481] [0.00944] [0.00926] [0.00923]

Agric. Employment x 0.00278*** 0.00278*** 0.00278*** 0.00195** 0.00195*** 0.00195***

agric. Input use [0.00060] [0.00040] [0.00040] [0.00092] [0.00070] [0.00069]

Educated pop. X 0.00556 0.00556 0.00556 -0.01118 -0.01118 -0.01118

white-collar workers [0.00660] [0.00390] [0.00388] [0.01023] [0.00784] [0.00781]

Coal abundance x 0.17197* 0.17197** 0.17197** -0.15939 -0.15939* -0.15939*

steam power use [0.09682] [0.07857] [0.07831] [0.14102] [0.08287] [0.08259]

Market potential x 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.00017* 0.00017** 0.00017**

interm. input use [0.00030] [0.00021] [0.00021] [0.00010] [0.00008] [0.00008]

Market potential x 0.00055** 0.00055*** 0.00055*** 0.00011 0.00011* 0.00011*

industry sale [0.00022] [0.00018] [0.00018] [0.00008] [0.00006] [0.00006]

Market potential x 0.00016*** 0.00016*** 0.00016*** 0.00005** 0.00005** 0.00005**

size of establishment [0.00005] [0.00005] [0.00005] [0.00002] [0.00002] [0.00002]

Constant 1.05376 1.05376 -3.33347*** 10.77052*** 10.77052*** -2.17167***

[2.06111] [1.91913] [0.44191] [3.98824] [3.48299] [0.34002]

Observations 912 912 912 912 912 912

R-squared 0.66 0.66 0.34 0.61 0.61 0.34

Breuch-Pagan chi2(1) 212.16*** 268.93***

F-test Joint Significance 8.16*** 16.72*** 16.83*** 2.65** 4.52*** 4.55**

Heckscher-Ohlin

Sources: see text; Notes: * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%, OLS 1 - robust se

OLS 2 - cluster-robust se, FE - cluster-specific fixed effect with cluster-robust se, clusters at the U.S. state level

Degrees of Freedom in F-test are (3, 852) for OLS1 and (3, 47) for OLS2 and FE
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Table 6. - Continued

1900 1910

OLS 1 OLS 2 FE OLS 1 OLS 2 FE

ln (Population) 2.11536*** 2.11536*** - 2.03090*** 2.03090*** -

[0.16707] [0.20474] - [0.18043] [0.17500] -

ln (Manuf. Empl) 4.31188*** 4.31188*** - 4.10074*** 4.10074*** -

[0.82032] [0.81440] - [0.99757] [1.09399] -

% Agricultural Empl 0.02719 0.02719 - 0.04553 0.04553 -

[0.02609] [0.02680] - [0.03542] [0.03371] -

% Educated Population 0.33831** 0.33831** - 0.24818* 0.24818* -

[0.15588] [0.14783] - [0.14251] [0.13443] -

Agricultural Input -0.09551*** -0.09551*** -0.09551*** -0.07374** -0.07374** -0.07374**

[0.03394] [0.02764] [0.02754] [0.03468] [0.02910] [0.02901]

% White Collar Workers 0.26423*** 0.26423*** 0.26423*** 0.05735 0.05735 0.05735

[0.06557] [0.05621] [0.05602] [0.06349] [0.05060] [0.05043]

Coal Abundance -0.009 -0.009 - 0.06884 0.06884 -

[0.07584] [0.05918] - [0.07915] [0.06190] -

Market Potential -0.01278*** -0.01278*** - -0.00793*** -0.00793*** -

[0.00323] [0.00294] - [0.00234] [0.00214] -

Steam Power Use 0.33724 0.33724 0.33724 0.4198 0.4198 0.4198

[0.65580] [0.45124] [0.44973] [0.77110] [0.65894] [0.65673]

Intermediate Input Use -0.08700* -0.08700** -0.08700** -0.25765*** -0.25765*** -0.25765***

[0.04515] [0.03555] [0.03543] [0.05801] [0.06714] [0.06692]

Sales to Industry -0.09262** -0.09262*** -0.09262*** -0.01847 -0.01847 -0.01847

[0.04161] [0.02846] [0.02836] [0.04429] [0.03207] [0.03197]

Size of establishment -0.05205*** -0.05205*** -0.05205*** -0.04441*** -0.04441*** -0.04441***

[0.00743] [0.00794] [0.00792] [0.00606] [0.00704] [0.00701]

Agric. Employment x 0.00164** 0.00164*** 0.00164*** 0.00077 0.00077 0.00077

agric. Input use [0.00083] [0.00048] [0.00048] [0.00099] [0.00085] [0.00085]

Educated pop. X -0.02223*** -0.02223*** -0.02223*** -0.00354 -0.00354 -0.00354

white-collar workers [0.00664] [0.00515] [0.00513] [0.00533] [0.00408] [0.00406]

Coal abundance x 0.03537 0.03537 0.03537 0.0542 0.0542 0.0542

steam power use [0.07467] [0.04775] [0.04759] [0.08580] [0.06647] [0.06625]

Market potential x 0.00013* 0.00013** 0.00013** 0.00024*** 0.00024*** 0.00024***

interm. input use [0.00008] [0.00006] [0.00006] [0.00007] [0.00008] [0.00008]

Market potential x 0.00017** 0.00017*** 0.00017*** 0.00005 0.00005 0.00005

industry sale [0.00007] [0.00005] [0.00005] [0.00005] [0.00004] [0.00004]

Market potential x 0.00005*** 0.00005*** 0.00005*** 0.00003*** 0.00003*** 0.00003***

size of establishment [0.00002] [0.00002] [0.00002] [0.00001] [0.00001] [0.00001]

Constant 7.74223** 7.74223** -1.57688*** 6.60595** 6.60595** 0.06879

[3.31178] [3.24102] [0.41035] [3.31186] [2.87655] [0.47967]

Observations 912 912 912 912 912 912

R-squared 0.59 0.59 0.38 0.55 0.55 0.35

Breuch-Pagan chi2(1) 297.27*** 216.78***

F-test Joint Significance 7.31*** 15.01*** 15.11*** 0.64 1.00 1.00

Heckscher-Ohlin

Sources: see text; Notes: * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%, OLS 1 - robust se
OLS2 - cluster-robust se, FE - cluster-specific fixed effect with cluster-robust se, clusters at the U.S. state
level

Degrees of Freedom in F-test are (3, 852) for OLS1 and (3, 47) for OLS2 and FE
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Table 6. - Continued

1920

OLS 1 OLS 2 FE

ln (Population) 2.42723*** 2.42723*** -

[0.15070] [0.14319] -

ln (Manuf. Empl) 4.87179*** 4.87179*** -

[0.91052] [0.79640] -

% Agricultural Empl 0.03919* 0.03919* -

[0.02101] [0.02021] -

% Educated
Population 0.00697 0.00697 -

[0.02964] [0.02429] -

Agricultural Input -0.03965 -0.03965 -0.03965

[0.03397] [0.02657] [0.02648]

% White Collar
Workers 0.02565 0.02565 0.02565

[0.04745] [0.03756] [0.03743]

Coal Abundance 0.03566 0.03566** -

[0.02379] [0.01688] -

Market Potential -0.00334*** -0.00334*** -

[0.00080] [0.00092] -

Steam Power Use 2.63559* 2.63559** 2.63559**

[1.37825] [1.01017] [1.00679]

Intermediate Input Use -0.19349*** -0.19349*** -0.19349***

[0.04918] [0.06043] [0.06023]

Sales to Industry -0.06944* -0.06944*** -0.06944***

[0.03813] [0.02332] [0.02324]

Size of establishment -0.01817*** -0.01817*** -0.01817***

[0.00309] [0.00338] [0.00337]

Agric. Employment x -0.00005 -0.00005 -0.00005

agric. Input use [0.00112] [0.00085] [0.00085]

Educated pop. X 0.00091 0.00091 0.00091

white-collar workers [0.00144] [0.00112] [0.00111]

Coal abundance x 0.00512 0.00512 0.00512

steam power use [0.05754] [0.03714] [0.03702]

Market potential x 0.00008*** 0.00008*** 0.00008***

interm. input use [0.00002] [0.00003] [0.00003]

Market potential x 0.00003 0.00003** 0.00003**

industry sale [0.00002] [0.00001] [0.00001]

Market potential x 0.00000*** 0.00000** 0.00000**

size of establishment [0.00000] [0.00000] [0.00000]

Constant 9.05800*** 9.05800*** -1.10180**

[2.47744] [2.54021] [0.44313]

Observations 912 912 912

R-squared 0.53 0.53 0.26

Breuch-Pagan chi2(1) 290.53***

F-test Joint
Significance 0.15 0.24 0.24

Heckscher-Ohlin

Sources: see text; Notes: * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; ***
significant at 1%, OLS 1 - robust se, OLS 2 - cluster-robust se, FE - cluster-
specific fixed effect, with cluster-robust se, clusters at the U.S. state level
Degrees of Freedom in F-test are (3, 852) for OLS1 and (3, 47) for OLS2 and
FE
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Table 7.- Two-Step GMM Instrumental Variable Estimation, Sensitivity Analysis

Forward and Backward Linkages based on 1899 Input-Output Table
Market Potential Estimates Based on Gravity Equation

1880 1890 1900 1910 1920

a b a b a b a b a b

ln (Population) 1.08269*** 1.08269*** 3.04760*** 3.04760*** 2.10985*** 2.10985*** 2.03938*** 2.03938*** 2.42180*** 2.42180***

[0.05382] [0.09365] [0.19902] [0.32405] [0.16466] [0.19954] [0.17843] [0.17210] [0.14935] [0.14126]

ln (Manuf. Empl) 4.12450*** 4.12450*** 4.30226*** 4.30226*** 4.28303*** 4.28303*** 4.13142*** 4.13142*** 4.78881*** 4.78881***

[0.48276] [0.60354] [0.84916] [0.78723] [0.81012] [0.80512] [0.98568] [1.06614] [0.90012] [0.78580]

% Agricultural Empl 0.06115*** 0.06115*** -0.00575 -0.00575 0.02642 0.02642 0.04534 0.04534 0.03841* 0.03841*

[0.01328] [0.01640] [0.02231] [0.03165] [0.02584] [0.02634] [0.03508] [0.03316] [0.02083] [0.01974]

% Educated Population -0.02446 -0.02446 -0.16958 -0.16958 0.34964** 0.34964** 0.24368* 0.24368* 0.00802 0.00802

[0.08103] [0.05165] [0.14989] [0.16884] [0.15368] [0.14348] [0.14107] [0.13201] [0.02937] [0.02376]

Agricultural Input -0.06351* -0.06351*** -0.09979** -0.09979*** -0.10009*** -0.10009*** -0.07285** -0.07285** -0.03973 -0.03973

[0.03440] [0.02275] [0.04144] [0.03620] [0.03374] [0.02610] [0.03438] [0.02878] [0.03386] [0.02644]

% White Collar Workers -0.0702 -0.07020** 0.19693** 0.19693*** 0.27049*** 0.27049*** 0.05694 0.05694 0.02577 0.02577

[0.04714] [0.03247] [0.09278] [0.06845] [0.06469] [0.05467] [0.06290] [0.04967] [0.04724] [0.03693]

Coal Abundance 0.01932 0.01932 0.19819* 0.19819** -0.00785 -0.00785 0.06805 0.06805 0.03638 0.03638**

[0.07220] [0.07795] [0.10290] [0.08134] [0.07542] [0.05803] [0.07842] [0.06018] [0.02353] [0.01641]

Market Potential 0.00138 0.00138 -0.01140*** -0.01140*** -0.01209*** -0.01209*** -0.00807*** -0.00807*** -0.00326*** -0.00326***

[0.01203] [0.00995] [0.00426] [0.00332] [0.00318] [0.00288] [0.00231] [0.00212] [0.00080] [0.00090]

Steam Power Use 1.09458 1.09458 2.36049** 2.36049*** 0.33483 0.33483 0.4214 0.4214 2.63892* 2.63892***

[0.92435] [0.84066] [1.13918] [0.77865] [0.65477] [0.44093] [0.76280] [0.64469] [1.36693] [0.99054]

Intermediate Input Use 0.02049 0.02049 -0.11918** -0.11918*** -0.08394* -0.08394** -0.25654*** -0.25654*** -0.19521*** -0.19521***

[0.03452] [0.02319] [0.05516] [0.04564] [0.04487] [0.03495] [0.05703] [0.06619] [0.04904] [0.05947]

Sales to Industry -0.09697*** -0.09697*** -0.06641 -0.06641* -0.10724** -0.10724*** -0.01526 -0.01526 -0.06919* -0.06919***

[0.02545] [0.02124] [0.04825] [0.03554] [0.04230] [0.02892] [0.04347] [0.03110] [0.03800] [0.02298]

Size of establishment -0.04299*** -0.04299*** -0.05341*** -0.05341*** -0.04250*** -0.04250*** -0.04615*** -0.04615*** -0.01793*** -0.01793***

[0.00567] [0.00496] [0.01058] [0.01017] [0.00878] [0.00873] [0.00592] [0.00696] [0.00302] [0.00346]

Agric. Employment x 0.00275*** 0.00275*** 0.00195** 0.00195*** 0.00175** 0.00175*** 0.00075 0.00075 -0.00005 -0.00005

agric. Input use [0.00059] [0.00040] [0.00091] [0.00068] [0.00082] [0.00045] [0.00098] [0.00084] [0.00110] [0.00083]
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Table 7.- Continued

1880 1890 1900 1910 1920

a b a b a b a b a b

Educated pop. X 0.00602 0.00602 -0.01073 -0.01073 -0.02296*** -0.02296*** -0.0035 -0.0035 0.0009 0.0009

white-collar workers [0.00657] [0.00395] [0.01010] [0.00765] [0.00654] [0.00502] [0.00528] [0.00400] [0.00143] [0.00110]

Coal abundance x 0.18240* 0.18240** -0.14817 -0.14817* 0.03565 0.03565 0.05401 0.05401 0.00496 0.00496

steam power use [0.09474] [0.07672] [0.13948] [0.08137] [0.07442] [0.04669] [0.08500] [0.06504] [0.05702] [0.03646]

Market potential x 0.00011 0.00011 0.00015 0.00015** 0.00012 0.00012** 0.00024*** 0.00024*** 0.00008*** 0.00008***

interm. input use [0.00029] [0.00021] [0.00009] [0.00008] [0.00008] [0.00006] [0.00007] [0.00008] [0.00002] [0.00003]

Market potential x 0.00050** 0.00050*** 0.00012 0.00012** 0.00020*** 0.00020*** 0.00005 0.00005 0.00003 0.00003**

industry sale [0.00021] [0.00018] [0.00008] [0.00006] [0.00007] [0.00005] [0.00005] [0.00004] [0.00002] [0.00001]

Market potential x 0.00023*** 0.00023*** 0.00005** 0.00005** 0.00004* 0.00004* 0.00004*** 0.00004*** 0.00000*** 0.00000**

size of establishment [0.00006] [0.00005] [0.00002] [0.00002] [0.00002] [0.00002] [0.00001] [0.00001] [0.00000] [0.00000]

Constant 1.49787 1.49787 10.82141*** 10.82141*** 7.27048** 7.27048** 6.81526** 6.81526** 8.78279*** 8.78279***

[2.02794] [1.91935] [3.94671] [3.51952] [3.26694] [3.15430] [3.27201] [2.84037] [2.45235] [2.48945]

Observations 912 912 912 912 912 912 912 912 912 912

R2 0.74 0.74 0.7 0.7 0.67 0.67 0.64 0.64 0.62 0.62

Shea Partial R2

mp 0.98 0.98 0.97 0.97 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99

mp_intermed 0.99 0.99 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99

mp_sale 0.98 0.98 0.97 0.97 0.98 0.98 0.99 0.99 0.98 0.98

mp_plant 0.83 0.83 0.88 0.88 0.81 0.81 0.92 0.92 0.81 0.81

Endog. C test [chisq (4)] 22.631*** 19.077*** 3.231 3.851 15.354*** 12.725** 7.41 6.958 10.088** 12.066**

Joint Significance 52.61*** 24.97*** 13.84*** 7.86** 59.31*** 24.4*** 3.02 1.92 0.7 0.45

Heckscher-Ohlin, chi2(3)

Sources: see text

Notes: column 'a' refers to regression with robust se; 'b' to regression with cluster-robust se

Cluster at the U.S. state level, * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%
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Table 8.- OLS and Cluster-Specific Fixed Effect Estimations in 1920, Sensitivity Analysis
Forward and Backward Linkages based on 1919 Input-Output Table

1920a 1920b

OLS 1 OLS 2 FE OLS 1 OLS 2 FE

-

ln (Population) 2.44670*** 2.44670*** - 2.42723*** 2.42723*** -

[0.14854] [0.13981] - [0.15321] [0.14319] -

ln (Manuf. Empl) 4.96223*** 4.96223*** - 4.87179*** 4.87179*** -

[0.89818] [0.77591] - [0.91415] [0.79640] -

% Agricultural Empl 0.03809* 0.03809** - 0.03463 0.03463* -

[0.02072] [0.01831] - [0.02106] [0.01877] -

% Educated Population 0.00061 0.00061 - 0.00116 0.00116 -

[0.02969] [0.02570] - [0.02936] [0.02542] -

Agricultural Input -0.07023*** -0.07023*** -0.03883 -0.07193*** -0.07193*** -0.04943**

[0.02484] [0.01815] [0.02441] [0.02455] [0.01742] [0.02391]

% White Collar Workers 0.02742 0.02742 0.03865 0.03085 0.03085 0.04338

[0.04913] [0.04007] [0.03909] [0.04898] [0.04055] [0.03960]

Coal Abundance 0.03796 0.03796** - 0.04015* 0.04015** -

[0.02338] [0.01651] - [0.02353] [0.01631] -

Market Potential -0.01024* -0.01024* - -0.00067 -0.00067 -

[0.00522] [0.00595] - [0.00053] [0.00063] -

Steam Power Use 2.93880** 2.93880*** 3.06215*** 2.96407** 2.96407*** 3.06712***

[1.36826] [0.93688] [0.93931] [1.34790] [0.92895] [0.93192]

Intermediate Input Use -0.06008*** -0.06008*** -0.06369*** -0.05892*** -0.05892*** -0.06204***

[0.01402] [0.01800] [0.01777] [0.01428] [0.01787] [0.01766]

Sales to Industry -0.03668** -0.03668*** -0.04170*** -0.04764*** -0.04764*** -0.05436***

[0.01564] [0.01210] [0.01141] [0.01843] [0.01599] [0.01508]

Size of establishment -0.01446*** -0.01446*** -0.01445*** -0.01811*** -0.01811*** -0.01806***

[0.00161] [0.00166] [0.00166] [0.00302] [0.00327] [0.00328]

Agric. Employment x 0.00084** 0.00084*** 0.00016 0.00088** 0.00088*** 0.00048

agric. Input use [0.00041] [0.00028] [0.00073] [0.00040] [0.00027] [0.00071]

Educated pop. X 0.00125 0.00125 0.00114 0.00125 0.00125 0.00111

white-collar workers [0.00144] [0.00118] [0.00116] [0.00144] [0.00119] [0.00117]

Coal abundance x -0.0035 -0.0035 -0.0042 -0.01096 -0.01096 -0.01185

steam power use [0.05323] [0.03199] [0.03212] [0.05130] [0.03168] [0.03211]

Market potential x 0.00015 0.00015** 0.00018** 0.00001 0.00001 0.00001*

interm. input use [0.00010] [0.00007] [0.00007] [0.00001] [0.000008] [0.00000]

Market potential x 0.00023* 0.00023** 0.00026*** 0.00002** 0.00002** 0.00002***

industry sale [0.00012] [0.00009] [0.00009] [0.00001] [0.00001] [0.00001]

Market potential x 0.00005*** 0.00005*** 0.00005*** 0.00000*** 0.00000** 0.00000**

size of establishment [0.00001] [0.00002] [0.00002] [0.00000] [0.00000] [0.00000]

Constant 4.03818** 4.03818** -1.46437*** 4.12444* 4.12444* -1.46110***

[1.98635] [1.80337] [0.42333] [2.24802] [2.16850] [0.42775]

Observations 912 912 912 912 912 912

R-squared 0.53 0.53 0.26 0.53 0.53 0.26

Breuch-Pagan chi2(1)

F-test Joint Significance 1.49 3.1** 0.38 1.7 3.65** 0.49

Heckscher-Ohlin

Sources: see text; Notes: * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%, OLS 1 - robust se

OLS 2 - cluster-robust se, FE - cluster-specific fixed effect with cluster-robust se, clusters at the U.S. state level

Degrees of Freedom in F-test are (3, 852) for OLS1 and (3, 47) for OLS2 and FE

a refers to market potential estimates based on δ = -1, b refers to market potential estimates based on

gravity equation
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Table 9.- Beta Coefficients, Estimations Year by Year

1880 1890 1900 1910 1920

Market Potential Estimates Based on δ = -1

Agric. Employment x 0.185 0.101 0.099 0.019 -0.017

agric. Input use

Educated pop. X 0.035 -0.055 -0.212 -0.02 0.059

white-collar workers

Coal abundance x 0.118 -0.086 0.027 0.05 0.011

steam power use

Market potential x 0.0069 0.11 0.102 0.296 0.259

intermediate input use

Market potential x 0.15 0.09 0.191 0.058 0.102

industry sale

Market potential x 0.25 0.245 0.332 0.401 0.235

size of establishment
Sources: see text; Note: The table presents only the beta coefficients of the interaction
variables. The full set of the beta coefficients is available from the authors upon request. The
beta coefficients are defined as beta(i)=[s(xi)/s(y)]*b(xi) where b(xi) is the estimates of xi, s(xi)
is the standard deviation of xi and s(y) is the standard deviation of y. Beta coefficients are
calculated from the FE regressions in Table 2.


