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N o t e s

Introduction

1. PJM 10:265– 66.

2. Martis (1988) points out that sectionalism has been a feature of congressional 

voting from the very beginning of the country.

3. For surveys of work by economists on the political economy of trade policy, see 

Rodrik 1995; Gwande and Krishna 2003; and McClaren 2016. The widely cited Gross-

man and Helpman (1994) model of “protection for sale” focuses on the determinants of 

tariff rates across industries, whereas this book focuses more on the average tariff rate, 

something captured by an exogenous parameter in their model: the weight that politi-

cians put on social welfare.

4. Works on trade policy by political scientists include O’Halloran 1994; Hiscox 

2002; Destler 2005; and others. For works by historians on trade policy, see Stanwood 

1903; Ratner 1972; Dobson 1976; and Eckes 1995.

5. The Export- Import Bank was created in the 1930s to provide credit guarantees for 

exporters, but overall its fi nancial support for exports has been small. For a history of 

the Export- Import Bank, see Becker and McClenahan 2003. Export subsidies were also 

used in the 1980s to deal with surplus agricultural production.

6. There are many other aspects of trade policy that we will not be able to consider, 

such as trade sanctions against particular countries and embargos on the export of 

particular products for national security purposes.

7. Import quotas can also be used to limit the quantity of particular foreign goods 

allowed to enter the market, but the United States did not start using them until the 

1930s, and then mainly for agricultural goods.

8. Irwin 1998a.

9. These measures, calculated by dividing customs revenue by the value of total 

and dutiable imports, have several shortcomings, as discussed in Anderson and Neary 

2005. They construct a trade- restrictiveness index that addresses many of the usual 

problems. Despite these shortcomings, the average tariff is still a useful measure. Irwin 

(2010) calculates a trade- restrictiveness index for US tariffs from 1867 to 1961 and shows 
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that it is highly correlated with the standard average tariff measures. Furthermore, the 

United States has not used many non- tariff barriers, such as import licenses, foreign 

exchange restrictions, and discriminatory regulations, to restrict imports that would 

make the average tariff measure misleading.

10. The distinction between revenue and protective duties is not always sharp. Rev-

enue duties do not discriminate in favor of domestic producers; they tend to be levied 

on products that are not produced at home or that are subject to domestic taxes equal to 

the import tariff. Protective duties discriminate in favor of domestic producers; Johnson 

(1960) defi nes protection as “any policy that raises the price received by domestic pro-

ducers of an importable commodity above the world market price.”

11. See Corden 1974 for an introduction to the theory of commercial policy.

12. The Foraker quote is from Morgan 1965, 227, and the Reed quote is from Morgan 

1969, 167.

13. By increasing the domestic price of imported goods, a tariff reduces the demand 

for imports and shifts demand toward domestically produced substitutes, leading 

domestic producers to increase their output. This is a description of the partial equi-

librium “imperfect substitutes” trade framework developed by Baldwin (1976). See also 

Rousslang and Suomela 1988.

14. See Kim 1995 and Holmes and Stevens 2004. As Holmes and Stevens (2004, 

p. 2008) note, “For industries producing nontradable goods or services like retail, there 

is little [geographic] specialization, while for tradable goods like manufactures, mining 

output, and agricultural products, there is a substantial amount of specialization across 

regions.”

15. After the 1950s, Holmes and Stevens (2004, p. 2000) report that “US manufac-

turing moved out of this northern region and into other parts of the country” and that 

“certain areas of the South have become quite specialized in manufacturing, in effect 

fashioning a new manufacturing belt.”

16. See Lerner 1936. However, an across- the- board tariff on imports does not reduce 

all exported goods to the same degree.

17. See Bensel 1984 on sectionalism and American political development.

18. See Baldwin 1984a for this industry- based approach, as well as Grossman and 

Helpman 1994, both of which are implicitly based on the specifi c- factors model of Jones 

(1971) and Samuelson (1971).

19. The famous Stolper- Samuelson theorem focuses on the economic interests of 

the underlying factors of production that produce output rather than industries them-

selves. See Rogowski 1989 and Hiscox 2002 on this theme. See Deardorff and Stern 1994 

for an overview of the Stolper- Samuelson theorem.

20. If trade- policy decisions were made via public referendum, Mayer (1984) shows 

how the preferences of the median voter would infl uence the outcome.

21. “The members of the Senate and House are the advocates and representatives 

of different local interests all of which naturally seek to infl uence the transactions of 

the government on their own behalf,” noted Senator Thomas Bayard (D- DE) (quoted in 

Rothman 1966, 81).

22. This point relates to Mancur Olson’s (1965) theory of collective action.

23. For example, if representatives from Pennsylvania want to impose higher 
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tariffs on steel, and representatives from South Carolina want to enact higher tariffs 

on apparel, the legislators from each state could agree to support each other’s proposal. 

The benefi ts to Pennsylvania of higher steel tariffs would far exceed any loss it would 

incur from higher apparel tariffs, and a similar calculation holds for South Carolina. 

See Grossman and Helpman 2005 for a theoretical analysis of the protectionist bias in 

majoritarian politics.

24. See Fernandez and Rodrik 1991 on the certain losers and the uncertain winners, 

and Tullock 1975 on the transitional gains trap. The imposition of a tariff may generate 

short- run or transitional gains for the protected industry, but not permanent gains, 

because the initial benefi ts eventually get capitalized into asset values or eroded due to 

expanded production and the entry of new producers. At this point there is no appar-

ent benefi t of the tariff for incumbent fi rms, but its removal would force them to incur 

large capital losses— hence their strong opposition to any change.

25. Destler 1986, 3.

26. CQA 1988, 223.

27. Quoted in Binkley 1962, 222. There were some exceptions: President Woodrow 

Wilson was a strong party leader who actively helped shape the 1913 tariff.

28. On this switch, see Keech and Pak 1995.

29. McGillivray (1997), Brady, Goldstein, and Kessler (2002), and Weller (2009) show 

that political parties have an impact on trade- policy outcomes beyond constituent 

economic interests.

30. Of the 77 Congresses from 1867 to 2019, there have been 21 unifi ed Democratic 

governments, 22 unifi ed Republican governments, and 34 divided governments. Since 

the enactment of the Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act of 1934, divided government 

has been less of a problem for trade policy, since Congress no longer considered tariff 

legislation; see Karol 2000 and Sherman 2002.

31. Goldstein (1993) makes the case for the role of ideas in shaping US trade policy.

32. Remini 1997, 223.

Chapter 1

1. Pereira and Flores de Frutos 1998.

2. See Lindert and Williamson 2016, as well as Gallman 2000 and McCusker 2000.

3. As Shammas (1982, 268) points out, “How can communities that spent a quarter 

of per capita income on goods imported from outside the colony be described as practic-

ing local self- sufficiency?”

4. Shepherd and Walton 1972.

5. Ibid.

6. Shammas 1982.

7. The nominal GDP of colonial America in 1774 is estimated to have been between 

$142 million (McCusker 2000, table 2) and $164 million (Lindert and Williamson 2013, 

table 4). The nominal value of exports from England and Scotland to the thirteen colo-

nies was £2.953 million in 1774, or $13.1 million after translating into dollars at the par 

exchange rate of $4.44 per pound (McCusker 1971).

8. Harper 1939, 35.
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9. The estimates by Thomas (1965) spawned a large literature that probed the meth-

ods and fi gures used. See Walton 1971 and Sawers 1992 for references.

10. Ransom 1968.

11. PTJ 1:123.

12. Egnal and Ernst 1972, 30.

13. As Baack (2004) points out, land was another source of contention: the Procla-

mation of 1763 prevented the colonists from settling in or trading west of the Allegheny 

Mountains.

14. Mitchell 1988, 579.

15. See Thomas 1987 and Calloway 2006.

16. Breen 2004.

17. Thomas 1975, 151.

18. US Bureau of the Census 1975, Z- 227– 28.

19. Olson 1992.

20. Witkowski 1989.

21. Thomas 1987, 169– 70.

22. Mitchell 1988, 494.

23. See Ragsdale 1996 and Holton 1999. Southern colonies accounted for 84 percent 

of the nearly £3 million in debt owed to British merchants in 1776 (Sheridan 1960, 167).

24. Thomas 1987, 246– 54.

25. Labaree 1964.

26. From the Journal of the Continental Congress, available online at http:// 

www .loc .gov/ teachers/ classroommaterials/ presentationsandactivities/ presentations/ 

timeline/ amrev/ rebelln/ rights .html (accessed July 11, 2016).

27. PJA 3:190.

28. Ibid., 4:57.

29. See Lint 1978 and Clarfi eld 1979.

30. Cheney 2006.

31. Article 2 of the treaty stated that the two countries “engage mutually not to 

grant any particular favour to other nations, in respect of commerce and navigation, 

which shall not immediately become common to the other Party, who shall enjoy the 

same favour, freely, if the concession was freely made, or on allowing the same com-

pensation, if the concession was conditional.” See Malloy 1910, 1:468. Setser (1933) fi nds 

that the conditional MFN clause was due to the French negotiators.

32. Buel 1998, 178.

33. See Ritcheson 1969; Olson 1992; Crowley 1993.

34. Bjork 1964; see also Shepherd and Walton 1976.

35. Nettles 1962, 49.

36. McCusker 2001.

37. Massachusetts produced about 125 ships a year before the revolution, but just 

4 ships in 1784. Nettles 1962, 52; Marks 1973, 64.

38. Nettles 1962, 49, 51.

39. PJM 8:314– 16.

40. WJA 8:383.

41. Ibid., 313.
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42. Ibid., 101

43. Ibid., 299.

44. PJA 17:390.

45. PAH 3:75– 76.

46. Baack 2001; see also Ferguson 1961.

47. PJM 6:144– 45.

48. Ibid., 9:294– 95.

49. In a series of articles, Zornow (1954– 56) investigated the tariff laws of seven 

states during the 1780s. For Rhode Island, Connecticut, Pennsylvania, and Maryland, 

see Shepherd (1993).

50. See McGillivray 2001 and Giesecke 1910.

51. Marks 1973, 82.

52. Ibid., 83, 68.

53. PTJ 9:399– 400.

54. PJM 8:333.

55. Davis 1977, 91– 92.

56. PTJ 8:215, 296.

57. Davis 1977, 92– 93.

58. PJM 8: 407.

59. Davis 1977, 85.

60. PJM 8:344.

61. Ibid., 334– 35.

62. Marks 1973, 68.

63. PJM 8:502.

64. Ibid., 9:96.

65. LJM 4:251.

66. PJM 10:29.

67. On voting patterns at the convention, see McGuire 2003, Heckelman and 

Dougherty 2007, and Pope and Treier 2015.

68. Farrand 1911, 3:126, 327.

69. Ibid., 2:441.

70. See Finkelman 1987; Goldstone 2005; and Baack, McGuire, and Van Cott 2009.

71. Farrand 1911, 2:374.

72. PJM 8:340.

73. Farrand 1911, 2:360, 306.

74. Ibid.

75. Ibid., 371.

76. Ibid., 374– 75.

77. Ibid., 450, 453.

78. Ibid., 449– 450.

79. Ibid., 449. Maryland’s Luther Martin, who opposed the constitution, also con-

fi rmed this vote trade, stating that “the eastern States, notwithstanding their aversion 

to slavery, were very willing to indulge the southern States, at least with a temporary 

liberty to prosecute the slave trade, provided the southern States would in their turn 

gratify them, by laying no restriction on navigation acts; and after a very little time the 
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committee, by a very great majority, agreed on a report by which the general govern-

ment was to be prohibited from preventing the importation of slaves for a limited time, 

and the restrictive clause relative to navigation acts was to be omitted.” Ibid., 3:210.

80. McClendon 1931.

81. PAH 4:340.

Chapter 2

1. As McCoy (1980, 86– 87) explains, “Many republicans eagerly embraced an eigh-

teenth century ideology of free trade, whose leading spokesmen included Montesquieu, 

Hume, Adam Smith, and the French physiocrats. According to these writers, foreign as 

well as domestic commerce should be freed from all restraints so that it might fl ourish 

and, in the process, humanize men by refi ning their manners and morals. . . . Given 

their hostility to Britain and the mercantilist model, it is not surprising that many 

Americans in the early years of independence embraced this outlook and tied it directly 

to the spirit of their revolution.”

2. PBF 35:83.

3. PTJ 8:332; Jefferson 1955 [1785], 176.

4. PBF 39:344.

5. As Thomas Jefferson advised a correspondent in 1790, “In political economy, I 

think Smith’s Wealth of Nations is the best book extant” (PTJ 16:449). Cowin (1999) and 

Fleischhacker (2002) examine the infl uence of Adam Smith on the founding fathers.

6. PJM 12:71. Fisher Ames (1854, 1:49), one of the leading Federalists of the period, 

noted, “One of his [Madison’s] fi rst speeches in regard to protecting commerce, was 

taken out of Smith’s ‘Wealth of Nations.’ The principles of the book are excellent, but 

the application of them to America requires caution. I am satisfi ed, and could state 

some reasons to evince, that commerce and manufactures merit legislative interference 

in this country much more than would be proper in England.”

7. PAH 3:76.

8. For more on Smith and trade policy, see Irwin 1996b.

9. PTJ 27:527.

10. Ibid., 8:633.

11. PJM 8:333– 334.

12. WTJ 3:269.

13. “Were I to indulge my own theory, I should wish them [Americans] to practice 

neither commerce nor navigation, but to stand with respect to Europe precisely on the 

footing of China. We should thus avoid wars, and all our citizens would be husband-

men.” Jefferson recognized that “this is theory only, and a theory which the servants of 

America are not at liberty to follow” (PTJ 8:633).

14. PGW- CS 3:299– 300.

15. PTJ 8:633.

16. Bordewich 2016.

17. PJM 12:64– 65.

18. AC, 4/9/1798, 114.
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19. PJM 12:69– 70.

20. PJM 20:70– 71.

21. Ibid., 71– 72.

22. Ibid., 72– 73.

23. See Edling and Kaplanoff 2004. Peskin (2003, 91) notes that the federal tariff 

rates were roughly double those of New York, but were generally lower than those im-

posed by Pennsylvania and Massachusetts.

24. Balinky 1958, 57.

25. Brown 1993, 238– 39.

26. Edling and Kaplanoff 2004.

27. Riley 1978.

28. PAH 7:232.

29. Irwin 2003.

30. Richardson 1903, 1:65.

31. On the Report, see Cooke 1975; Nelson 1979; and Irwin 2004.

32. PAH 10:262– 63.

33. Ibid., 266.

34. Ibid., 3:75.

35. Ibid., 10:266.

36. Ibid., 10:68.

37. Ibid., 299.

38. Ibid., 301.

39. PJM 14:195.

40. PAH 10:302– 04.

41. PTJ 23:172– 73.

42. Ibid., 24:187.

43. Ibid., 214, 353.

44. See Elkins and McKitrick 1993, 277.

45. See Clarfi eld (1975).

46. PAH 11:139.

47. AC, 1/27/1792, 349– 51. This portion of the debate is clearly misplaced as it refers 

to events that occurred after January; it almost surely took place in late April.

48. Stanwood 1903, 1:102; Irwin 2004.

49. Elkins and McKitrick (1993, 261) argue that it would be “misleading to connect 

Hamilton too closely with the protective-tariff theorists of the early nineteenth cen-

tury, much as they may have looked to him for inspiration. His ends were more com-

plex than theirs, and went well beyond simple protection. (Indeed, a nineteenth-century 

Hamilton would in all likelihood have been a free trader: he did not think it well that 

any interest should become too settled and comfortable.)”

50. PAH 3:78– 79.

51. Ibid., 4:477.

52. Ibid., 10:301.

53. See also Shankman (2003). This is not to say that protectionist pressures were 

strong, because the number of manufacturers was very small, and many of them had 
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divided interests. For example, Peskin (2003, 109) points out that iron producers and 

iron users (nail and horseshoe producers) were deeply divided: the former wanted high 

duties, and the latter wanted low duties on imported iron.

54. PAH 11, 141.

55. AC, 5/4/1789, 238.

56. WTJ 8:405. See Peterson (1965) on Jefferson’s trade- policy views and McCoy 

(1974) and McCoy (1980) for an overview of the economic views of the Republicans.

57. AC, 5/4/1789, 256.

58. PGW PS 3:323– 24.

59. PAH 5:488– 89.

60. Ibid., 7:426.

61. Ibid., 424.

62. PTJ 20:236, 353– 54.

63. Goldin and Lewis (1980) conclude that the favorable improvement in terms 

of trade translated into an increase in the growth rate of per capita income of about a 

quarter of a percentage point, from about 1.07 percent to 1.32 percent a year. By their 

calculations, American national income would have been about 3 percent lower had 

there been no American trade boom as a result of the European confl ict.

64. Even though some ships and cargoes were confi scated, there were relatively few 

direct losses from the European war. As Nettles (1962, 324) points out, “The political 

and diplomatic quarrels of the time may give the impression that losses to American 

shippers all but ruined their business and drove their vessels from the sea. Actually, 

they prospered as never before. Ships that completed voyages greatly outnumbered those 

that fell prey to belligerents.”

65. AC, 5/6/1806, 557.

66. Adams 1980.

67. See PTJ 27:567– 78.

68. Ibid., 574.

69. Ibid., 560.

70. Ibid., 561– 63

71. Ibid., 562.

72. In 1792, Hamilton drafted a reply to Jefferson’s impending report, which began 

by noting, “The commercial system of Great Britain makes no discriminations to the 

prejudice of the UStates as compared with other foreign powers” and “There is there-

fore no ground for a complaint on the part of the UStates that the system of G Britain is 

particularly injurious or unfriendly to them” (PAH 13:412).

73. Ibid., 16:271– 72.

74. AC, 1/13/1794, 196, 203, 202. According to Jefferson, “I am at no loss to ascribe 

Smith’s speech to its true father. Every tittle of it is Hamilton’s except the introduc-

tion. There is scarcely anything there which I have not heard from him in our various 

private tho’ official discussions. The very turn of arguments is the same . . . the style is 

Hamilton’s. The sophistry is too fi ne, too ingenious even to have been comprehended 

by Smith, much less devised by him” (PTJ 28:49).

75. PAH 16:275.

76. Mitchell 1988, 494.
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77. PAH 16:274– 76.

78. PTJ 27:560.

79. See Bemis 1923; Combs 1970; and Estes 2006.

80. WGW 35:233, 235.

81. Nettles 1962, 325.

82. Richardson 1903, 1:322.

83. Lambert 2005.

84. Davis and Engerman 2006.

85. Hickey 1987.

86. WTJ 5:64.

87. Latimer 2007, 20.

88. PJM SSS 16:322. On Jefferson’s commercial policy, see Peterson 1965; Spivak 

1979; and Ben- Atar 1993.

89. WTJ 5:265.

90. Richardson 1903, 1:433.

91. On the embargo, see Jennings 1921; Sears 1927; Spivak 1979; Frankel 1982; and 

Irwin 2005b.

92. British fi gures for the calendar year show the “official value” of British exports 

to the United States fell from £7.9 million in 1807 to £4.0 million in 1808, a decline of 

49 percent, while the official value of British imports from the United States fell from 

£2.8 million in 1807 to £0.8 million in 1808, a decline of 71 percent (Mitchell 1988, 499).

93. Irwin 2005b.

94. Bailey 1980, 126.

95. Wolford 1942.

96. Fry 2002, 34.

97. Sears 1921.

98. Irwin 2011a.

99. WTJ 5:271.

100. Gallatin 1879, 1:389.

101. Mannix 1979.

102. WTJ 9:202.

103. Ibid., 237.

104. Ibid., 239, 245; WTJ 12:56.

105. Frankel 1982.

106. ASP FR 1:256.

107. WTJ 9:237.

108. See Mannix 1979 and Stuart 1982.

109. Stagg 1983, 24; Spivak 1979, 153.

110. AC, 11/28/1808, 538, 541.

111. WTJ 9:244.

112. AC, 1/31/1809, 1249.

113. Ketcham 1971, 465.

114. PTJ RS 2:537.

115. Ibid., 533– 34.

116. In 1825, Jefferson recalled that John Quincy Adams had told him about talk 
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in New England about secession because of the embargo: “However reluctant I was 

to abandon the measure (a measure which persevered in a little longer, we had subse-

quent and satisfactory assurance would have effected its object completely), from that 

moment, and infl uenced by that information, I saw the necessity of abandoning it, and 

instead of effecting our purpose by this peaceable weapon, we must fi ght it out, or break 

the Union. I then recommended to yield to the necessity of a repeal of the Embargo, 

and to endeavor to supply its place by the best substitute, in which they could procure a 

general concurrence” (WTJ 7:424– 26).

117. “In the course of those consultations, I learned the whole policy of Mr. Jeffer-

son; and was surprised as well as grieved to fi nd, that in the face of the clearest proofs of 

the failure of his plan, he continued to hope against facts. . . . The very eagerness with 

which the repeal was supported by a majority of the Republican party ought to have 

taught Mr. Jefferson that it was already considered by them as a miserable and mischie-

vous failure” (Story 1851, 1:185).

118. PTJ RS 2:506; WTJ 9:521; 10:354. “Despite overwhelming evidence to the 

contrary,” Ben- Atar (1993, 171) argues, Jefferson “continued until the end of his public 

life, to hold on to an infl ated assessment of the strength of the United States and its 

commerce.”

119. PAH 16:275.

120. PJM PS 2:322.

121. Latimer 2007.

122. Hickey 1981, 521.

123. Buel 2005.

124. Risjord 1961, 205.

125. Gilji 2013.

126. AC, 12/31/1811, 599– 600.

127. AC, 12/9/1811, 424.

128. AC, 12/31/1811, 601.

129. PHC 1:842.

130. Latimer 2007, 31.

131. Perkins 1961, 326.

132. Ibid., 339.

133. As Perkins (1961, 339– 40) writes, “The [British] depression of 1810, totally 

unconnected with events in America, secured for the United States what Jefferson’s 

Embargo had been unable to obtain.”

134. Hickey 1981, 523.

135. Dudley 2003.

136. Lebergott 1984, 124.

137. “From Thomas Jefferson to Marie- Joseph- Paul- Yves- Roch- Gilbert du Motier, 

marquis de Lafayette, 24 February 1809,” Founders Online, National Archives (http:// 

founders .archives .gov/ documents/ Jefferson/ 99– 01– 02– 9871 [last update: 2015– 12– 30]).

138. Richardson 1903, 1:476.

139. ASP- F 2:430– 31.

140. PJM PS 3:52.

141. Irwin and Davis 2003.
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142. PTJ RS 5:563.

143. WTJ 4:521– 23.

Chapter 3

1. North 1966, 242; Davis 2004.

2. Hansard’s Parliamentary Debates 33, 1099.

3. Brougham viewed this trade as a mistake rather than a deliberate attempt to 

sabotage American producers, but it is easy to understand why Brougham’s comments 

seemed to confi rm a predatory intent on the part of British manufacturers. See Viner 

1923, 42.

4. Richardson 1903, 1:553.

5. Ibid., 1:567.

6. ASP- F, 3:90.

7. Ibid.

8. PHC 2:179.

9. AC, 1/16/1816, 687.

10. AC, 4/4/1816, 1330.

11. On the South’s support for the bill, see Preyer 1959.

12. In 1832, Madison wrote that he still believed in free trade “as a theoretic rule, 

and subject to exceptions only not inconsistent with the principle of it,” but that “theo-

ries are the offspring of the closet; exceptions to them, the lessons of experience.” LJM 

4:259.

13. US Bureau of the Census 1975, series K- 554.

14. ASP- F, 2:426, 430. See also Ware 1926.

15. Jeremy 1981, 101. According to Zevin (1971, 141), “The principal motive for 

introducing the power loom was a desire to regain competitive viability by cutting 

costs. The stimulus which brought this desire to the fore was the traumatic pressure 

which material and product price movements put on the manufacturers’ gross margins. 

The result of adopting the power loom was to lower direct operating costs by a very 

substantial margin.”

16. Jeremy 1981, 101.

17. Ware 1931, 75.

18. Rosenbloom (2004) argues that it is premature to dismiss an important role for 

the tariff if there were external economies of scale at work in the industry.

19. Taussig (1931, 68) notes that “no strong popular movement for protection can be 

traced before the crisis of 1818– 19.” On the panic, see Rothbard 1962 and Dupre 2006.

20. As Peart (2013, 97) notes, “Carey played a pivotal role in this expansion, offering 

advice and encouragement to allies all over the Union through an extraordinary volume 

of personal correspondence.”

21. In 1802, a special committee of the Pennsylvania Senate concluded that the 

underlying economic problem was “to be found chiefl y in the abuses of the bank-

ing system” and their “universally bad administration. . . . The want of protection to 

domestic manufacturers, although it may apply in a great degree to the operations of 

manufacturing towns, yet it is not valid as relates to the great mass of people of the 



710 Notes to Chapter Three

commonwealth, who can perceive in the banking institutions the immediate cause of 

their embarrassments” (see Eiselen 1932, 45).

22. As Rothbard (1962, 172) observed, “While the protectionists devoted a great deal 

of attention to the depression, the ‘free traders’ in opposition devoted little space to the 

depression, since they could not counter with a simple remedy of their own. Free trad-

ers generally concentrated on general political economic questions, such as the benefi ts 

of international trade and the division of labor, the danger of monopoly, the injustice of 

special privilege, and the morals of factory life.”

23. Richardson 1903, 2:45.

24. Ibid., 61.

25. On tariff politics surrounding the Baldwin bill, see Peart 2013.

26. AC, 4/26/1820, 2116, 2131.

27. Kennon and Rogers 1989, 86.

28. AC, 4/26/1820, 2036.

29. Vipperman 1989, 204.

30. Setser 1937.

31. Richardson 1903, 2:192.

32. PHC 3:685, 687.

33. Ibid., 692.

34. Ibid., 688.

35. Ibid., 694.

36. Ibid., 726.

37. Ibid., 701.

38. Ibid., 704.

39. Ibid., 723– 24.

40. AC, 4/2/1824, 2028.

41. AC, 4/6/1824, 2206.

42. AC, 4/1/1824, 2010.

43. AC, 4/30/1824, 649, 623.

44. AC, 4/15/1824, 3359.

45. AC, 4/30/1824, 649.

46. As Jefferson noted to a correspondent, “Congress has done nothing remarkable 

except the passing of a tariff bill by squeezing majorities, very revolting to a great por-

tion of the people of the States, among whom it is believed it would not have received a 

vote but of the manufacturers themselves” (WTJ 10:304).
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115. From 1970 to 1976, Krueger (1980) found that, in ten of nineteen industries 

in which employment declined, import- related losses exceeded those attributable to 

changes in domestic demand or productivity in only one case, leather products. Over 

the period from 1967 to 1979, Grossman (1987) found that only one industry of the nine 

examined experienced a large reduction in employment as a result of imports (radio and 

television production).

116. US General Accounting Office 1987.

117. The industries that were denied relief included asparagus, ferrocyanide blue 

pigments, honey, mushrooms, cast- iron stoves, bolts, nuts and screws, high carbon fer-

rochromium, stainless steel fl atware, copper, bicycle tires or tubes, fi shing tackle, and 

leather apparel. When presidents declined to give escape- clause relief, Congress some-

times intervened on behalf of the domestic industry. For example, in 1976, in a Section 

201 case involving non- rubber footwear, President Ford granted adjustment assistance, 

but not the import relief proposed by the ITC. Congress urged reconsideration of the 

case, so the footwear industry fi led another petition. In 1977, the ITC again determined 

that the industry was seriously injured and recommended a stringent, fi ve- year tariff- 

rate quota. This time, President Carter opted to negotiate orderly marketing arrange-

ments (OMAs) with Taiwan and South Korea.

118. In 1977, the mix of South Korea’s shoe exports to the United States was 70 per-



 Notes to Chapter Twelve 755

cent non- rubber and 30 percent rubber. In 1978 those proportions were exactly reversed 

(Mutti and Bale 1981).

119. Canto and Laffer 1983.

120. Aggarwal 1985.

121. Indeed, European countries fought over such subsidies themselves, because 

the state- owned industries in France, Belgium, the United Kingdom, and Italy received 

government assistance to cover their operating losses, to the detriment of private fi rms 

in Germany and the Netherlands.

122. The TPMs covered seventy different product categories and covered 85 percent 

of steel imports in 1979. See Eichengreen and van der Ven 1984.

Chapter 12
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Richardson 1994, Destler 1995, and Krueger 1996.
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3. Eichengreen 1996.
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by US workers, we cannot be certain that an industry import directly substitutes for a 

domestic good.”

8. Handbook of US Labor Statistics 2001, table 2.1.
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16. As Reagan stated in the 1983 State of the Union message, “As the leader of the 

West and as a country that has become great and rich because of economic freedom, 
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