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CHAPTER 1
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THE MODERN
CAPITALIST
WORLD ECONOMY:
A HISTORICAL
OVERVIEW

............................................................................................

JEFFRY A. FRIEDEN

CAPITALIST economic activities are of very long standing—some would say they
were present in proliferation during Roman times.' By the late medieval and early
modern period, large areas of Western Europe had thriving, relatively free markets
for labor and capital, both in the city and in the countryside. We can most fruitfully
and confidently speak of the full flowering of modern capitalism once it became
a truly international economic order. That epoch evolved over the course of the
sixteenth, seventeenth, and eighteenth centuries, as capitalism expanded from a
limited Western European base to affect much of the world, from the Americas to
East Asia.

A MERCANTILIST WORLD ECONOMY

Market economies flourished in many parts of Europe during the high and late
Middle Ages, most prominently in Italian commercial and manufacturing centers
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such as Genoa, Venice, and Tuscany. Although they relied heavily on long-distance
trade, these islands of capitalism had little structural economic impact on the rest
of the world. But after the 1450s, the Ottoman Empire’s control of the Eastern
Mediterranean drove Europeans out into the Atlantic, and eventually around the
world, in search of trade routes. Western Europeans’ eventual recognition of the
economic potential of the New World and of more consistent interaction with
Africa and Asia opened a new era.

For nearly four centuries, from the mid-1400s to the mid-1800s, the rest of the
world was drawn into an economic and political order dominated by European
capitalism. This order was organized around the overseas colonial empires of the
Atlantic powers: first Spain and Portugal, then the Netherlands, England, and
France. This was the first true international economy, and it was controlled in a
very particular manner by its European founders. The economic system they built
has come to be known as mercantilism.

Mercantilist ordering principles defined the international capitalist economy
for several hundred years. Although there was variation among the principal
mercantilist powers, the system’s main features were common to all. First and
foremost, mercantilism depended on substantial government involvement in the
economy. These were, after all, colonial systems, and military might underpinned
the predominance of the colonial powers over their possessions. But that was not
all. Mercantilist governments considered their economic policies to be part and
parcel of broader national goals, especially in the continuing struggle for diplo-
matic and military supremacy. Mercantilism enriched the country and the Crown,
which then used those riches to build up military force. “Wealth is power,” wrote
English philosopher Thomas Hobbes, “and power is wealth.” One of his fellow
mercantilist thinkers drew the connections: “Foreign trade produces riches, riches
power, power preserves our trade and religion.”

The mercantilist economic order relied on systematic government interven-
tion in the economy, particularly in international economic transactions. Although
there was variation among countries and over time, core mercantilist goals and
policies were similar. Mercantilist governments tried to stimulate demand for
domestic manufactures and for such national commercial and financial services
as shipping and trade. They did this, typically, by requiring their colonies to sell
certain goods only to the mother country (the “metropole”) and buy certain other
goods only from the mother country. Restrictions on trade turned the terms of
trade against the colonies: prices of colonial exports were depressed, while prices of
colonial imports were elevated. This, of course, benefited metropolitan producers,
who could purchase their inputs (raw materials, agricultural products) at artificially
low prices and sell their output (manufactures) at artificially high prices. Virginia
tobacco farmers had to sell their leaf to London, although Amsterdam would have
paid more; they had to buy their cigars from London, although Amsterdam would
have charged less. The rents created this way went to enrich the manufacturers and
“merchant princes,” whose alliance with the Crown characterized the mercantilist
political economy.
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Mercantilist governments also required many international economic trans-
actions to be carried out by their preferred, national agents: shipping, insurance,
finance, wholesale trade. In some cases, trade had to be channeled through certain
favored ports. Like import and export restrictions, this provided rents to the privi-
leged. The colonial governments also endeavored to discover and exploit precious
metals. The Crown usually took (or taxed very heavily) the gold and silver discovered
in the colonies. Mercantilist governments typically chartered monopolistic enter-
prises to which they delegated both economic and administrative functions in the
colonies, such as the Hudson's Bay Company and the Dutch East India Company.

Mercantilist policies achieved several interrelated goals. They provided reve-
nue for the government. This might come directly from precious metals and other
forms of tribute or indirectly from the revenue provided by those enriched by the
policy. This was one sense in which mercantilist economic policies supported the
broader diplomatic and military goals of the government: they made available
the wherewithal to sustain and increase national power. Mercantilist policies also
aimed explicitly at encouraging early manufacturing, seen as central to modern eco-
nomic and military advance.? And the restraints on trade and monopolistic charters
cemented ties between the government and its powerful supporters in business.

The political economy of mercantilism was largely based on an implicit or explicit
alliance between the government—the Crown, except in the Dutch Republic—on
the one hand, and the merchants, manufacturers, and investors that carried out the
bulk of economic interactions with the colonies on the other. The character of this
alliance varied from country to country. In the Netherlands, the mercantile classes
effectively and directly controlled the state; in the other colonial powers, the govern-
ment had interests of its own, which sometimes conflicted with those of its business
allies. The Spanish Crown, for example, was particularly concerned with consolidat-
ing its control over the country, which was only fully freed of Muslim rule in 1492,
and in which there were powerful regional noblemen. This made the Spanish Crown
more insistent on centralizing control and revenue and less willing to encourage the
rise of powerful private actors than many other mercantilist rulers.

Mercantilist policies benefited the favored metropolitan businesses, at the
expense of the colonies (and consumers). To be sure, some colonial subjects valued
membership in a powerful empire, especially inasmuch as the empire protected
them from others. While many citizens of Great Britain’s North American colo-
nies chafed at mercantilist restrictions on their trade, many others appreciated the
security British naval and military power provided.

The mercantilist era’s main characteristics highlight enduring features of mod-
ern capitalist economies. The first is an ambivalent relationship with the world
economy. To be sure, the leading colonial powers were heavily oriented toward
engagement in the international economy and eager to take advantage of what the
rest of the world economy had to offer. At the same time, mercantilist policies were
highly nationalistic and strongly protected the home market and national produc-
ers from foreign competition. This tension, between the desire to take advantage
of international economic opportunities, on the one hand, and the fear of harm
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from foreign competition, on the other, is a recurring theme in capitalist attitudes
toward the world economy. The mercantilist powers dealt with the issue by aggres-
sively expanding their access to foreign markets, but jealously guarding and pro-
tecting the markets they conquered within their colonial empires.

A second feature of the mercantilist experience was the tension between state
and markets. In the mercantilist period, as at other times, market actors wanted
economic freedom, and governments wanted the prosperity markets could provide.
Indeed, markets were almost certainly much better developed and much freer in
this era than they had been in the previous medieval centuries. At the same time,
mercantilist governments were aggressive in their intervention in the economy.
To some extent this reflected real or imagined demands of national security and
military power, in an attempt to harness economic dynamism to national goals. To
some extent it reflected the interests of powerful economic interest groups, which
were enriched by state-enforced monopolies, state controls on trade, and the back-
ing of their governments. The result was a mix of state intervention and market
development—not always harmonious.

Indeed, these two dimensions have been at issue throughout the history of capi-
talism. The first is the international-national dimension: the conflicting desire for
integration with and insulation from the world economy. The second is the state-
market dimension: the conflicting desire for government involvement in markets
and market freedom from government. Over time, both countries and the world in
general have oscillated between periods of greater and lesser economic openness and
between periods of greater and lesser government intervention in the economy.

Mercantilism reflected the economic and political realities of its era. Western
European economies had advanced enough beyond those in the rest of the world,
both in technology and in organization, that their predominance was largely unchal-
lenged. Meanwhile, previously unimaginable overseas economic prospects had
opened up, a whole world of resources and markets that could be tapped and, in most
cases, controlled. This provided the incentive, to rulers and capitalists alike, to assert
themselves wherever possible. At the same time as the mercantilist powers were sub-
jugating vast areas to their colonial control, they engaged in continuing conflicts
with one another for supremacy. This gave them powerful motivations to use their
colonies to enhance their military might and to use their military might to amass
more colonies. Domestically and internationally, at home and abroad, the mercantil-
ist systems generally reflected a mutually rewarding partnership between rulers and
capitalists, enriching both and drawing most of the world into their orbit.

THE END OF MERCANTILISM

A combination of political and economic developments began to erode the mer-
cantilist system. Politically, one of the attractions of mercantilist policies had been
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their connection to the struggle for diplomatic supremacy: reserving access to
colonies to the home country and restricting it to others served to help the gov-
ernment amass resources for military purposes and to deny resources to real or
potential enemies. But in 1815, a British-led alliance defeated Napoleon at Waterloo
and effectively ended three centuries of warfare among the Atlantic powers. With
British maritime supremacy ensured, and the Continent largely stable, the military
arguments for mercantile colonialism faded.

Domesticpolitical trends alsoundermined the mercantilist system. Throughout
Western Europe, autocratic dynastic rule came under challenge, largely from the
rising business and middle classes. Although political reform was slow, and cer-
tainly did not result in anything we would recognize as democratic, it did loosen
the exclusive grip on power of some previously favored groups. Among these were
the monopolistic enterprises created and favored by mercantilist policy, whose
preferential position was increasingly resented by more modern entrepreneurs in
industry, trade, and finance. As the foreign policy arguments for mercantilism
faded, so did the domestic political alliances underpinning it.

Economic trends also eroded the previous political economy. Most important
was the rise of modern industry. Manufacturing in the earlier era, though cer-
tainly an advance over the medieval norm, was on a small scale, often based on
cottage industry. Over the course of the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries,
manufacturing was fundamentally transformed, especially in Great Britain and
some areas of Northern Europe. A flurry of technological innovations revolution-
ized production. Employers brought dozens, even hundreds of workers together in
large factories to use new machinery, new energy sources, and new forms of orga-
nization. Power looms and mechanical spinners transformed the textile industry.
Improvements in the use of water power, and eventually the development of steam
power, made the machinery more powerful still. The Industrial Revolution and the
rise of the modern factory system meant that the new industries could undercut
competitors in virtually every market, which made mercantilist barriers to trade
either irrelevant or harmful.

Great Britain led the way in gradually jettisoning mercantilism. As British
military predominance was secured, both Crown and Parliament were less con-
cerned about tight colonial control. Many in Britain had indeed, as far back as
the American Revolution, begun to regard the cost of keeping the colonies as out-
weighing the benefits. As Parliament, increasingly representative of business and
middle-class interests, imposed ever greater restrictions on royal prerogatives, it
increasingly challenged the royally chartered monopolies.

As the British economy evolved, dissatisfaction with mercantile controls grew.
British industrialists wanted to eliminate the country’s trade barriers. Removing
restrictions on imports would allow British producers access to cheaper inputs
and would give British consumers access to cheaper imported food, which would
allow factory owners to pay lower wages without reducing workers’ standard of
living. At the same time, industrialists believed that removing trade restric-
tions would increase world demand for British goods. For these reasons, Britain’s
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manufacturing classes and regions developed an antipathy to mercantilism and a
strong desire for free trade.

As the city of London became the world’s financial center, it added its influ-
ence to that of other free-trade interests. Britain’s international bankers had a pow-
erful reason to open up the British market to foreigners: the foreigners were their
customers. American or Argentine access to the thriving British market would
make it easier for Americans and Argentines to service their debts to London.
The industrial and financial interests mounted a concerted attack on what antim-
ercantilist crusader Adam Smith called “the mean and malignant expedients of the
mercantile system.” By the 1820s those “malignant” mercantilist expedients were
under constant challenge.

The battle over mercantilism was joined especially over the Corn Laws, tar-
iffs imposed during the Napoleonic Wars on imports of grain.® Industrialists and
financiers opposed the agricultural tariffs, as did the urban middle and working
classes, and were opposed by the country’s powerful farmers. The free traders won
after a protracted struggle. They might not have prevailed had there not been a
major reform of British political institutions: a changed electoral system that
reduced the power of farm constituencies and increased that of the cities and their
middle-class residents. Even with the electoral reforms in place, the final votes in
1846 and 1847 were extremely close and tore the Conservative Party apart. A few
years later, Parliament repealed the last vestiges of British mercantile controls on
foreign trade.

THE CLASSICAL ERA: FREE TRADE AND
THE GOLD STANDARD

After Britain, the world’s most important economy, discarded mercantilism,
most of the other major economic powers followed suit. In 1860, France joined
Great Britain in the Cobden-Chevalier Treaty, which freed trade between them
and helped draw the rest of Europe in this direction. As the German states moved
toward unification in 1871, they created a free trade area among themselves, then
opened trade with the rest of the world. Many New World governments also liberal-
ized trade, as did the remaining colonial possessions of the free-trading European
powers. Mercantilism was dead, and integration into world markets was the order
of the day”

Over the course of the nineteenth century, much of the world opted for general
openness to the international economy and for a reduced level of state involve-
ment in the economy. Although mercantilism had been marked by a strong role for
the government in both domestic and international economic affairs, the classical
order that arose over the course of the 1800s saw a dramatic reduction in govern-
ment involvement on both dimensions.
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Technological change dramatically reduced the cost of international economic
exchange, making an open economy that much more attractive. Over the course
of the century telegraphs, telephones, steamships, and railroads replaced horses,
carrier pigeons, couriers, and sails. The railroad fundamentally changed the speed
and cost of carrying cargo over land. The steamship revolutionized ocean-going
shipping, reducing the Atlantic crossing from over a month in 1816 to less than a
week in 1896.

The new technologies took hold and diffused very rapidly, even in develop-
ing regions. In 1870, Latin America, Russia, Canada, Australia, South Africa, and
India combined had barely as much railroad mileage as Great Britain. By 1913, these
regions had ten times Britain’s railroad mileage. Argentina alone went from a few
hundred miles of rail in 1870 to a system more extensive than Britain’s.® On the
seas, there was a twentyfold increase in the world’s shipping capacity during the
nineteenth century.?

These advances reduced the cost of land transportation by more than four-fifths
and of sea-going transport by more than two-thirds. Europe flooded the world with
its manufactures and was in turn flooded with farm products and raw materials
trom the prairies and the pampas, the Amazon and Australia. Over the course of the
1800s, the trade of the advanced countries grew twice to three times as fast as their
economies; by the end of the century, trade was seven or eight times as large a share
of the world’s economy as it had been at the beginning of the century.*

International investment also soared. As telegraphy allowed information to
be transmitted instantaneously from any reasonably developed area to investment
houses and traders in London, Paris, and Berlin, new economic opportunities
attracted the interests of European savers like never before. Foreign capital flooded
into rapidly growing regions in the New World, Australia, Russia, and elsewhere.
By the early 1900s, foreign investments, largely in bonds and stocks, accounted for
about one-third of the savings of the United Kingdom, one-quarter of France, and
one-tenth of Germany." This was also an era of virtually free international immi-
gration, at least for Europeans. Some fifty million Europeans moved abroad, along
with another fifty million Asians. Markets for goods, capital, and labor were more
tightly linked than they had ever been.

Perhaps the most striking, and most powerful, organizing principle of global
capitalism during the nineteenth century was the gold standard. After centuries of
stable bimetallism, in the 1870s governments were faced with a choice. New silver
discoveries drove the price of silver down and made the existing rate of exchange
between the two metals unstable, so governments had to either change the rate or
choose between gold and silver. Meanwhile, as international trade and investment
grew, gold—the traditional international medium of exchange—became more
attractive than domestic silver. Finally, Great Britain had been on gold since 1717,
and its status as the global market leader attracted other countries to use the same
system. In the 1870s most major industrial countries joined the gold standard, with
more countries joining all the time. By the early 1900s, the only two countries of
economic importance not on gold were China and Persia.
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When a country’s government went “on gold,” it promised to exchange its
currency for gold at a preestablished rate. This provided an important degree of
predictability for world trade, lending, investment, migration, and payments. The
impact on trade was substantial; being on gold in this period is variously estimated
to have raised trade between two countries by between 30 and 70 percent.” The
gold standard was even more important for international finance than it was for
trade. International financiers regarded being on gold as an obligation of well-
behaved members of the classical world economy, a signal of a country’s economic
reliability.® Investors had good reasons to focus on government commitments to
the gold standard. The balance of payments adjustment mechanism under the
gold standard might require a government whose economy was running a pay-
ments deficit to reduce wages and spending to move back toward balance. To stay
on gold, governments had to be able to privilege international ties over domestic
demands, imposing austerity and wage cuts on unwilling populations if necessary.
This made the gold standard a litmus test that international investors used to judge
the financial reliability of national governments.”* Membership in the gold club
conferred a sort of blessing on its initiates, and gave participating countries access
to an enormous pool of international savings.

Technological and policy change turned a world of closed colonial empires
into an integrated global economy. The results were impressive by almost any stan-
dard. Transportation and communications improvements, along with policies to
further economic integration, led to a significant convergence of prices.” This in
turn created important opportunities for countries to gain access to world mar-
kets for goods and capital. As railroads, steamships, and eventually refrigeration
brought grain and beef prices in Omaha and Buenos Aires up toward European
levels, rural backwaters quickly became some of the most attractive places in the
world to farm and invest.

Economicintegration also led to convergence oflevels of development, as many of
the countries drawn into this new world economy grew very rapidly. Industrialization
spread from its Northwestern European homeland to the rest of Europe and much
of the world. Great Britain was overtaken: in 1870, British iron and steel produc-
tion was greater than that of Germany and the United States combined, while by
1913 Germany and the United States combined outproduced the United Kingdom
roughly six to one. This was true also of living standards: per capita incomes in the
United States, Australia, and New Zealand were higher than in the United Kingdom,
and Argentina and Canada were gaining fast.'® Although there were periodic panics
and recessions, the 100 years from 1815 to 1914 were marked by a general macroeco-
nomic stability that matched the general stability of diplomatic affairs—which is why
the era is often called the Hundred Years’ Peace or the Pax Britannica.

Whatever its economic achievements, there were plenty of evils in the classical
era. The end of mercantilism was associated with a decline of the early colonial
empires, especially in the New World. But in the 1880s, the major powers began
accumulating new colonial possessions. Europe’s colonialists divided most of
Africa, Southeast Asia, and East Asia among themselves (and Japan); the United
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States joined the fray in the Pacific and the Caribbean. Many of the new empires
were run on lines reminiscent of mercantilism, giving preferential treatment to
the colonial power’s economic interests, although the monopolistic features were
typically more muted. Some colonies were afforded reasonable treatment; but some
were mercilessly exploited. The horrific abuses of Belgium’s King Leopold in the
Congo were particularly egregious (Hochschild 1998). In part as a result, many
parts of the world—especially in Africa and Asia—stagnated or declined economi-
cally even during the best of times.

The classical economic order was also no political idyll. Leaving colonialism
aside, political rights were severely limited even in the industrial world. Most of the
developed nations made no pretense of being democratic; those that did had such
restricted franchise and limited freedom that today we would not consider them
democratic. Indeed, limited political voice by farmers and the middle and working
classes may well have been essential to the ability of governments to play by the
rules of the classical game: it is hard to imagine truly representative governments
being able to impose the austerity measures necessary to sustain economic open-
ness in a world largely without social safety nets.

The economic dislocations created by economic integration were also not
trivial. As cheap farm products flooded into Europe from the New World,
Australia, Russia, India, and elsewhere, most of the Continent’s farmers were made
redundant. For decades, much of Europe suffered through a wrenching agrarian
crisis. Tens of millions left the land to resettle in the cities or move abroad. Others
demanded protection from imports, and sometimes governments provided this.
Foreign competition also harmed many traditional producers in the developing
world, who could not compete with inexpensive factory products.

Nonetheless, despite problems and challenges, a recognizable economic order
prevailed over most of the world in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.
This order was almost the diametric opposite of mercantilism. Where the mer-
cantilist system was based on aggressive closure of home and colonial markets to
foreigners, the norm in the classical period was of openness to international trade,
investment, and migration. Where mercantilism presumed extensive government
intervention in the economy, both at home and abroad, governments in the classi-
cal system tended—with variations—to leave markets largely to their own devices.
Both international openness and a market orientation were debated and contested,
but both prevailed most of the time and in most countries.

The classical international economic order that reigned in the nineteenth and
early twentieth centuries has to be considered generally successful. The world
economy as a whole grew more in the 75 years before 1914 than it had in the pre-
vious 750. There was a great deal of convergence as many poorer countries grew
more rapidly than rich countries. Goods, capital, technologies, information, ideas,
and people moved quite freely around the world. Macroeconomic conditions were
stable overall, economic relations among the major economic powers were gener-
ally cooperative, and there was a broad consensus about the desirability of sustain-
ing an open world economy.
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THE INTERWAR COLLAPSE

Despite the achievements of an integrated international economy in the previous
century, it came to an end with World War I, and efforts to re-create it failed for
the next twenty years. Instead, capitalism turned inward, in some cases toward the
most insistently nationalistic policies in modern history. In much of the world, a
general trend toward engagement with the world economy and in the direction of
minimal government involvement in markets was reversed almost completely.

World War I had two profound and lasting effects. The first was to shift the
center of gravity of the world economy definitively away from Europe and toward
the United States. The war absorbed the energies of the European belligerents and
drew them out of their colonial possessions. The United States rushed into the vac-
uum this created, supplying the belligerents with everything from food to weapons
and supplanting the Europeans as principal traders, lenders, and investors in much
of the developing world. By 1919, the United States had gone from being the world’s
largest debtor to its leading lender, and it was also the arbiter of the economic and
political settlement worked out among the warring parties at Versailles.

The second enduring effect of the war was to change the political landscape
of Europe. Although political institutions had gradually become more representa-
tive over the course of the previous century, on the eve of the war they remained
quite limited. The war led to a remarkable increase in the depth and breadth of
democratic reform, especially in Europe. In part this was due to the collapse of four
autocratic empires—the Russian, Austro-Hungarian, Ottoman, and German—and
their replacement by successor states, many of which were democratic. In part,
democratization was a direct result of belligerent governments’ attempts to garner
support for the war effort, in particular from socialist parties and their working-
class bases of support. Many European governments rewarded popular backing
for the war with some combination of political representation, social reform, and
labor rights. By the early 1920s almost every industrialized nation was governed by
a civilian democracy with universal male suffrage, and many had universal female
suffrage as well. Largely as a result, over the course of the interwar years, Europe’s
socialist parties—generally anathema, often illegal, before 1914—were parliamen-
tary fixtures and frequent members of ruling coalitions.

The rise to economic predominance of the United States had a number of
implications. It symbolized a significant change in the nature of modern capital-
ism. By the 1920s, the United States had pioneered a path soon followed by other
industrial nations,—toward an economy dominated by mass production and mass
consumption. Some of this was the result of economic growth. As incomes rose,
the demand for consumer goods beyond food, clothing, and shelter grew, espe-
cially to include more sophisticated consumer durables—including such recently
invented ones as the radio, the phonograph, the telephone, the refrigerator, and the
automobile. More and more of what industry produced was aimed at the general
public.
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The ways industry produced evolved along with its products. Technological
advances in production, especially the spread of electricity and electrical machin-
ery, drove increases in the scale of manufacturing, including the use of the assembly
line. Organizational developments gave rise to the modern multiplant corpora-
tion, integrating many stages of the production process; some of the new industrial
corporations became multinational. Corporations grew, and oligopolies came to
dominate many markets. At the same time, labor unions organized much larger
shares of the labor force.

Where the typical industrial economy of the nineteenth century was char-
acterized by small firms, family farms, and unorganized workers, by the 1920s
most major industrial economies were dominated by oligopolistic corporations
and organized labor unions. Modern societies were driven by big business and
big labor. The automobile industry was both typical of and in the forefront of the
change: by the 1920s, motor vehicle production was the largest industry in most
developed societies; the sector was dominated by large corporations and, in many
instances, large labor unions.

In addition to the more general impact of American-style capitalism, the eco-
nomic rise of the United States had some more specific effects. The United States
largely determined the shape of the postwar settlement, as the Treaty of Versailles
that ended the war largely followed the proposals of U.S. President Woodrow
Wilson. These included institutionalized cooperation among the major powers,
on economic issues as well as others. But almost as soon as the American blue-
print was put in place, with the League of Nations and a series of monetary and
economic conferences, the United States turned its back on the rest of the world.
In 1920, a Republican Party committed to “isolationism” swept the presidency and
both houses of Congress. The isolationists were hostile to international coopera-
tion on economic matters that they felt would compromise U.S. autonomy.

The United States remained the most important trading, investing, and finan-
cial center in the world, but the government largely withdrew from international
economic affairs. The impact of this was compounded by the enduring hostility
among the former European belligerents. This made it extremely difficult for the
major economic powers to work together on international economic issues.

The difficulties of interwar cooperation, and a more detailed examination of
earlier experiences, demonstrated the importance of purposive collaboration to
maintain an open international economic order. During the classical era, there had
been a widespread belief that an integrated world economy was self-regulating and
self-sustaining. Although this may have been true of some markets, and to a lim-
ited extent to the operation of the gold standard, it was clearly not the case with the
global economic order itself. There had been very substantial cooperation among
the major financial and monetary centers, especially in times of crisis. Monetary
authorities lent substantial amounts to foreign governments facing financial dif-
ticulties and helped organize concerted efforts to stabilize markets.

More generally, the classical international economic order had depended on the
willingness and ability of participant governments to adjust their domestic economic
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activities to international economic conditions. This meant, most important, allow-
ing and reinforcing the austerity measures required to restrain—even reduce—wages
and prices as necessary to maintain a national commitment to the gold standard.
This in turn was possible due largely to the fact that those principally affected by this
austerity—farmers, workers, the middle classes—tended to be underrepresented, or
not represented at all, in the political systems of the classical era.

But the spread of democracy after World War I meant that most industrial-
country governments faced substantial political opposition to attempts to impose
gold standard-style adjustments.” Unlike in the nineteenth century, by the 1920s
farmers, workers, and the middle classes were well represented in national political
systems and strongly resisted adjustment measures that had been imposed with
relative ease in an earlier era. The classical system had been based on a consensus
among elites in favor of an open international economic order. The national politi-
cal economies that emerged from World War I largely lacked such a consensus.

The interwar years were marked by almost continual conflict among the major
economies. Attempts at monetary cooperation were largely inconclusive or failures.
Trade policies tended to become more protectionist over time. Important financial
problems—such as war debts owed by the Allies to the United States, or repara-
tions owed by the Germans to the Allies—created continual frictions.

Over the course of the 1920s, as economies recovered rapidly, political dif-
ficulties seemed less important. At the start, the immediate postwar years were
very difficult in Central and Eastern Europe. The new successor states struggled
to put their economies on a sound financial footing, often after suffering through
several years of very high and hyperinflation. By the time Germany’s hyperinfla-
tion was brought to an end in 1923, the price level was one trillion times what it
had been in 1919. But by 1924, economic growth had been restored in most of the
Continent and in the rest of the world. Over the next few years, countries gradually
came back to the gold standard, international investment reached and surpassed
the prewar levels, and international trade grew rapidly. Latin America and many
of the more advanced colonies increased their primary exports dramatically and
regained access to international capital markets—especially to loans from the new
U.S. lenders. It appeared that the world economy had been restored in something
similar to its former conditions.

However, the underlying weaknesses of the post-World War I settlement
became painfully obvious when crisis hit in 1929. What started as a minor reces-
sion dragged on and on, exacerbated by growing conflict among the major finan-
cial centers. Debtors in Latin America and Central and Eastern Europe defaulted,
exacerbating financial distress. Financial and currency crises raced through
Europe, eventually driving most of the region’s countries off gold. Desperate gov-
ernments raised trade barriers, imposed capital controls, and restricted currency
convertibility in an effort to combat the growing crisis.

From 1929 until 1936, virtually every attempt at a cooperative response to the
crisis failed. Meanwhile, insistent government attempts to implement the kind of
austerity measures that had worked reasonably well in the classical era ran into
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economic and political obstacles. Economically, gold standard-style adjustments
had been relatively rapid in the nineteenth-century environment of small firms,
small farms, and unorganized labor, which made for quite competitive markets
and flexible prices and wages. But in the conditions of the 1930s, with industrial
economies dominated by large firms in oligopolistic markets and well-organized
labor unions, prices and wages were much less flexible. As a result, attempts to
bring the economy back into balance by reducing wages and prices largely failed.
Even when prototypical adjustment succeeded, in the new conditions it created a
vicious circle that Irving Fisher called “debt deflation,” in which deflation raised
real debt burdens, which caused further bankruptcies and further deflation (Fisher
1933). Attempts to hew to gold standard orthodoxy simply worsened the downward
spiral—and often heightened political tensions.

The new political realities of the industrial world also affected responses to the
crisis that began in 1929. Governments could no longer ignore the impact of the
crisis, or of austerity measures, on farmers, the middle classes, and the working
classes, for these groups were now well represented in national politics. Attempts
to fit national economies to their international commitments ran into powerful
political opposition and often ended with the toppling of the government that tried
to do so, whether by democratic or authoritarian means.

The result almost everywhere was a turn inward in trade, finance, and invest-
ment. In Southern, Central, and Eastern Europe, Japan, and Latin America, gov-
ernments imposed high trade barriers, defaulted on their foreign debts, left the
gold standard, and slapped on capital controls. Governments in these nations
also typically began to play a more directive role in economic affairs, sometimes
nationalizing large portions of the economy. The Soviet Union, which had jetti-
soned capitalism in 1917 but permitted some aspects of a market economy to persist,
shut down these vestiges and embarked on a forced march toward industrializa-
tion under central planning. The order of the day was autarky—a classical Greek
term recoined to mean a purposive economic policy of national self-sufficiency:
trade protection, capital controls, an inconvertible currency. This was usually car-
ried out by an authoritarian government—fascist in Central and Eastern Europe,
communist in the Soviet Union, nationalist in Latin America—as almost all the
preexisting democracies were swept away.

The new autarkic governments changed direction toward heavy-handed inter-
vention in the economy and international economic relations, so much so that
the policy was sometimes, and with some justification, called “neomercantilist.”
Yet developing and semi-industrial countries could hardly be faulted for falling
back on their own resources: international trade dropped by two-thirds between
1929 and 1932, international finance was dead in the water, and the gold standard
had largely been abandoned by its strongest proponents. The autarkies could, with
some reason, argue that their turn inward was driven by the failure of the global
capitalist economy.

Most of the principal economic centers had also largely abandoned their inter-
national commitments. In 1931, Great Britain left the gold standard, after more
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than two centuries on it, and so did most of Europe; the United States followed
in 1933. Governments everywhere increased trade protection; even formerly free-
trade Britain built tariff walls around its empire. Every attempt to cobble together
some semblance of cooperation among the major economic powers failed.

It was only late in the 1930s that an alternative to autarky began to emerge
in Western Europe and North America. Governments in these areas—which had
largely remained democratic amid the flowering of authoritarianism—expanded
their social policies, experimented with countercyclical macroeconomic policies,
and gradually increased the role of the public sector. The new model, which even-
tually gave rise to the modern social democratic welfare state, attempted to blend
markets with regulation, an open economy with social insurance. The governments
involved also, by 1936, were recommitting themselves to international cooperation
in commercial and monetary affairs, trying to bring down trade barriers and sta-
bilize currencies. These attempts were halting and preliminary, but they pointed
the way toward a new economic policy synthesis. General sympathy for a market
economy and international economic integration coexisted with substantial gov-
ernment involvement in the economy, especially in macroeconomic management
and social policy.

SECOND CHANCE: THE BRETTON WOODS SYSTEM

Even as World War II raged, the Allies planned the postwar economy, hoping not
to repeat the experience of the aftermath of World War I. This time around, the
United States was committed to both building and sustaining an open interna-
tional economy—and although there remained plenty of isolationist Americans,
postwar governments stayed this course. The result was the first international eco-
nomic order whose general contours had largely been planned by governments, in
this case the U.S. and British governments. Because the final negotiations over the
arrangement were held in July 1944 at a resort in Bretton Woods, New Hampshire,
it became know as the Bretton Woods System.

The Bretton Woods System reflected a general commitment by the capitalist
allies (not the Soviet Union), and eventually by virtually all of the advanced indus-
trial capitalist nations, to an open international economic order. All developed
parties to the agreement shared the goal of generally free trade and investment and
stable currency values. As the system evolved, the General Agreement on Tariffs
and Trade (GATT, eventually succeeded by the World Trade Organization, WTO)
oversaw a process of gradual trade liberalization. The International Monetary
Fund (IMF) supervised monetary relations among member nations, providing bal-
ance of payments financing and encouraging generally stable exchange rates. The
International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (IBRD or World Bank)
financed long-term infrastructure projects that would facilitate private investment
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in developing countries. Together, these three Bretton Woods institutions watched
over an integrated capitalist world economy, which would avoid the protectionism,
financial disarray, and currency volatility of the interwar years. (The Soviet Union
and its allies were not included in this system, as they had opted out of interna-
tional capitalism.)

The Bretton Woods monetary order was centered on the U.S. dollar, fixed to
gold at $35 an ounce. Other currencies were fixed to the dollar but could be varied
in the event “fundamental disequilibria” (never clearly defined) dictated a devalu-
ation or revaluation. This was meant to provide both the currency stability that
had been lacking in the interwar years and the flexibility that had been lacking in
the classical era. In this way, it was something of a compromise. Governments were
expected to abide by the rules of the balance of payments adjustment game, but not
at the expense of important national economic goals.

The Bretton Woods System was replete with this sort of compromise. The sys-
tem itself was, in the broadest sense, meant to reconcile a national commitment to
economic integration with a parallel national commitment to demand management
and the social democratic welfare state. These two sets of commitments had largely
been seen as inconsistent under the gold standard and during most of the interwar
period, but appeared both economically and politically desirable and obtainable
by the 1940s.® There were other compromises as well. Although trade was liberal-
ized, this was achieved only gradually. Not only that, but agricultural and services
trade were not included, the developing countries were exempt, and there were
many escape clauses written into the agreements, which allowed governments to
impose trade barriers in certain circumstances. The same spirit of gradualism and
compromise was clear in financial affairs: although there was a general belief in the
desirability of free capital movements, virtually all governments imposed capital
controls of one sort or another to manage international payments.

The Bretton Woods System governed relations among the industrialized capi-
talist economies from the late 1940s until the mid-1970s. Over these twenty-five
years, the capitalist world grew more rapidly that it had at any time in history. Real
per capita GDP had risen 1.3 percent a year between 1870 and 1913, a rate vastly
higher than anything previous seen; after dropping below 1 percent a year in the
troubled interwar period, from 1950 to 1973 GDP per capita grew by more than
2.9 percent a year—more than twice as rapidly as during the classical age. This aver-
age was brought down by relatively slow growth in the developing world: Western
Europe’s GDP per person grew by more than 4 percent a year, Japan’s by more than
8 percent a year. Even though the developing and noncapitalist worlds largely with-
drew from international commerce, world trade overall grew twice as fast as world
output.” There is little question that this compromise between national macroeco-
nomic management and international economic integration was extraordinarily
successful.

The less developed countries (LDCs) of Asia, Africa, and Latin America did
somewhat less well. Latin American nations were hit hard by the Great Depression
and spent most of the subsequent twenty years building self-sufficient national
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markets. To some extent, this was forced on them by the Depression, World War
11, and postwar reconstruction, all of which limited their foreign economic oppor-
tunities. But even after wartime conditions faded, Latin American governments
maintained and increased their barriers to trade with the rest of the world. They
did permit foreign direct investment by multinational corporations, but their
principal policies were associated with what has been called import substituting
industrialization (ISI), a systematic attempt to encourage domestic manufactur-
ing to replace previously imported manufactured goods. Governments imposed
high trade barriers, subsidized domestic manufacturing, taxed exports, took over
large portions of basic industry, and generally biased economic incentives against
exports and toward production for the domestic market.

As they decolonized, most of the former European colonies in Africa and
Asia followed the Latin American example and pursued ISI. The result was a
world largely divided in three parts: the industrialized capitalist nations, gradu-
ally increasing economic ties among themselves; the developing capitalist nations,
growing quite separately from the world economy; and the centrally planned
economies of the communist nations, which rejected most ties with the capitalist
world. Each of these three segments of the world economy represented a differ-
ent mix of state and market, openness and closure. The centrally planned econo-
mies rejected both markets and international economic integration. The capitalist
LDCs accepted markets domestically, but their governments were deeply involved
in their national economies and also cordoned themselves off from the rest of the
world. The industrial capitalist countries pursued a modest compromise between
state and market at home, and a general if restrained commitment to international
economic integration.

FrROM BRETTON WOODS TO GLOBALIZATION

These three approaches appeared stable for several decades. But over the course of
the 1970s, each ran into difficulties. Over the course of the 1980s, all were funda-
mentally transformed. The result was a more inclusive—indeed, virtually global—
and heightened trend toward international economic integration.

The Bretton Woods monetary order was strained by the late 1960s. This was
primarily due to divergence between monetary conditions in the rest of the indus-
trial world, on the one hand, and the United States, on the other. U.S. spending on
the Vietnam War and expanded social programs were contributing to a higher rate
of inflation in the United States than in Europe, which undermined confidence
in the dollar. Austerity measures could have brought down inflation and restored
confidence, but the U.S. government was reluctant to sacrifice its domestic macro-
economic policy autonomy to maintain the gold-dollar link, even if this link was
the centerpiece of the Bretton Woods monetary system. In August 1971, the United
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States broke the link and devalued the dollar, ending the Bretton Woods era of
fixed but adjustable exchange rates.

Another source of tension in the Bretton Woods system was, ironically, due
to its success in rekindling international financial markets. While foreign direct
investment had continued through the postwar period, international financial
tlows had effectively stopped in 1929 and stayed minimal until the 1960s. As mac-
roeconomic stability and economic growth were restored, financial institutions
rediscovered foreign operations. By the early 1970s, international financial markets
were large and growing, and the increased level of international financial flows
helped undermine the fixed exchange rate regime by heightening speculative pres-
sures on some currencies (including the U.S. dollar).

Once the Bretton Woods exchange rate arrangement ended, most major cur-
rencies began floating freely against one another. This loosened the previous mon-
etary straitjacket, and a bout of inflationary pressures ensued. On top of this, in
1973 a cartel of oil producing nations (the Organization of Petroleum Exporting
Countries or OPEC) quadrupled the price of petroleum, putting further upward
pressure on prices. A deep recession in 1973-75 led to an unaccustomed mixture
of high unemployment and high inflation—stagflation, as it was called. Inflation
continued to rise, aggravated by another round of OPEC oil price increases in
1979-80.

The rebirth of international finance also made foreign lending newly available
to developing countries, which had been frozen out of capital markets for forty
years, and a burst of LDC borrowing ensued. By the early 1980s, a dozen or so
developing countries had accumulated substantial debts to commercial banks in
Europe, North America, and Japan.

Macroeconomic difficulties came to a head after 1979. The developed countries
began to adopt more contractionary monetary policies to slow the rate of inflation.
This led to extremely high interest rates and several years of recession. The spike
in interest rates and global recession threw the LDC debtors into a severe debt cri-
sis, which took many of them the better part of the decade to resolve. Meanwhile,
while inflation was brought down in the advanced capitalist countries, unemploy-
ment remained at very high levels. The centrally planned economies, too, had been
experiencing stagnant growth, and their economic and political systems came
under ever greater strain.

In this crisis atmosphere, the developed countries gradually moved to recom-
mit themselves to a market orientation and international economic openness.
Governments exercised greater monetary restraint, deregulated many economic
activities, and privatized previously public enterprises. The trend was epitomized
by the policies of British Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher and U.S. President
Ronald Reagan, who made the case for less government involvement in their
respective economies. Reagan did so, anomalously, while running up enormous
budget deficits in the United States. Nonetheless, and despite such setbacks as a
costly banking crisis, by the mid-1980s the developed capitalist countries had made
clear their reinforced dedication to an integrated international economy.
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The developing countries, for their part, emerged from debt and related crises
with a new-found orientation toward international markets. To be sure, some few
LDCs, especially in East Asia, had been following an export-led strategy, but until
the 1980s ISI had been the almost universal policy choice of developing nations.
The debt and oil crises, along with the accumulated problems of relatively closed
marKkets in an increasingly open world economy, led almost every country in Latin
America, Africa, and Asia to jettison the prior inward orientation in favor of much
more economic openness to the rest of the world. Developed and developing capi-
talist countries continued to reduce barriers to trade and investment, leading to a
characterization of the era as one of “globalization.”

The most stunning development on the path to globalization was the col-
lapse of the centrally planned economies. The economic problems of the late 1970s
and early 1980s eventually drove these countries away from central planning and
toward international markets. China and Vietnam were the first to move, in 1979:
while maintaining communist rule, both governments reoriented their economies
toward exporting to the capitalist world. After 1985, the Soviet Union embarked
on an attempt at gradual reform, which was quickly overtaken by events as the
country’s social and political system unraveled. After the Soviet Union collapsed
in 1991, the entire Soviet bloc quickly gave up central planning and moved toward
capitalism at speeds varying from gradual to breakneck.

Along with globalization came a renewed interest in regional economic blocs.
The European Union (EU) added a whole host of new members, until it encom-
passed virtually all of Europe. Meanwhile, by 1992 the EU had put in place a single
market that eliminated barriers to the movement of goods, capital, and people and
that harmonized the regulation of investment, migration, product and production
standards, professional licensing, and many other economic activities. A subset of
EU members went a step further in 1999, creating a single currency, the euro, and a
common European Central Bank. The United States, Canada, and Mexico formed
a free trade area in 1994, as did Brazil, Argentina, Uruguay, and Paraguay. All over
the world, countries rushed to open their borders, increase their exports, attract
foreign capital, and strengthen their economic ties with each other.

By the beginning of the twenty-first century, the modern world economy
looked strikingly similar to the classical order of the beginning of the twentieth
century. International trade, investment, and finance were generally free from gov-
ernment restrictions. Most governments limited their intervention in markets and
in international economic transactions. Migration was less free than it had been,
and there was no overarching monetary standard, but otherwise there were many
similarities to conditions a century earlier. Capitalism was global, and the globe
was capitalist.

Global capitalism had, however, changed profoundly in the intervening years.
Today, there is substantial government involvement in the economy, both in mac-
roeconomic demand management and in the provision of a wide array of social
insurance and other social programs. This is true of all developed countries and of
many developing countries as well. The social democratic welfare state is now the
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norm rather than a novelty, and despite periodic objections it seems unchallenged
as the standard organizational form of a modern capitalist political economy.

Just as contemporary capitalism incorporates substantial government supervi-
sion of national economic activities, it is also characterized by a dense network of
international institutions. Some are regional, such as the European Union. Many
are global, such as the IMF and the WTO. The informal cooperative arrangements
of the gold standard era have given way to a much more complex array of formal
international organizations.

However successful the contemporary economic order may be, it has not
eliminated problems that have plagued capitalism since its beginnings. Foremost
among these is the recurrence of periodic crises. A deep recession that began late
in 2007 served as a reminder that financial and commercial ties among countries
can transmit crises—even panics—from market to market with lightning speed.
The crisis of 2007-10 also highlights the role of international financial flows, as it
was in large part the result of a decade of very substantial cross-border lending and
borrowing (Chinn and Frieden 20m). Financial and currency crises, it seems, are
the price of open financial markets.

Although contemporary capitalism has been associated with rapid economic
growth in many parts of the world—most strikingly, in communist-ruled China—
there are still many parts of the developing world that remain mired in poverty.
Whether this is due to excessive or insufficient reliance on markets or excessive or
insufficient integration into the world economy remains a topic of hot debate. This
is not surprising. It is almost certainly in the nature of capitalist political econo-
mies that there will be enduring conflicts over how and how much government
should intervene in markets and how tightly and on what terms national econo-
mies should be tied to the world economy.

Over the past five centuries, capitalism has gone from being a novel eco-
nomic system in a small region in Western Europe to being the prevailing form
of economic organization in the whole world. The rise and eventual triumph of
capitalism on a global scale has been associated with the most rapid economic
growth in world history. It has also been associated with spectacular crises,
wrenching conflicts, and a great and growing gap between the world’s rich and
the world’s poor. Global capitalism holds out the hope of extraordinary social
and economic advances, but it must address its weaknesses to realize these
advances.

1. Rostovtzeff (1960) is the best-known argument for Rome’s capitalism. Temin (2006)
presents strong evidence for the operation of markets in the Roman empire but does
not explicitly consider whether the society should be considered capitalist.

2. Cited in Viner (1948).

3. On a more arcane but still important note, as Keynes pointed out (1936, chapter 23),
the mercantilist emphasis on bullion and on a trade surplus served to increase the
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money supply (in a specie-based monetary system) and to reduce borrowing costs.

In societies heavily oriented toward entrepreneurial activities and novel endeavors,
the “shortage of money” (high interest rates) was seen as a major brake on progress.
In fact, some of the protectionist measures associated with mercantilism may have
been triggered by the emphasis on increasing the money supply to lower interest rates,
which would of course also have raised domestic prices.

. Classic analyses are Fkelund and Tollison (1981) and Ekelund and Tollison (1997).

Smith (1776, Book Four).

For the definitive analysis, see Schonhardt-Bailey (2006).

. The remainder of this essay draws loosely on material in Frieden (2006). See that

reference for many more details.

Maddison (1995, p. 64).

9. Stamp (1979); Mathias and Pollard (1989, p. 56); Maddison (2001, p. 95).

10. Maddison (1995, p. 38). For an excellent survey of the period, see Marsh (1999).

1. O’Rourke and Williamson (1999, p. 209).

12. See, for example, Estevadeordal et al. (2003) and Lépez-Cordova and Meissner (2003).

13. Bordo and Rockoff (1996, pp. 389—428).

14. Eichengreen (1992); Eichengreen and Flandreau (1997). The presentation here is
greatly simplified. Governments generally tried to manage their economies so as to
avoid major gold flows. This could involve trying to retain gold by raising interest
rates, which would tend to keep money at home to take advantage of the higher rate
of return. Or it could involve trying to brake domestic wages, prices, and profits, so as
to make exports more competitive. Nonetheless, these policies had their origin in the
pressures that being on gold exerted on national economies and national governments.

15. O’'Rourke and Williamson (1999, pp. 43-53). See also Capie (1983).

16. The classic summary of the technological aspects of the process is Landes (1969,
pp. 231-358).

17. Eichengreen (1992) is the canonical analysis of the period.

18. uggie (1982) is the classic statement of the argument.

19. Maddison (2001).

N A A

2

REFERENCES

Bordo, Michael, and Hugh Rockoff. “The Gold Standard as a ‘Good Housekeeping Seal of
Approval’” Journal of Economic History 56 (June 1996): 389-428.

Capie, Forrest, H. “Tariff Protection and Economic Performance in the Nineteenth
Century”” In Policy and Performance in International Trade, ed. John Black and L. Alan
Wintersi-24. London: Macmillan, 1983.

Chinn, Menzie, and Jeffry Frieden. Lost Decades: ! e Making of America’s Debt Crisis and
the Long Recovery. New York: Norton, 2011.

Eichengreen, Barry. Golden Fetters: _! € Gold Standard and the Great Depression, 1919-1939.
New York: Oxford University Press, 1992.

Eichengreen, Barry, and Marc Flandreau, eds. " e Gold Standard in [ eory and History.
New York: Routledge, 1997.

Ekelund, Robert B., and Robert D. Tollison. Mercantilism as a Rent-Seeking Society. College
Station: Texas A&M University Press, 1981.

Ekelund, Robert B., and Robert D. Tollison. Politicized Economies: Monarchy, Monopoly,
and Mercantilism. College Station: Texas A&M University Press, 1997.



OUP LINCORRECTED PROOF - FIRST-PROOF, 12/21/11, NEWGEN
.".\

s

THE MODERN CAPITALIST WORLD ECONOMY: A HISTORICAL OVERVIEW 37

Estevadeordal, Antoni, Brian Frantz, and Alan M. Taylor. “The Rise and Fall of World
Trade, 1870-1939.” Quarterly Journal of Economics 118 (May 2003): 359-407.

Fisher, Irving. “The Debt-Deflation Theory of Great Depressions.” Econometrica 1
(Oct. 1933): 337-357.

Frieden, Jeffry. Global Capitalism: Its Fall and Rise in the Twentieth Century. New York:
Norton, 2006.

Hochschild, Adam. King Leopold’s Ghost. Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1998.

Keynes, John Maynard. C e General [ eory of Employment, Interest and Money. London:
Macmillan, 1936.

Landes, David. = e Unbound Prometheus: Technological Change and Industrial
Development in Western Europe from 1750 to the Present. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1969.

Lépez-Cérdova, J. Ernesto, and Christopher M. Meissner, 2003. “Exchange-Rate Regimes
and International Trade: Evidence from the Classical Gold Standard Era” American
Economic Review 93 (March 2003): 344-353.

Maddison, Angus. Monitoring the World Economy 1820—1992. Paris: OECD, 1995.

Maddison, Angus. "= e World Economy: A Millennial Perspective. Paris: OECD, 2001.

Marsh, Peter. Bargaining on Europe: Britain and the First Common Market 1860—1892. New
Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1999.

Mathias, Peter, and Sydney Pollard. “European Trade Policy, 1815-1914.” In = e Cambridge
Economic History of Europe (vol. 8): J1 € Industrial Economies: [ € Development of
Economic and Social Policies, ed. Peter Mathias and Sidney Pollard, 1-160. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1989.

O’Rourke, Kevin, and Jeffrey Williamson. Globalization and History: [ e Evolution of a
Nineteenth-Century Atlantic Economy. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1999.

Rostovtzeft, Mikhail. Rome. New York: Oxford University Press, 1960.

Ruggie, John G. “International Regimes, Transactions, and Change: Embedded Liberalism
in the Postwar Economic Order.” International Organization 36 (March 1982): 379-415.

Schonhardt-Bailey, Cheryl. From the Corn Laws to Free Trade: Interests, [deas and
Institutions in Historical Perspective. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 2006.

Smith, Adam. An Inquiry into the Nature and Causes of the Wealth of Nations. New York:
Modern Library, 1937 (1776).

Stamp, A. H. A Social and Economic History of England from 1700 to 1970. London:
Research Publishing, 1979.

Temin, Peter. “The Economy of the Early Roman Empire” Journal of Economic Perspectives
20 (Winter 2006): 133-151.

Viner, Jacob. “Power versus Plenty as Objectives of Foreign Policy in the Seventeenth and
Eighteenth Centuries.” World Politics 1 (Oct. 1948): 1-29.

®






€
———
owoid 1snw drysiapes] [euoneureiu] “diysispes] asim pue Suo1ls 1o

T da1atms £qussod jou pnod WIS TsTendes [PuonEaIT oy
“wIsAs Iy Jo Apiqels 3y 03 Teary) Jussard-1943 ue
3Ie ‘SI3U10 JO JUSWLIIP Y} 0 SIASWR) 1YIUaq 03 W1sAs 3t aFueyd
01 Ustm oym 1o ‘aFeJUeApESIp I1RY) 01 pue AjIejun suonounj Awo
-U029 P[I0M 33 3A1[3q Jeyy) suoneu urim sdnoid [nyremod pue suon
v [PnpIAIpu] ‘SunEayd jo SpUD| SNOwEA PUE “SH0]q SO PsOP
‘uond301d apexn jo asm8 33 ut Apareadar sreadde suiy peuoneunMUI

JO santAnde 33 pue ‘smofj fended papiusaun ‘siavrewt uado £q pazia)
-oe1EYd AWOU03 [eqo[8 ¥ 1SUIESe waisks [PUONPUILIUT Y] UL J[0AY

| WIS ISTmIdes oy idns
-S1p wa@u@ﬁ/cwa\ w%..ﬁémmﬁﬂwwgww@aum&%h?u ue
2IMNSU0D SUONE 10 $dN0I3 S{enpiAIpyl P3UR1e3IY ] "SINIANE oruou
-093 puE ‘1omod "[i[eam INIITOS 01 spuol 11 “sanonpoid puE WD
~[§2 SOU 3y} PIEMII 0] PUS] S0P J1 SE ‘TAISAS OIWOU0I? UMOWY 12710
Aue uer A[enba azow YIEIA SaINGLISTP A[fEnIUaAD wisirended ysnoyp
IV "saa1] s9doad ur ooAey] Yea1m UED 1Y) SUIMUMOD PUE SUOISSI0L
orpourad £q parueduoooe st wstenden jo oueape .u.m@ ‘19A03I0] 'Suon)
-NINSUL pue ‘sjar]aq ‘san[eA [e120S [EUOTIIPEI] O3 JBIY3 SNOLIAS & sasod
PUE ‘UL13) 110YS ) U1 ISe] e .w.ﬁ.mo_/%dwﬁ OS[e INq SIdUULM AUBtI S30Np

) 3 T e ol T e Ve T S e Vo Y
-01d ‘w1191 sxaredwnyog 3sn 03 UOTIONLIISIP ATIBAID JO s53201d,, ST T

"2A1ONPOId $53[ I
puUE juepunpas Y3 moamﬁﬁdium MmmeEu 9} pue 2[qeIdepE a1 SpIemal
walsAs YL ‘S[[P[S UPWINY UIAI pUE ‘SI0ID3S DIUWOUODI ‘S3L10108] 219]
-05q0 JO SuIp1edsIp snonunuod 3y sazmbar ‘wsyendes Jo 2010 SutALIp
Aewn[n Ay} ‘sSIF0Id [e[30[OUTIIL, TA0 I¥[E} UED MIU, Y 210J3q
padonsap aq p[o, 2y Jey sarmbaz ssaoo01d stp ‘uoneansydos [eo180]
-ouy2?) pue Aanonpoid jo sjaaa] 1ySiy 1249 03 Ajsnonunuod Suouea
-PE Y3nOoIy) Yijeam sa1eaId ‘PIAIasqo Iy ‘wisiede) ‘yonw se apdoad
UOWUIOd 31, P3Iyaus(q sey ‘mo pajurod Houmlnmm%% [IsTurouoo9
paysmBunsip a3 se ‘wiishs 13310 OU ‘UMOWY 1243 SEY PlIoMm 1 Jey)
w2)SAS OTWIOU009 FUNEAId-I[eam [NJSSINS IS0 Y st zaéﬁ@U

ANONODH TVIOTO d1I9VYd FHL

*® o uononpodjuy  *

M






<

UO1S59021 10 Y1m013 MO[s Supustadxa sem Awouod? piiom 3y jo 1sa1
A3 1811 10¥] 33 01 Med IB1e[ UL INp Sem ST 1SAIANUT MO| PUE UOTE[]
-U1 1940 A10101A 91 “sjuswido[aadp [euonEwIdIUL I]qeioAe) A[YSTY wo
P1gausq sare1s pajiun 23 puy on| poos ured 1sn{ pue uedsusain
uely jo diysuewiIeyd Y1 I9pUN 2AISIY [e1dpad Y £q Awouodd
A Jo JuduRSeuEw [[R{S pIapnpoul sio01ey Sunnquiuod juerodur
Ajenba ‘sp66T 2y Ul SUN1I0} SIWOU03 pood seauswy jo uoneurdxs
a jo 1ted spraord YN A3 s parerosse sagueyd ay3 YSnoyiy

"YIMOIE JTIOU0d3 01 SNY PUE 1HTLU ¥20Is UedLdMy 33 Suroueuy o)
Apuedyrugis Sunnquod arom 10353t uS1a10} 3snedaq 1red U SOE6T
o w paradsoid 11 pue ‘spodun fendes wo juspusdap £1aa 3w0odaq
0s[e sey] AUIOU0D? UBDUSWIY Y1 ‘PIOM PIZI[ELSNpUL Y] Ul sTurAes
Teuos1ad jo o1ex 1samo] s Yip 'sqol Suiked 1oySy ym pareosse
a1 syodxa asnedsaq Lwouodd 1odxs 3yl woxy Apea1d jyausq sIavIom
ueduswy Auep -s1odxa asa) uo juspuadap st ssarford orouosd
uL121-3U0] pue ‘s13310dx3 15381e] S PLI0M Y1 JO UO ST SABIS PIAU( YT
suiodwr aatsuadxour £q se jam se [endes paytodu Jo sjunoure J3r1e]
4£q os[e pue syrewr sess1940 01 su0dxa q paisisse ApuesyIuBis sem
S0661 AU JO yonu JnoysnoIy Yumoi3 orwouods ‘g ) pider 19A9MOY
1 I0qe AT A1oA SHIOP 3Tom 31500 3} pue UONENSTUNUPY Uo]
-ury ayg) 100 A3 319M ION] "9[qNOI} SNOLISS Ul SEA ATOU092
[eqo(d 1381e] ayi payduinin poopul pey wsieldes [eqo[s gsnoye
Teyl Eﬁsd\wﬂ‘mﬂw&wwmmmlk M3,] "pUe[SI Ue ST ATUNOJ 10 WosIad ou 31|

jo s10adse 12410 Ul SE SIIEJjE JIUIOU09a [eUOTeUIaIt Ul e pue Lwo
-U023 [8q0[8 3T w0 Tuapuedep ATySIy SeA ATTisdsord SATTN0S 1 e
srepardde o3 P2[lef SUedLIaWY ‘9UNII0] POOS UMO 113U3 Ul Suldiolay
Kep U0 1sInq A[11ESS30U OS[E PINOM [N UEILRUIY 1)
1sed a1 o saqqnq Terus pue sOg6T 21€] 2y Jo I[qqnq sauede( oy
M1 . F1qqnq ATEMO3dS, € uousiadya sem Awouods ugouaury )
ey} paurem pue SWre[d yons Jo 1edndays a1em ‘puer] 1330 33 uo ‘sistu
-0UOJ3 S[WIIPEJE SO '19A3I0] INUBUOD PINOD WOO] SIUIOU0II )
B} paWIR3s 1] "SAMwIon0d3 Istfenided pandeld A[jesuioisty sey 1eyy 3p4d
SSauISN YT JO_ISTIq PUE WO, 91 PIpUadSuen] pey AWouoos Ukd
“HRWIY 23U Jey paure[oid Uasd Ty I Jo s1a1ioddns SNSRI
Awouod? uedLRUIY ) jo ssauaannadwod [euoney
~I21ut Y1 paseardur 43213 pey sjuawdo[aadp Isay ] SILISNPUT IITAIIS

s g et s
(02} wﬂﬁﬁuumw.pd:wa WOJ] SITIoU029d PpaoueApe 213 Jo Niys I[qeltadur MY}

AWONODA TY90T9 8119Vdd AHL

.V

pue AWOU093 JourIul 91 Jo 33eiugApe et o1 stomaduos tesdoinyg

pue asauedef s U wrém(poﬁo@ AWoU63 UeIHPury ST Spelr Pey
“diysineuaidanus UedUIWY PIIEIOSAUIST PUE TN q
Jouadns ‘3oysp 198PNq [81ap3] o) JO UONONP3l ‘I2ACJIO “SIIO ')

U002 Areuoisuedxa ansind 01 (JUE [EIIUD S EILAUIY) IATISTY [B12 wu

-pa4q 211 SUIMO][e Aqa1ay ‘Sainssaid Areuonefjul pausduiep pue uAGp
sooud 1day pey suodul 01 AWOU022 ULdTIoWY YT JO SSIUUA0 1) pue %\
‘Yamors Ajianonpoid Jo sajel Ysn] ‘UONezl| TIIOU0J2 ‘12A02I0JN
"(32uIa1u] Y1 pue ‘sardojour]dal uoneuroful ‘1nduiod I} mmw_uummuufprm
saoueApE [ed1do[ounoa1 pider pue ‘suoneiodiod uedudwy jo Surinionys
-31 pue SUIZISUMOP ‘SUOTIE[NGAI JUIWIUI2A0T JAISSIOX2 WIOI] S1Iet
J0 3ureayy ) Surpnjoul ‘SjuAmdo[PAIP TUEII0 12435 Aq pajeard

————

U23q pey ‘pare(odp Auew (FyN) AUIOUODT UEOLISWY MIN SIYL
“wa1s4s styended N

A1 PIIm PARIDOSSE A[[BOLIOISTY ST[T UIOI] 19A310] padedsa pey pue Awo
-u023 1517e11dED JO 2d£) MIU B pauoTSE] PEY SO6GT Y UT SILIS P
Yl Tey) PIAlIdq SuedLdWy AUBWI ‘S)BIIS OTWOUOI? AP IdYI0 10
UOISSIVAI UI PI0M Y] JO 1531 A} YA "IM013 ormouods pider pajery
19ap ot £]dasp o8 pue ‘s3uiaes Teuosiad IRl umop meip £[ay
puads 01 sueduIUIy paSeimodus Yorym 1xIew %0035 YBryote—399]
-J° iR, 3 16661 Jo Suuds S ur yrew 00001 Y YSnoiy »jo1q
X3pUu1 saUo[ MO(J Y St AIEUTPIORIIXI SeMm JIHNIEUI ¥D0IS ) JO IDULULIO]

-13d 9Y 1 "JUSWAARIYI. OTWIOUODI UE PIJPUL SEM ST} ‘MO[ Sem UOTIE[jul
pue ‘s1axiom ueduIWyY 150w 10} dn J19M safem ‘steak LIyl Isourfe ur
1S9MO] 31 sem (Juad1dd 4 Ioqe) Juswkorduraun) , uotsuedxs dTUIOU0D3
"' I9A3-1533U0[, Y] Pa[[ed uopuo] jo isuuouodg ayl leym Surlofus
a1am 3[doad ueduewry 31 ‘sQ66T-23e] 21 £q pue  ‘wsielides 1eqois jo
ydumnin,, 3y pawrejooid Auent Tep\ ProD) Yl Jo pu2 686T Y3 PIIM

-a8ueyo [eo1doj0uyoa) pue dorwiouod? prder Aq puryaq I[ SIR{IOM O]
Jo uonedonpa/Bututen pue Yeam A[EIIWIOU0d3 311 10 UON}01d [0S
£q paoueleq1a)unod a1e ADUSIONR JO SUONEIPISU0d ssajun Apredoa( ur
UTEWIAI [ WR1sAs 15T[e11deD 10 1 Tew 31 JO UOTIENUNUoT) K[ire} SUon
-ounj wRIsAS 33 18Y) 2A1[aq 1SBI] T ISNUI IS0 OYM IS0} ‘UONONISIP
2AT3E910 JO $53001d 1) WOI] PUE $I0I0] 19 1EW WOIJ SIISO] J[EIAIUT Y
10} sp1engajes [ewWIUT 15e3] 18 Imsua diys1apes] 1ey) juerodur A[jenba
ST 11 Ing "sirefje £1e19U0UI [EUONEUIAUI PUE JUIUNSIAUL U210} ‘Ipen)
Bunengar somu 30I0Jus pue Ys[qeIsd 01 Uonerddood [euonetIdUL

NOILDONAO¥INI






y

-. S
‘BIsy og1ed wo SOTMIOU003 ) Surzernsnpat o noysnony %Euﬁ_u Bur 9

-pea1ds “siregpe [eonijod pue JIUIOUOD3 [EUOHEUISIUI UO S3010] STaou
-03 [eqO[3 jo edurt Sumoid ayy panapar /661 Al Ul puepeyy
ur uedaq YoM ‘SQ66T 2] A JO [IOULINI S[WIOU0? [eqo[8 YL
"SITefje [euoneu
| -193u1 pue dnsawop yioq ut feaesydn paonpoid osfe pey sjuawdo[243p
353} 3PELIAP 2} JO Pud ) £q ‘1AMOH "UOTIEZI[BQO[S, SB Umouy
Ajrerruie; mou ss3001d € UT WI2ISAS JTUIOUO093 [8GO[S Y3 OIUI SIAIWOU0D3
210w pue 210w pAAeidajul suoneodiod euonEUNNW JO SINIALDE Y}
PUE ‘SMO[] [EIOUEUY ‘9PEI] [EUONEUIIIUL UL SISBIIOUT SNOULIOUF "SITWO
~T023 PISe(-2D1AI3S PIEMO)} PISeq-SULINIOLJNUEW WO SILITULOD PIZI[R
-IISNPUI PIdUEAPE I} JO JJIYS Y} PIILI2[200€ AWOU0D UOTIEULIOJUL I}
Jo 2ouaBiaw? Ay} pue INdWOd Y YIM PIIEIDOSSE UONOAIL [€150]
-Ouyd9) SUMUNUOD I ‘dlourrayn] Awouods [euonemiaiml aannad
-urod bmnﬂmmwbguﬁﬁuﬂﬁ]m Iamod d1uou02? [8qo[3 payIys a1aym

— TR Ry |.|||||n.||.‘|||||||||.|llll..._
-3S[3 pue ‘eOLISWY UNE] ‘BISY ISed JO Sijlewl SWSIAWR A JO SO66T

pue s086T oﬁ ut nos«N:Sbmswﬁ pider ay1 uwmggmﬂomﬂbﬂ

-asqns 2y} wn«%ﬁh w009 Hmzmﬁmwu

[eqo[8 pareiSajur £[Surseatour ue 01 Iep\ P[oD Iyl Jo AWOU0d3 Jeuon
-euIa)ur papialp A[dieys sy1 wioxj pasow sey priom a1 ‘sjuswdopda
-3p [ed180]0uyd?} pue “Orouodd ‘Tednrod jo requnu e £4q pappdoig
'$21e1S PINUN Y} 0] ABuR[Teyd JuedyudIs e
asod Lwouods 1eqofd ayy Furuwiojsuen syuawdo[aasp Y1 WaIshs (e
-Ueuy [EUONEUIIUL I](eISUN Ue PUR ‘Sluowafuelie [eUOISaI JAISN[IXd
‘uonnadwod Fulljisuaiur 4q pazueioereyd Awouods [eqoid SuiSueyp
Apides e 03 jsnfpe ose snw 11 pue ‘1qap uSeI0} pajENWNIOE pue
“WIsAS UONEINPI FUNEIOLAIIP ‘el sFurses [euosrad MO] SIt TUOLUOD
ISNUW $37elS PANU() 3} S0P I1 USYM pue ‘Ino uni Lep uo [ Juny
-10J OTUIOU092 POOS PANUIP031duUn SEOLIIWY “12A2MO}] Y1013 dTou
-039 uedLIWY pauldulep 2arY pInom sniy) pue ‘sarnssaxd Lreuonepur
PISBAIdUT PUE PAIEOS ALY P[NOM (S[ELIIEW MEI PUE ‘POO] ‘10 10§ °§'3)
sooud Lrpowrmios prrom ‘spe6T 2y noySnoxyy Ajprder umois osye pey
BISY Iseq Jo s)axiewt Juldrows, ayy pue ‘9domnyg uraisop ‘uedef Ji
K1essadau aq i Surag
Jo piepuels UeoLIaWY 93 UL sjusunsn(pe snotias pue predat 3q 03 3aey

AWONODT 1VY401D 2T1DVYd FHI

?

9

[ 193 p3te[nunode 38Ny suoneu 3y) Aep auo Jeryy alemeun aq 0]
pareadde suesuoury | “padBe] payp{s 1se] 313 Jo awoour I Se puryaq
Awewr i3] SO66T U Jo S9wm poos, Ay} puy 'sI01gap 15U sproyasnoy
UESLIUIY Jo Judd12d (7 3] 931ds Surpuads 2 ‘peaye woof aad1[aq
s1sTwou0ds 1sowr sdeyrad pue Auewr ey  sswm peq 70 s1eaf waaas,
Y3 10J 31| 003 BurAE9] ‘sawir} Poo Jo s1eak uaa3s, [9N] 01 SIUNOIE
s3uiaes [euosiad 1oty pandws pey suesusWY ‘SOE6T moy3noIy)
210Uy, 1qap Suiseandul pue any syl uo syuwewked Isarerun
03 P31043p 3 1snwt 323pnq [e1ap3] a1 Jo uoniod I[qezIs e ‘aouanbastod
€ se ‘uomn 1§ Aprewnxoidde 18 pools sp66T 21E] 23 UI 1G9p [euon
-BULIUL UEOLISWY 19U Y] ‘SEISIIA0 JUDUIISIAUI UEDLIIULY SIUNOISIP
2UO j] 101q3P 15381 SI SW092q 0} UONLU I0IPID 15BIe] SPHOM 31 SE
uonisod 1 1epm pirop-1sod s11 WOIf JuIM $21e1g PaIIU() Y3 ‘SOLE [-PI
9 U] JuaunsaAUl pue uondwnsuod 11ay3 3dueuy o3 ‘asauede[ 3 A[pen
-9ds2 ‘pIom Y3 JO sI12AES A1) UI0L UONLY C§ Ajreumxordde pamozioq
ABY SUEDLIDWY 108} UI ‘'SO8GT A[1es a3 20u1S "sySiy piodar payoear
s1onap sjuewied/open seouswy ‘SO66T pue SO86T Y noysnoiy .
Awou0d3 uomn
-ewojul pue 11ndwod 3y Jo 20unbasuod  3q uey) 191l s184 Wooq
a1 Surmp 128uo| pue 19p1ey SUR{IOM U2 IABY SULILIIWY TET) 10¥]
Y3 01 9np 2q P[MOd SP66T Y1 Ut Lyanonpoid ur asearour 3y “Ipedsp
43 jo pua o) £q paedissip wooq ey ‘parmoo Aanonpord ur dumn(
Te[uls € ‘S086T Aed oy Jo wooq uedeay oyl Suung -paurelsns aq
Ued SO661 €] 9 Ul A1AnONpo1d JO [BAIARI ) 1B 1EI]D JOU ST 1T 910w
~I_yUn 's10dxs uesHIWY 1Jauaq A[PSUSWIL PINoM YIMO0IS JIUIou0s
[eqo[3 Jo [eArs1 & witay 198u0] ) 1240 YEnoy UAAd ‘qIMoIS drwou
-093 °S'(] MO[S P[NOM ‘ULIA] JIOTS 3} UJ “PUB SUONIPUOD I[(EIOAE] SI)
URssI[ p[nom eisy pue adoing ur yimoi1d orwouods jo uondumsay
194310} 2NURUOD Jouued pue AJUedYIUSIS [[e] 01 IL[[OP 3 ISTEd P[nod
192p US1210J JO UONEMWINIdE JUENNSAI I} ‘pauiesm sey uedsueain
SV 'S[IIq AInsea1] paseypind 10 9NIBW Y00)S UBDLIIWTY Y1 PIle])
-Ul S103$3AUT US[210} pUE UBOLIAWY 110q ‘[elded 11911 1594 0) saoe[d
IO Mp M suiIe) d[qeroAey A[ySiy uo Tendeds jo syunowe 39ny
yodurr 01 2]qe u23q Sey SIS PAIILY) Iy “UOSEIT ULES Y 104 "Spoo3
ToWMSUOD pue ‘S[ELajell Mmel 1930 ‘wnajonad 10f [ewadss ‘ssoud
vodwr 12M0] 03 P3| UoHEMNS S ‘SQE6T Y JO YoN moy3nory

NOILDAAOYINI






6

Ue 0] SUZNI Aq JULUNTUIOD B pue ‘sramod orwiouods 1ofew Suouwre
suonejar aaneradood ‘diysiapes| [euoneursyul Suong SIS EOUEU
- 266 1-150d 3071 93] SISO OTUT SUNE[Edss wo] sw[qoId 1u2adid o1
pue WaNSAS 3y FUILIAGS $I[TT PUE STONTINSTI 3y} paid1apun 03 suon
) -epunoj [eonyjod 3[qers pue FUONS SaImbal (AWouoda INSIWIOP € )
Awiouod? [euopeurauy snoradsord pue 3[qeIs y 1apio 1ey) jo suouep
-UNoj 31 PIUTULISPUN SEY I9PI0 JMWOUOII [EUOTIEUINUL [] JEA\ PIIOA
—1sod a1 pazusereyd Tey) uoneradood [eonrjod o jo Aydomy
2AneIadw aw03q 2AEY U
-9getew pue 30urn12403 paaordury Kwouosa [eqo(8 ays jo Aqers ayp
SU21211[1 SI9)BUI J[UIOUOII [BUONBUISIUI [BONLID SSAIPPE 03 AJIunuuiod
[EUOHELLIAIUL 3Y) JO JIn[rej SUIMUNUOD) 3ISYMIS]s PUE elsy iseq JO SN
-ouode Suisu 3y} pue samod Jolews a1 G UOHOE 10] [[ed $20[q OTwiou
-022 [euoidal jo peaids Syy pue ‘JUSWISIATL JO2IIp UBIAI0)] Pue suon
-e10d100 Jeuoneun[nm jo duenodun Jursearour 3y ‘s1ovIEU [erOUEUY
jo udTeIs3Iul euonEWIAUI YT, AWOU0d3 [eqo[3 J|qers pue uado ue jo
IOUIISIXI PINUNUOD 31} AINSUI PUE SINSST JIWOU093 Fuissard yim [eap
03 S3[NI I3P[O JO UOTBOYIPOUL 10 SINLL MIU ITBIISSIVAU SI[UIOUODI [EUOT

-EU JO UONEISAUL JIWOU0D3 Paseardur woyj Fuisue swajqord ELA |

Amwou0s3 [eqoi8
JMiSel] pue pareisaTul TO[ OU 31¢ S19)1BW J1WOU
-003 [EUOTIBUIANU] 13110 ﬁﬁm ‘Asuoun ‘oper Suniaaog sayni ol ((OLM)
UOTIPZIUeSI() SPEil PACA 9} JO UOHEAD G661 o) mmﬂw.@ﬂjullmgw
Eﬁmﬁﬂamoo 'PaPOId ARS8 Sey (HE]) 90UIUOD)
SPOOA\ U0NRIG PYI Je UMOP PIE] W2ISAS JTWOUOID [EUONIEISIUL PISEQ
nbasuod e sy “13y12801 AWIoU03 [PUOTIEUISTUT o) Py
2AeY Je) spuoq [edntjod Jy3 pausyeam AIUEDHIUSIS 2AEY ﬁm&mﬂlﬁnm
‘adoiy uraisapy ‘sa1eI§ parun) Y3 Juowe uoneradood 350[2 10} paau
P3SE3I03P 31} PUB Tepp P[OD) Y] JO PUS Y ‘W] SWES 3 Iy .Em.ﬂwﬁm
-9PI2IUL 2I0W YN AWOUOI [BUOTIEUIIIUL 9Y) IPEW IABY—SUOTIEL
-0d100 [pUOnEUNINU JO SANANOE Y1 ‘smofj TerUEUY ‘Ipel—Uonezijeq

e

~O[3 JTWIOU033 JO $DI0J Y] "SaNeI PIISIIBIUIJ[25 Eﬁd«&ﬂﬁl@ﬂqﬂ

-023 10q ﬁﬁﬂwuq%mﬂwﬂu\aﬁouo& sey onroﬁm ay &wsoﬂ .:u>m

TeM PIOD 3 JO PUD Y} 20UIS pauTdl

-rpun A[SNOLIAS UI3q JAEY AWOUOI? [eUONEUId 0_Suonepunojs.’
‘I.I|l|l||r

Teontjod 3y “[re jo yueitodur 1sow ‘puy Lwouosa [eqord uado ue Eow%wu

AT

AWONODE 1V40OT19 2119V¥d IHI

~L
WM#
CW

1 1)

8

Keme siywys Eﬁ%mﬁﬂ Eum.&&uh Q.FE%JG%
-13ury yiIoN 3y pue Kun [eontjod pue S1won03s 318318 PIEMO] JURT
-asow veadoIny 3y Yioq ”ﬂmmmnjulwnatmgﬁcﬁ%m
a1 £q paduafiey> A[Suiseaidul 318 AWiot00s [8qO[3 3T Jo-uoneiSau
pue Lrun a1 ‘uonIppe uj muﬂufﬁ%ﬁgguﬂa.l 1 U] Udq

Ay SaInseaw payedy-jiey Auo ‘wsiended [EUONEUISNT jO 210jE)
juaIyuI ue 3q o3 1eadde muﬂ%soﬁﬁgﬁ a1
jo Luiqes 3y suajea1y) wilsAs A1e19U0W PUE [eUEUY [UONEUIIIU
a1 Jo ANIqEIAUNA 9] ‘PaleIapo [TUBIGIUSIS 2ABY SI[QNOI) [EIoUBU
-j [eqor3 ﬁﬁmr%ﬂlumlﬂwm}uﬂg yBnoyiy ‘pauaiealtyl st Awouods [eqord
uado A[Bursearour o) Kimyuao uﬂm-bno\ﬁ a1 Jo Surumdaq ) 1y

- dwjSIoPEI] DMLY 110 Paseq Japio-prom AT

[nyaoead pue snoradsoid e 1oj s1adsoid ay) noqe ussie pey signop

SNOUIS “12A2MOY 193] IPLIdp y 3T > SIre-sa1e3S5 PAITU[] 91 '9SIN0d
Jo Scs AJBIdOWIp pue Kitradsoid oead JO J9PIO PHOAN MIN], 21
PIWIE[0M (1ep JIno 33 ur £101014 JUIMO[O]) Ysng TUIPISIIg TIM0
-12dns ann mﬂ:o AU} Se PITEIGI[2D U] pey SIS pait[] 3! (€661

~1861) Eozﬁmaﬁﬁjﬁmﬁw%ﬂ@%n%.ﬁﬁg
31} JO 1531 1Y) 03 OS[e INq SALIS PIIAL] 3y 01 A[UO 10T TIE
[ SUTIEUISLIO SISLID [eloueuy
¥ 18] S[qENUIYIUN U3( 2ABY PINOM 11 ‘SO8ET 21 uj Kupiqeisut [edy
-od pue >1uou0d3 [eqo3 Jo 201M0s 10l & PaIpISuod 21am £y Iped
-9p 3y Jo pua Y} £q ‘s101s3AuUl UedLdULY 10j sigoxd 38ny jo 301mos
Se S066 1 1182 211 Ul PI[Iey U33q pey s1axiew Suidiowa au) sealayp
"'S1Iel SWIBIoWD I3YJ0 PUE [IZelq WO MBIPYIM O3 s107
-SAAUT PaLLIom pastied sjuamdo[249p 3531 o 1oedurr esrSojoyddsd oy |
"PAMO[[0] SIS Iell Y003 [EUONEU 1910 Pue UedLratry a1y ul doxp 381e| e
PUE ‘SIofIEW [EDUEUY [EUOHEUIUL PI[I01 §GET JO ISUIUINS e[ Y} Ul |
BISSIY W01} SMIU JIUWOUOII FUIGINISIP ‘FUN{ew UMO S) Jo L[381e] 31om
S3[qNo1) St pue AUIOTUOD3 [PUONELISIUT 317) JO noniod j[ews e A[uo pajm
-nsuod Awouod? uelssny 31 ySnoyy ‘dn paup siaxrew 1odxs 1oy
SE $35S0[ 33N PaIAYNS ‘s31e1S Pairu) 3y} Surpniour ‘satunod Funiodxa
-A1IpOWItOD PUE ‘SNOULIOUS S JISYMIS[3 PUE BISY OYIOE] Ul YI[eam
jo uonerodeaq "UOSEIIFT T seM KUWIOU0ID 159818[-pu0d3s SPJIOM 3] ST
Yoty ‘uede( jo 1y Surpniour Kwotods pirom 33 Jo 1211enb e ‘geT
JO T1ej 23 £g “priom 3y Jo yonw pjndud Loos [rouLn siy (sajqnon
Teontjod pue oruou0d3 snouass £q parye Apeaife) wede( 01 wIAS pue

NOILDNAOALNI






11

1523 9Y1 £q >oeq 195 U234 ey 1ojj2 SIY) YSnotly Kuouodd [eqof3 Ay

ur suuy satrede( jo ssauaAnnadwod Ay UASUALS 01 SULLY eD0] PuE

asouede[ jo Syzomiou uondNpoid pa1eidnur PaILald ‘JUIWUIAA0S 25UE

-de[ayy 4q paxyoeq &8tons ‘suoneiodios [euoneunniu asauede( uede(
o1 payul] APUST Awouod? [euoidar e UOMSe] 0} SO 01 PI] uoidal

A1 Ut Isa1a1ul Pamatal pue ﬁdﬂm< Jyed 031 uoriuae IL_1] pasealdul

a3 drmon023 pue eoniod_sssuede( a1 ‘uak oy jo uonewaidde [en
-ueIsqns TUAnbasuod 2y} pue JUSW?IBY Bze[d C86T I SUIMO[[O] "SI
-1jod uS1210] PUE JIUIOU059 1Y) PIIUILIOA Os[e IArY sauede( 3y L
~uomy) ueadoing 341 SUMEYISUSIIS PUe TUaunuo)
373 JO UOTIEDYIUN JTUIOU0I? FUIAIYIE UO woumbsuunougsm
JS9M 33 ‘Q0UEBI[E JTWOU0II nmgumuﬁonomm ) 4q paT “uede[ ‘JuaIxd
195S9] € O} ‘pue S3)EIG P Ay} sia-e-sia womsod [esonrjod pue dSrwou
-099 1123 uayiBuans pue Kwouodd ueadomnyg annaduwod A[[eqo[s e e
-a1 Aqpeonnjod JusupUOY) Y1 3ZI[Iqels 01 paruem ey L3y Kjod pue
Awou093 ueadoing e 21810 0] SHOJA PIYISUIIUL U0 PISNI0} U3 A
$91819u2 119y 1 ‘Ised 2y} UL UEY) SUIIOUOD [ednijod puE dMIOU0I? I13Y]

ut [eryoored arow yonwi Swedaq os[e sueadoing Yl SYMUEBIA
Tep PIOD 24 Jo 1481y 3y SuLmp payoune| t93q, 3avy

ToA9U p[nom Wm@mhwé\&oa Lorod 3¢ .m...mwlmw..wmnmqn %ﬁwﬁhﬂuﬂ 1
.muESNBEou,uﬁg?&eﬁm&mﬁuﬁﬁﬁoﬁgﬁﬁohﬁﬁﬁm%ﬁ2

3O pue WSTEINEM]IT JO JUIWUOPURGE SEOLAUIY PA0ISIPUN SO66T

Ajrea2yy-ur uedef-Isuede JAISULJJO OTWIOUODI JAISSITe SUONENSIUT
-py uouID Yl WSIEUOLEa1 JIOUOD? 0] PIAIAAUOD IWEII] SLIS
painun o%f@mlhﬂﬁfm@ﬂd@%uwﬂuﬁ ey Lorjod open
¢ D{PBN[TIUT, € JO I0AB] UI WISI[eI2)e[[AW JIUIOUO03 0} JUIWIUWITIOD
1emisod Iyl pIuopueqe UOENSIUTWIPY UESedy 3yl UdYm SO86T-piu
sy} ut uedaq uoneradood [euoneUIANUl WO} Keme IS SIYL "PAIAIUD
J[°S pue [eIaje[iun JIOUI W023q sey Aorjod OMUOU0dd pue USIAIO]
uedLIWY pue A[qeIdpisuod papold sey SaAJ[e SI Pue SAeI§ pIarun
a3 Suowre uoneradood JWOU0II ‘Tepy PIOD Y} JO PUS Y} 3dUIS
-drysiopea] [euOIBUIAIUL
WO} JE21121 sedlswy Jo onewoldwids awodaq daey Awouod?d [eqo[d
3]} JO S[IAd 21 U0 1§31 pue IYSu [edntjod Y YI0q Woij SYIENY , (INI)
pun AIejouo [euonEWIAU] A1 10] (Uorq g1$) uoneudoidde ue
jo [eaoxdde [euoissarfuod jo Le3p 8661 AYIBua] 31 £q puUE ‘SUONENOF

-9u IpeI} Mau )edI[Ioej 01 LiuoyIne den ise], aaoidde o1 ssa1guo) Jo

AWONQODH Tvd0T1D 4119Vdd HH1

oL

aInylej Yl PUE I2A0 JeGIP /66T SNOTUOTWILIOE 31 Aq PIIBIISTI[L [[2
sesm SUR[UIYI UL JIYS STY] "SITUOUO0D3 3FeM-MO[ 1310 PUE ‘BISY dGID
-ed ‘00IXa]N w01} uounaduiod paseardur Aq pasned uasq pey AJLnoasul
qol Sursearour pue ‘sagem 1eax Sururpap Kipenbaur SrwIou0ds paseard
-ul e} 2A31[2q 0] uedaq ‘drdurexa 10] Kuepy £IA0S [[I2A0 Y} pue
‘S3SSIUISN] [[BWS ‘SINJIOM UBILISWY SUNINY JO SEISISAO SJUIUIISIAUT
aterodiod pue spoduwir pasnode pue ‘uonezijeqold o1 swaqoid 1aylo
PUE STIIOU093 SANUNOD 31 PAINGLIIE SUBILIDWY 2I0W PUE J10W A[sno
-oUEI[NWIS "SIYSH UEWINY PUE ‘TUSTIUOIIAUD 3} ‘INIOM UBILIWY Y}
pauLrey A5y 1eyy SumGie ‘yuounsoaul uSraIo] pue apexn jo uosuedxs
paisajord $93e15 PN Y1 UL SIOUNINSUOD AUBWL ‘SO66T Y} U
“BUIRg-[oM JTIOU093 UedLIaUry SUTUSIEIIY) SeM UONEZI[eqo[S dTuou
-093 Jey) s1ed) Julmoid £q pue Lorjod orwiouods FurpreSar swisiyds [edt
-1jod pue [ed130[03p1 Aq pauayeam sem ape) 3a1j Surtoddns snsuasuod
OTSWOP UEdLIWY U3 ‘WI[BII JIWOUOII Y] U] ‘JAI[aq SIY) PIaudeam
A1e213 32113 391405 9 Jo 3sdefjod ‘sirege uSrero} ur Ajun [euonEU
JO 1Sa121U1 3Y) U IPISE 19S 3 P[NOYS SINSST JAISIAIP I9YJ0 PUE SWLIDUOD
[eontjod uesnied 1ey) Pasdljaq SUEOLIWY ‘TEAA PIOD Y3 InoySnoiy]
"dIys1apes] SIUOU033 PLIOM JO SISOD IO PUE J[WOU0d3 33 Aed 03 ssau
-Suris pue LI[Iqe SeOLRWY PIUTULIAPUN Sy Jep\ PIOD) Y1 JO U9 Y[
"PlIOM I} UISA0F P[NOD JUO[E 12¥IeW ) 1eT) 94312q 03 uedaq Auew
pue ‘ueSeay preuoy jo Louaprsard o) YIM JUBPUIISE IULEII 1M1
3} ‘Silefje OIUIOUOD? [BUONEWIAUT PUE JNSIWOP [10oq Jo juswafeuruw
ur 9701 Juenodwr ue Jwnsse 03 P1dadxs Udq Per] JUIUILIIACT [e13P3]
A} “TEA\ PIOD 343 JO IS0 SULINP ‘SEIIIYAA “dUIIIP IE1] 0] PAjngLIiuod
SITEjje OIWIOUOd? UO SNSUISUOD dNSIWOop Furafej a1 ‘syuswdo[2a9p
jo raqunu e £q pauaeam Aueoyrudis uaaq pey AUIOU0d3 pliom
jo dryszopes] ueouwry £1njuad Is1g-A1uam) a1y jo Surumdaq oy 4
—
Tepm Equéﬂﬁoﬁomﬂmt« 2Ane12d00D pue ‘sfurpueisiopun en)
N ‘$ISITFTUL [BoNIOU PIIEYS oY) ALY SE PIUINEIM UIIQ ALY SPOOM
U0Y121g 12 UMOD ple[ 1511 SUOTEPUNO] 3YT ToAIMO}] KTIOU093 [euon
-BUIUL P2Jeid1Ul 3y} Jo Tuswdo]aAap ) 10 3seq uuty e papraoid Luro
-u023 prom uado ue pue apen 331 JuLIoALy SATUIOU092 IsI[ENdEd 0P
91 U SNSUASUOD JNSIWOP € pue ‘SA[[e Iofewt ST pue sajeI§ pajun) 3y
3uowre uone1adood asop ‘drysiapes) ueousury Juspnid A[[erousd pu
Buons ‘sO86T Y3 01 GHET WOI] SIUIWI[ [eLNLID [[E e plom uad

NOILDNAOILNI







¢l

"uonepunoj Teantjod 2IMd3s € U0 1591 0] INUNUOD ISNUL PUE PIISII ALY
uonezieqo[d orwouod2 pue wsiended [eqojn "ownsse Auewr se 2q
-ISIJAQLIT Se I0U 3]eIOX3Ul PUE JAISUIIXI Se IAIISU ST AUWOU0I? [8qo[3
paterdaiur pue uado ue Kwouod3 [eqo]3 3y Jo s1oadse 1ay10 pue Ipen
331] Jo s1yauaq a8ny A1 A1dsap ‘anSre [ se 19K -aq Lewr supy njured
IaAam0Y ‘Isn(pe 1snw [[e pue pliom 3} ALP Mmou ‘angre L) ‘s1ay
-1 Pa1913aJu) Kels 0] 2197 31 UOTIEZI[eqO[F JIUIOU0d2 pue wsielded
TeqO[3 ‘10U 10 1 AI[ aMm ISYIdYM ‘Jer]i wurepold syooq jo Iqunu y
-‘wstuonoaloid jo Teadde oy pue wiseUOISal OTUIOU003 pIem
-0] JUAWIAAOTI 3T} PAYISUAUL ALY UONNAdUWIOd PIseaIdul pue UOTIezl
-[QO[3 OTWIOU0D3 I2A0 UIDUOD FUIMOIL) 10qe] 2Fem-mO] U210} WIOI]
uonnadwiod pue uonezieqo[3 aure[q adoing pue sIjelIs paitun Y
ut a1doad s10wi pue 210UI ‘S][I JTWIOUODI PUE [E10S 53} 10} Aiqisuods
-31 Jo a1eys 951e] e A1red samorjod [EUONEU PAISPISUOI-T[I pue Fueyd
Test3ojouyo9) Aq usaup safueyd Teinionns tofewr y3noyiy adoing
wIRIsIM Ul Juswkojduraun jo spaad] y3uy pue ‘sarels paitun) ay3 ur A
-noasut gol ‘sanifenbaur swoour pasealdur Jo s1eak £q Aeme wIom U3q
seq odoIng pue sa1e1g PATL() Y3 Y10 Ul SNSUISUOD D[ISAWOP 3} ‘210W
-1y, 1sed a1 ur uerp) 210wt sanuoud [euordal pue [euoneU [eIyd
-ored umo 1111 paziseydus aaey uede( pue ‘adoimyg WISy ‘SAEIS
panun 3y} se papoia sey Aun Jeontjod sS3t[[e Tepp P[oD) Y3 ‘panunuod
SEY SIJUET[[E 121A0S-TIUE JO NIOMIUTEI] [eULIO} 3] YSnoyife pue ‘paur
-3p 2ABY PEI[ 0] SIS PANUN) Y] Jo ssaudulf[im ) pue LIiqe a1
qlog ‘pauayeam AJqeIapIsuod aaey Awouod? [eqoi3 uado ue parioddns
aAey Je1]) SIUdWA(A [edntjod A [[e ‘Tepp PIOD Y3 JO PU Y] NUIS
"aseq Teonijod Suons e £q paitoddns are
A1) ssa[un PIlVoONS JOUUED SITEJje JWOUO0? [eUOTIEUIaIUL UIdA0S Jet])
(Sowiidar) Sa[NI [PUOTIEUIAIUI JY] AUWIOUODS PlIOM PIYun pue djqels
e 10] suonepunoj [eantjod £I1essadau Y} 2INIMSUOD S3Jels IsAY} Fuoure
sdiysuoneya1 aane12dood pue sajels (nj1amod jo sarorjod aanioddns 213
Awou023 plIOM I JO UOTILIZIUT SUISEIIOUL IO SISNED JUIIDLINS IPIA
-01d s92107 1931w JO Ap[dIaIUT 31} pUE oUBAPE [EdIZ0[OUYIR] YINOYI[Y
AWIOU023 [EUONIEWISIUT 3] JO SOTWEUAD pue INJEU 3 SI03je A[jued
-grudts sonijod [euoneurajur ey} and1e [[eys | 300q SIYI INoYSnoIyL
"SaTWIAUS [BULIAIUT UMO SIT S31ea1d wistesrded ‘sn
SPUIUI2I SILITUNOD ISYI0 PUE $3TLIS PAIUN ) UT uonezijeqo[3 jsurede
1]0AR1 3 Sy "wiR1s4s Is1rended reuoneuraiur Lreroduaiuod oy aFewrep

AWONODH TVE0TH HT19VY HH1

4]

A[snowras 1se9] 1e 10 UMOp 8unq pnod syustadoaasp 130 ‘[rews £1aa
St Iem J0[ew 13G10UeE JO Jeary) a1y YSnoqyy Awouoss priom paredaym
A1y81y 1y jo asdeqjoo 1uenbasqns oy pue | 1epn priom Jo xmwﬁuso.
213 03 Joud e12 2U1E}-Z3SSTE] A UT 210J3¢ U0 Aem st} passed priom
943 3811 [[ed21 03 Juerioduut st 11 Ing ‘pipea aq 01 Mo wing Leur wsireydes
P31BI3qY] JO £I0101A 2IMD3S Y} I JANAq SIYL “SISAI 11 OIYyM UO seapr
OO0 3y pue wsyeydes feuonewai jo ydumin oy wrepoid o3
Auewt pay aney pue Awouods s ur a3ers U3 JO 301 Y3 P3dNPaI 2Aey
SHULopal 1opo pue ‘uonezpeaud ‘uonemnSaisp ‘saunod padopasap
Buowry ‘suz(qoid omuouona 0y SUONN|OS 12318 PIEMO] TIN] 0] 31aYM
-A19A9 SJUAWIIIIA0S PasnED S3LUN0d P2do12493p ssa] 213 Jo sarou0da
PISO 3U1 PUE SIMMUOUOD3 PUBUIMIOD IIULIO} U} JO 21njre Y1 ‘Juew
-ng1e siy 01 Surpiodoy Aymqels pue Luadsord JO S[2A3] 19Y31Y 1943
01 Aw0u023 Teqo[8 ay3 spms A[Inyssadoms ued syovzeW 9917 pue ‘pajeu
~HUIOp J9¥1eUl St10d2q sey ‘mo jutod oY) Kwouoos priom YL st
-Tendeo 1eqof3 jo arming oy Inoqe su1oUod SSIWSIP ‘s33e15 PajIu 3y ul
Aqreradsa ‘srejoyos pue ‘saannoaxs ssaursng ‘s1aped] reonijod Auepy .
Stonew epuEUy [euoneutsiul Surprendages ur ssarfoid a1enbapeur
U939 Iej snuyj sey 213y ‘-0 3y} £q paydear sem Jp] 3Y) Ul punj weo|
AU € 91e210 03 JusuIaaIde ySnoyljy Awouods sy 3le[nwns 03 3y op
03 pareadde ‘s3jqnon snourtous umo su 4q umop paySrom pue Lpeare
$91e1 352193uT 1UadI2d 0137 AJresu yiwm ‘uedef -aprse [esodoid sjusprsarg
oY) pawimy Awouod3 [2qo[S 31 Jo yifeay oy yam uey) uonepur unysy
A PIUI30U03 J10w “ueqsapung Y1 uondaoai [009 B 191—sa1er 159
11Ul Ul Ind [eqo[3 e 10§ Tesodoxd e—ydsads [ounon SIU3PISAI] 33 O
30a1d121u30 YT “pung Arersuopy [EUONEUINU] PUE YUBg PLIOA 911 JO
Funeow 1utof renuue ggeT 13O0 2y Summorloy (/-0) sremod drwou
-093 J0few 3y} SUOwIE SUOISSNOSIP Juanbasqns ur pue ‘geeT 41 1oqua
-dag uo suoneay uder0,] uo [PUNno) ay) 18 :E JudpISatg
u1 Juepiad A[nyured sem diysiapesy wedLIoury JO ssaweam 9y ‘papad
-31 pey uonerdood [eUONEWIAIUL YoOIYM O] JURIXD ) P3[BIAAI S)ay
~IPt [EPUEUY [euoneutaiul ur AN[iqeIsut /66 1-1sod 3y s [e3p o1 1o}
-J° parEtIp1000 Lue youne| 0 szomod 1sendes 1ofews au jo aunyreyg
Kwouod? 1eqof8 a1 unm soues
luspuadapul pue sSaUIANIISSE Suisearour suedef sagusis pue panun
-uod sey _bhonoum Uelsy dyneq paj-asauede( e 3810j 03 110552 ﬁutu.u
-u0d y-*supqord orwouods umo suedef pue SISud [eueuy ueisy

NOILDNAOYINI






(STIAT[OP UED J UL 2I0W $19JJ0 1dosu0d o1} [99] oM 3sNEedaq UPY) — SUOU ALY
am — wstuzapoursod Jo SAMIIGISTIS ) 03 JUSUIITIUIOD AUE JO INO S ST Aes
M "SIDUSIS [EID0S I} JO IATPIILU PUBIS MOU 31} SWI003q SBY UONEZIE]O[S,

j0u Apsmarun uwsdQ ap Jo uosduroyy, sweyeln pue 5e[0) YIIPHAL
JO ISTIF] g St 0] “YSE} [PIALL} OU SI ST, "UONLZIeqo[S £q UBSUI M eLM
Suruyop 4q 11e3s Ishwr suo ‘suontsodoxd asoty eponfe 03 Surdn A10jg
*aopew 218 Jey) $Id10GI
a3 uo spuadop d[qeasap Moy A[as1aig -I[qeisap A[YSTy ‘oue[eq Uo ‘Osfe
S1 UOTeZI[eqo[d Ing ‘A[qUSISAI dUE[eq UO ST HOULZI[eqo[o) “Suwoim aIe SPIRY
3591} Jo AueJA] 'PI2I8 SIUONJIUS PUE JUIUIUOIIAUS 3T} SUINI DJelS AEFjoM
ay) Jgsem she] ‘uoneziuesuoury sasodur 4oeId0wWep SSUNUIIPUN ‘SAINJAD
SAO1153p “SISSEUT 31} SIYSIAOAUN 1Y) 3530 USIEUIL € S PIUWSPUOD ST HOHEZL

-1eqo13 merodioo, 10 Jeraqu-odu, saxgaid a1 YA ‘9[qeAIsIpun Inq ‘0dio.
J[qUISISALI s3] ou e st 31 syusuoddo s)1 Jo Auewr 104 '$3YON03 I [Te BUTYDLIUS.
pue s[enplarpul Suneiaqr ‘uonexe] SUMUIULIOPUN ‘SIUSIUIIACS snjodsap

Suruimiaao ‘s1onuoy Aeme Surdooms 35I0] J[qelisIp pue I[quSISALI UE

st 11 syuouodoid syt Jo Auewr 104 'SO66T Y} Ul anS0A 1918318-19A9 OJUT JULED.

18U} ‘S096T 23 UI PAuTod ‘SUIIestl 3INI$qO JO PIOM SNOIPTY © ST UOLeZI[EqOID)

.esof sebiep oLrep

" DBapiLwas, Jo ‘ Bunjiuias, * ueubaidiuLes, aq jouues auo
se jsnf Apiaqy Jo 1noABJ-UI-0pnasd Jo INOABJ-U-JLU8S 84 JOULBD
auo Ing ‘Y jsuledie 10 ALisqy JO JOAB] UI S| 8UO JaU} 9suasuoU
aind sp Jj " jeisquopnasd, 1o Jeisqiigs, Buifes se awes ay
S) jesagioau, Aes 0] ‘suLIo0p 4o auibal ‘Bap) ‘snjea ayoads e
Buigpuapt jang Jnoypm dn 1os el MeJis & ‘pLGAY aAishis ue
SI 31 ‘BupyraLwios Jo apisIne pue apisul aulll swwes 8y} Je st oym
aUoBLLIO0S "BulLIaLIoS 8q 0} SpUaYaId oym 8uoallos S| 08U, Y

Suea|\
uonezijeqojy jesaqr] 1eyMm ¢ Jeideyd

"S}IOJJ3 INO SNOO0J ISNUT OM
Jep e 240qe ‘o191 ST 1] “sonrjod st oySun( snozaguep 1SOW YT, , FASN IN[ALT
9} 0] [PUIAIX? PUE [BLUINUI YJ0q SIUTRISUOD Jo drmxrur xo[dwrod e Junjiom
[yssaoons s31 10§ saxmboar 3] ‘wopezian Jo spnpoid pajednsiydos ysour
3y} Suoure 1nq Spdun( e jou st JxIRW Y], "SUcIM Sem Inpe[eg PIENOPY

‘sonrjod 19)19q NG ‘SOMIOTODI JUIIIMIP © JOU PISU M ‘PHIOM I113q B JUBM
M J1 UI0Ys U] "woREISIUL JTUOU0D3 [BUONEUINUT Aq PIISJO OUSFIAU0D 10§
soprumytoddo aup o uonenopdxs M sanedes renbaun A8ny jo sojeis ojut
POPIATp P[IOM B S[IOU03I 0} ST ‘Sapnpuod It ‘98uayreyp S1q 3y, *2qo]3 a1 sso1e

ajeqaq syl 4%







pue 11odsuen Jo §3500 Jo dueirodunt snourious pue SUIpiqe 3y} sreaxdde

01 sn Supio} ur sar JusurIadX3-1Y3NoY) SURNXS JI0W STY) JO INTRA 3T,
"UOTJBILIOJUT

10§ A[uo Inq Supasiyor 03 350> durod sey edsiaqhd Jey Surpawos qutod e

01 Paonpai 3q PNOM PHIOM ) A[[EoTUIOU0DT ‘(Mo Aq Yeatyd A[PARIYS IS

3]qeAI3DU0D A19A3 JSOUITE YIIM AEPO) JI0X MIN] I0 UOPUOT I 3q P[NoM plIoM
ayy, *ajdoad po 10 uaIp[Yd 1dye Sunjoo] pue suoneiado [eirdsoy ‘SyDIEY

se yons .Q?—N@N.HHI.QO.: %:wummq.zuﬁ Ik JBY] SIIAIIS 3q HOMQHJ ou pnom ARYL,

Ayde18033 jJo pus Yy 2q PNoM 3] IeNew 1HSUO[ OU PNOM DUEISIP PIoM
st uy “aqqussodunt A[reonoead Inq 9[qeAISIUOD ST AUIouodd [eqo[s e jo Uy
ST T *0I9Z 919M SUOHEOTUNIINIO) pue 1iodsuen Jo s3s00 ‘UomeISdjul dNUOU03
0 s1ot1req pasodurr Aeonrjod Jo UONI[OQE Y} 0} UOHIPPE UI “YOIYM UL U0
aq pmom £urouos3 eqo[3 & Jo TONIUYIP [EDIPEI JIOUT YINUT PUE PUOIIS Y
*3pEOP IX3U Y} UO[E
19 XIMyus0 STy 21313 398 0 A[PMIUN ISOUI T8 M\ ABPOY SIE IM IIYM WOY

T} A[SUSUIU ST 31 Y3NOT] D[qRAISIUOD ST UOTJRIZANUT JO ULIO] ST, *30UB w2408

[8qO[3 10§ SIINIONIIS JUIIIFIP JO I2QUNU € YIIM PIUIGUIOD 3 PA0d ‘PAULGIP
0s 4uI0u023 PazIeqoS © ‘SpIOM IS0 UJ “UOTEIIPIY [eqO[3 B 10 ‘SIOQUISI (1
s Aepo} Jo ey} 0) TETIUNS £1US1219A08 [RUOIIRU PIIOLIISAI JO JINIONIIS € S3IEIS
US1919A08 PIUTBUIDI JEYM £q SIBL1IEQ JO HOTIT[OqR [PI)E[IUnN ) IS 9q pMod
Aurouods jeqojs & yons o§ suontpuodaid resnred ayJ, -Teqofd jou ‘Teuoned
-y o [BUOHEU 3q 0} pud) [s pmom ssruedwo)) -asodurr 0) panunLod
UONEDIUNIUITIOD JO SANMOUJIP PUe OUBISIP Jey} SIdLIIeq d1) 03 ppe pnom
2sa1[], "suraysAs TeSo 1uaIayIp pue ‘safendue] pue SAINIMND PUNSIP UTEIUO)
[Is pmom prom 3y} 410381y Jo suoseal 1o d[doad 1o [eydes ‘uoneuriofut
‘S9DIATS SPOOF JO JUSUIIAOUI [} 0} I2A081EYM SIdIIIEq AoTjod ou a1e a1ay3
1nq Kepoy st 1 se A[ySnor sureurax ASo[oupa) ‘9uo uf ‘sjurod PuUS [RAIDUGI.
OM] JAPY PNOD 219 PasSTOSIP UOMEeISojur SMuouod? jo ssavorid YL
"SI0 A1
ur suaddey 1eym uo pprom Y3 jo 1red uo ur safueyd SNIOU0d3 Jo Pedur
pasearour sty st uoneidaur Jo ssavoxd e yons Jo aousnbosuod A1essaddu
V [[e} 01 onupuod JSUeYOXs OIUIOU0d3 [PUONEUINUI O} SIdlireq Ipeu
-UPW pUE [BINJBU YIOQ Se ‘U0YDiSatu1 Jo1pai3 Jo uoydanp ayy UL juauiasoul
st Inoqe Sunyfel a1e aM Teym 1Y) SuIMOYs 4q OS SI0P II pUY IoUURL aspard
A[PATIEJOI B UI SYUSUIS[ SH SIYLIE] J] "UWSPUO) s133sj01d 31 — UoTyezi[eqo[s
[e12qI], 31 [E2 ST 19] — UOTIBZI[EQO]S JO PUDY 3} JO UONIUYSP [NJISN © ST SIYL

¢ SSUT} JUIISYITP 9211} UEBSUI O] PIOM JUIES ) 35N
0 SuIsnyuod AMpUN 31 YUIY} JOU Op [ OSUIS PIIY) Y} U UOeZI[eqO[s 0} 0P

Gl sueajy uoneziieqoly |esaqry 1eum

ALl

Anrewnad st 95USs PUODIS ST UT UOTIRZI[EQO[S 18} PUE 9SS PUODIS 3T} UL
uonezieqoy8 03 Aprreturad snp st 3sUSS 18I Y} UT LONLZI[E]O[3 18y} PUANUOD
[ 9ourg *soroyds [PUOTBUIANUI PUB SNSIWOP Y} THOq Ut sapFjod pajustio
<yrewt Jo peaids [eqoid sy jo uoudwousyd feonrod 19peoIq YonU [
3quosap 03 Affeuy ‘pue {[errdes pue $301A13S ‘SPOOS JO SMOP [FUOEUINUL O}
s1atireq pasodun-juswuzasos Surrey Jo uouswousyd reontod Apons S
3Q11953p 0} ‘puOd3s §(sasned [E21S0jouyda} 10 Tedntjod 0) Inp ISYIIYM) saLe
-punoq [eonyjod ssoxde sjaxIew Jo uoneidajur Suisealdur Jo uousuroudyd
JIWIOUODd Y} SQUIOSIP 0] ISTY :SISUIS PIIE[LIUL ING DURSTP 311} W

'PIOM ST} SOUYSP AISPUTT @I L, "PUPE] pra(] 2t} JsutpSy J00q STY U ‘3minsu]
o) suojdurysepy Jo Adspur] Yurg £q PIIoyo ST UONIUGIp palePl Y
s19uS1a10§ ou are 3301 “Suneads AJESTIIOU02d
Yeqp os (peoiqe SUD{IOM S[EUONEU PUB) SIOISSAUL US[RIO) I0J JUSUNESI)
feuoneu oy pue sjndino pue sindur ug prew surs e uneard 4qaiy
‘[e31des pue anoge| ‘s301A1S ‘SPOOS JO JUIUIAOUT 2] :SE uonezieqo[d ssuyap
qusurdoppas pue uone13do-0)) SMIOUOdY 10} UOREZIUESIQ) 1) JO ISTUIOUOD
JOTYd IULI0] ‘UOSISPUIY Plae( ‘snyf, ‘s1oyient 3n01y} ‘sI9pI0q SSOIIL ‘ST
-ATOE STUIOU03 JO UoneI3syu oy :ss200xd ST Jo UoIsISA Is1a1d A[Teotuyra)
I0W ISYFOUT T2AIMOY ‘ST I, ,'210J2q UBY} PIOM S} UT JISYMIS]D SIUIAD
q paroage s10w Yonux a1e ppaom 31 Jo 1red USAIS Aue UT sjUSFe JIUIOU0d
pgm 4q uouswousyd e, :se wONEZIRO[S PAUYSP YS ‘0007 UT BI[ELSTY
Ul PAISAT[SP 9IN3] UOYIATOg Uyof 31} U] ‘punj AIejauoy [eUOneUIAIU] Ay}
3o 101amp SmBeurwr Andap 1s1Y Y3 T9FINIY SUUY IO SIUIOD SUOHIUYIP
[T jo 1soydums oY, ;UONEZIeqO[S JIOU0dd AQ JUBSW q JYSIU U FeYM

uonezijeqo|b [elaqi| bujuyag

"as12 Sunpdians

JsowWe 10§ 3510} SUIALIP S} 21e A3Y) IsNLIAQ ING ‘sAPSWAY UT Jueptodur
aIe uoneZIEqo[S JO SOTWION0Dd Y} 3sneddq A[UO 30U SI ST, ‘SOTWIOUOId
Up ‘SND0] IDMOIIRU B SBY Y0Oq STYL I0] ‘SI9jem A{INUL 353} PIOAE UBD IM

+,59559001d [e1708 PUE OTIOU03 TEIM[ND JUSIIPIP AT2A U3YO, 10§ dserydyded e
“jrewa1 wosdwoy ], pue JSIIH SIOSSIJOIJ SB “Ssaur03q I] peoiq AjqesSeurwrun
$9UI039q ‘PIUYSP Sy} ‘UONEZI[RqO[D) ,Aurouods ayy pue sonfed “dpos
Are10dwa1uos Jo s30adse e SUImIOjSULI) 93103 S[QHISISILI Ue ST UOTLZIE]O[3
‘SUIppIn) 10ss3j01g 104 ‘dexn smy) ojur [rej e3sturwn durtid ysuug Sy Ire[g
Auo], 03 3951ApE ‘SUSPPIL) AUOYHUY SE YONS SISTIO3Y) AeM-PIIY) JO SYIOM 3T,

ajeqagaul i




i ]



an)uad-Jo-139] AUBWI Aq Pasn I[PUIMS [ENIOS[PIUL UE ST $3010] STWOU0I? [2qOfd -

210J2q $$9[d[oY SIUAWIUISA0S SIFPUDI “UIN] UT ST} PUB UONBZI[RIAQN SIEIIIP

ASofouypay jeyy juswmBre aYyJ, AN[IqOW 0} SI[IeISqO [eINIMD pue SUOHE)
-TunuIuIod pue podsuer) Jo s1s00 1oq 9A0qe pandie se ‘UTetual P[rom 13
PIOM [BIOQI] © UT USAS 3sned3q ST STY T, *sso[d[o{] a1om SjusuruIanog jeyl Mof[oj

JOU P[NOM I ‘UOTIRZI[eIdqT] 191318 21e301p PIp AS0[0outdd) JI USAd ‘pUOAg
‘uonssnb 1atgoue st suryy 2531} Jo Aue Op 0} 3500 [[IM AT} JASYM
28ueydxs udioj ojur juswded jo sueswr onsauIop Jo ANIQUISAUOD Yl

Suron1uos 4G $351AI3S JO SMO[ [RUOTIEUIUIL JIUHY Ued 31} pUe $19U1010] (M

§9RIUO0I 35I0JUD J0 azruSosar 0y Surprey 4q ‘Tenrdes jo juswasous uodn sigreq
asodur ue> Lot Arses a0 usAd 3[doad Jo JUIUSAOUE 31} 93e[NIaI pUiL 3381A0
Ued SJUITILIBAOL) "9X0Jaq Uey]) JSIsed STl saxyeul ASo[ouya) wispoul ‘paapuf
“ystm Ao} J1 sSury) [eotsAyd Jo JUSWSAOUI [0I)UO0D O} INUNTOD Ued SYUIULIIA0L
*SUOTESTUNUINIO) JO $}S03 UL JUPIP 3} MO[[O] 1SN UOHezIeIaqr 232]duiad
JET) 35€D 3Y) 10U ST 3T ISIT] "SMO[[OF Jeym Suners3fexs proae jsnwl 5u0 9§
‘Ju2a21d 03 JMOTJIP 2100
UuoneZI[eqO[3 SPRUI ARy S3PEIIP OM] JO 3u0 sed oY) JO SUOHBAOUUI I Jey}
2A9173q 07 34311 218 SISTUTILIANAP [ed1Z0[oUY)3) “WOseal STY) 104 '3q O3 pasn Aagy
SE WOBULIOJUT JO SMOJJ 0] PIsO[d S UTRUII O] 31 SIITIOTI03 JT 3¢ ST SIILLIE]
£orod padiojus Ajsssapni arowr pue 19YSIY oY) ‘SUOPEIIUNUILIO) JO §IS03
a1y} 1oMO[ YT, "pesuey 0} saprmirtoddo s[qereae Jnoqe woneULIOUT SUISEAIIUY
pue suonoesuer] Sunfewr Jo 1500 3y} SUIIIMO] Aq ‘S3TUIOU0I3 UO S1IJJ5 [BIIPEL
2ABY ISNW UOTEULIONT SUTEdIUNUIUIOd JO $IS00 3Y) UL S[[eJ JIADa1 [esso]od
oyJ, pajerafexs AJorsur ST )] pINsqe JOU SI WISINIULIAP [edrSo[ouydaL,
*Autysap e ynq uondo ue J0u 3q pnom uonezeraqr 4orod pajeldtp ASojoutal
J1 -owm 1no jo safueyd [edrdo[ouyda) 3y jo duInbasuod Lressadsu oy} 3q
pmom 11 3100 Lotjod Juspuadspur ue 2q 128U0] OU PMOM UOTIRZI[eISI| ‘OS
aIam ST} J] "sanjod 1197} 9ZNBIDOUWIIP PUE SITWOUO? JIAY] SZI[EIIQI| O} SIUIL
-u13A08 210§ ‘UMO I3} WO ‘[im uonendod pawiojul-13339q € woly saxnssard
reonrod ‘suonestunturwos urspout o} uado 11q pIN € st A13Unod e J1 ‘ppe 43
orourrayyny K11ea0d pue uonezijeurdiewr 10 AWou0d? plrom Y o3 ssauuado
1y 21e Aepo) saAneuIdle A[uo 1) iey) Jusie SISTUTUIINNSP [ed1So[ouyda],

o'W ur Jusunean) ajeradoidde
198 j0u op jEY) SorIIUNOD pue saruedwrod IsOY] 0] [elef 9q wed SN *
“I3]SB] 9]eAOUUT pue JUIWLIAX? ‘98pajmowy] a1eys 0] Aueduiod 10 Anunod e
ut 9[doad azour moT[e 181]) SABM UT Tamod JO UOTIBIIUIdUOIIP I} PUE ‘SMOJ
UOTJRULIOJUY pUe SUD{e-UOISIIAP JO UOTIBZIIEIDOWIP 3 STt SIYY, UOTIEZl
-BIDOTIIP YUINOJ 3, ST SATIAl YHM saruedurod 10 SILIIUTNLOD 10§ SIND UMOT]

Ll SUedjy uonezijeqo|y [eraqr] 1eym

Auo syg, *** "uonewIojul pue dueul A010UYDS} JO SUOREZIIEIIOWID
o pue ‘dipomdiw oy 4q noge ySnoiq safueyd jsurede soapsuIy
slemoour 03 ey jeyy sofueduiod pue SINUNOD AQ P3)oeNUOd AfEnsn s
SAIA" * * "PNOS 10 YIION] I59M 10 1seq [rets Io a81e] A1unod 10 Aueduiod
Aue a1ns wed 3y "e1> UOHEZIqO[3 Y Jo IseIsIp [edntjod SurUYdp Y ST

1YL, “ouworpuds Ausbya(g sunurur] digdoIdIA, 03
9[qe1oUA S1€ — SjusUIIA0S pue sanreduros — suoneziuedio umop-dos reuon
-1pe1} ‘uewIpaly] sanSIe ‘SUOTRZIIBIDOTUIP 321U} S JO ISNEId JPUIANU] 37}
pue suoyd spiqowr o) Aq PIZIOQUIAS “UOTIRULIOFUT $SI0DE PUE 3)EITUNUIUIOD
01 Aidedes Mo ur 2sEIIOUT dsUSWLI ) A[PUIBU ‘UOHNJOAI [ed1So[ouyda)
pauonsonbun we st 931y} [[¢ pUYAY "oURUY pue wonrurioyul 4Sojouyod
JO — SUONBZIIBIOUIP I} SIUPIP Y (924L 244 Y} puv snxaT ayJ ooq
SuneuTwIn( pue A[PA STY UT Souit [ Y40 MAN Y} 10§ JSTUTIM[OD SITEfje UB[a10]
‘UBUPILL] SEWIOY], ST SUT[ STLf) 0] SO WO O} IOYINE [EHUINUT ISOUT YT,
“UMO SJ1 TI0 UOREZI[RqO[S 10§ SAISIIP 210M A50T0UTD3) JI S JI1IM SIOTINE SUI0S

wisjuiuI3)ap [eaifiojouyoa) Jsuleby

“SI0M UOTIeZI[eqo[S
JMOu0s MOy Jo Surpueisiopun Aue 0) [eIUSD WAL $3}eIs JO sanpeded
pue saprjod a1 ‘paapu] *(3sanbuod Ut se) A[qIo10§ 10 ($331S 10 3)E1S I3YI0 JUIOS
i 5815UI 0] UOISIOSP B UL S&) A[LIRIUN]OA JOIAYM ‘pagundxo st 1ess € ssafun
‘saye3s Jo esp oy} pdurod Jou [im sassadoid dTouedd ‘uosear dpdurs siyy
10,] *S9)BIS OP OS ‘SI3)JEW [OIIIOD [BLI0ILII] ISTIBIIE "[OIIUOD [RLIOLIID) S0P OS
‘s13)1eWx sempe 2oeds asnedaq “aoeds soOp 0§ ‘SIaPEW sABM[E SOUEISTP ISTEIA]
‘Eotsdyd a1e am asnessq ‘Ioyetm sAempe [im doueIsIp Jeys st jurod syp
*§$3] PUE $59] J0U VIO PUE JIOUI I)yeul 0} o) Aewr AydeiZoss
‘sastx Jonpord opsourop sso1d pue uondwinsuod UL SMMAIS JO dreYS Y
se ‘paspu -pareurup 21om djdoad pue uonewrojur qeydes ‘s01aISs ‘SpOOS
30 JuswsAOW 0) $I9LITeq Ad1jod [[e JI USAD SNI) UTBUISI PINOM STYT, AT 451
3I9UM JO STIPEI ISSPOL A[PATIE[21 B UIYIIM [OODS 0} 0F 10 YIOM O} NUNU0D
T4 51doad Jsour ‘ureSy "UIpPamg UT JAT] 03 SARY A5} USY) SIEIS SABIIM USIPIMS
ay 4q passgo sigsuaq Jo s8uel [y 9y jo eired pue soqySIU YSIPaMS
Apueururopaid 3aey ‘UIP IY) I0J S[OOYDS YSIPIMS JO IDI0YD PIM ¢
Kofus 9anym> ystpams ur Ay syedpnred o yuem ajdoad 31 ‘uonewioyut A[fen
-u3ss3 — pazijeriajewsp A3apdmros aq ues ey sSury 10§ 1ds0xs ‘0192 03 380
3UT0D 133U M A1) [EJ 01 SNUNUOD ABUI §3507 35} I[IYM “SUOHEOTUNTIUIOD

djeqagaul 9|







‘UOT)US1IE INO JO STIDOJ & IOU UOTIULP SII Jo Jaed 1a1pIou a1e
suonipuodaid pue ssouanbasued asot) Ing *(suonipuosaid pue) sadusnbastuod
reontjod pue [e10s eIn)[nd sey 3137 PISSNOSIP UOHEZI[EQO[S JIUIOU0Dd Y],
*$9010 JR[ILW UO SDUBI[SI 1918313 PUE SUOEIIUNUINIOD pue J1odsuen Jo $1500
Surrey — sadueyo Aorjod pue [estdo[ouyds) a1e $3510§ SUIALIP YT, “S1o3JEUI BIA
‘SOIATIOR DTUIOU0I3 JO WOIIBIZIIUL S8 SMO[[O] 1M UT PIUTJAP ST UONBZI[BGOL)

uoIsnjouo)

"SIUBITIIOOUOD
10 souanbasuod se ‘peaysur ‘pajean are Loy, 19y pasodws uonezieqold

61  Sueal uopezijeqol [esaqr] 1eUM

Jo uonruysp a1 jo 1red jou are safueyd asoyy ore A5ty ySnot jueysodur
9ng -sqeurejsnsun ssurSar onodsop oyewr Aewn SIY], ANUNOD UMO LYY
noqe yery) SurpnOUT ‘UOIBTLIONY JO 35URI ATRUIPIORIIXS 9} O3 Ss907e Surured
woy woyy 3uaadid jouues Auwrouodd feqofd st ur pafedus 4y aq o1 sjdoad
S syuem Jety aumSar e Aepog, ;08 op 10U £3] PINod MOY ‘s109j2 [eINIMD pue
[epos ‘[eornod yons asey op Aorjod smouods pue £3ojourpay ut safuey)
ereSOTITATIOR[[OD
PUE SENPIAIPUT Y30q J0] WIOPIIIJ Paduequs Jo IFus[feypd 1218 93 0} sjunoure
ST 1oy} Aes O} UOTIIONSIP © 10U ST 1] "SIJAISSJI] PUE SINTeA sJa1[aq Ioj suondo
aidnnur jo dn Buruado a1y pue suonIpeI} pojuess-I0J-UsE) JO UMOPYEIIq
o wstreanyd jo sfusyeyd 18218 oYl WSAQ SBY SIYY ‘[PAS] [BIMIND Y} U
‘wonezrurspour jo fuaprey> Surnpiad ay) Jo ‘ULIO] PajeId[3IOE PUR PIYIS
~U3JUI UE U JISQ[E “UOHBNUIIUOD B PUof #v ‘ST uoTiezi[eqo[[H], 18y] sandre 5]
2 IpIM-pirom drdoad UoIIUI OG7 WIS DBIQUIS 0} 1YINOY) MOU ‘UISTIUE)
-sa101g [eorpSueas Ayremonted — syuauaowr snoidrpr jo peaids oyl pue
armymo feprourzos reindod ¢ qnpd A3Moe], 9} JO IDUINJJUT 1) 10 — SINJEA
[ENIO3[2IUT STUNIO DTUIOUODH PLIOM Y1 Jo Sunsoul [enuue d1) JO UONED0]
3} I5Ye PSUIBU {UBW SOAB(T, JO 1oeduIl 37} 10 — SIN[BA SSIUTSN] :UONeZIeqo[3
eIy Jo sjadey Inoj sxe 213t Jey ‘opdwiexs 1oj ‘pandre sey ‘AsIsArun
yoisog jo 1a81ag 13194 IsiBorordos Ay Apsmard ApAnep1 uonezieqold
Jo s1oadse STIOW029-UoU YONS JUPIP 01 payduIalie ARy SIB[OYDS JUIOG
WIS} UTYIIM AT oym sSutdq
URPWINY [ENPIAIPUI 31} PUE $INIO0S UBINY ULIOJSURI} ATLIRSSI0IU SBIPI pue
UOJBULIOJUT $S358 PUE JJRUILUISSIP Ued A3t Moy ut ‘sfuryy yrodsuer) wed 431
Anisea moy ur “aoeqd 03 oed uroxy saour ued Aot} Afipeai moy ut Anq ued 43
Teym ur ‘Surar] 1oy uxes o} 3[qe a1e dsjdoad moy ur safuey)) “s10ay30 eouod
PUE [e10s ‘ean[nd xajdurod 2AeY os[e Aurouods ay) pue ASojouyda) ut sadueyp
191, "uonezifeqo(s Jo s30adse SIUIou0sd 1Y) A[UO UINDWOD JA0QE SUONTUYIP 3T,

uonezijeqo}b Jo syoadse Japim ug

(1 3URUIIA0S
pood jou st 31 ‘9q AeWr ST} IS]2 I2ADJBYAN UIOPIAIJ dItIouods Ioj rioddns
Sunmuzapun pue s19104 SUTTUod a1 A1) IIISED SIAT] I1a1y) saxeul 1 A[Teonijod
3sB2q ‘SpUBY 1Y) $31) UONEBZI[RGO[S 1Y) UITE]D SJUSTIUISA0S USYM, ‘UOTIRZT
-[eqo[8 jo Aaains suy ur pandie sey 1s0UOIT YT JO YOOI AL SV "Op 01
paqduwos axe 4311 1BGM YIIM OP 0 3500YD A9T]) JEYM ISTFUOD 0] SIUIMITIIA0T

seqagaul gl







\Wee I 6






The Protestant Reformation, economic institutions, and development...  http://voxeu.org/article/protestant-reformation-economic-institutions...

VOX CEPR's Policy Portal Create account | Login | Subscribe

Research-based policy analysis and commentary from leading economists Dearh n
Columns Video Vox Vox Talks Publications People Debates Events About

By Topic By Date ByReads ByTag
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Throughout history, most states have functioned as kleptocracies and not as providers of public goods. This
column analyses the diffusion of legal institutions that established Europe’s first large-scale experiments in
mass public education. These institutions originated in Germany during the Protestant Reformation due to
popular political mobilisation, but only in around half of Protestant cities. Cities that formalised these institutions
grew faster over the next 200 years, both by attracting and by producing more highly skilled residents.
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Figure 1. The institutional geography that emerged across German cities by the late 1500s

@ Reformation Law
£ No Reformation Law
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The impact of institutions on long-run development

We test the hypothesis that cities with city-level Reformation laws by 1600 subsequently grew
relatively quickly. Our first finding is that cities that adopted the Reformation institutions grew to be
at least 25% larger in 1800 than observably similar cities. In contrast, we find no variation in growth
associated with Protestant religion conditional on public goods institutions.

Historical evidence suggests that migration drove city growth in pre-industrial Europe (de Vries
1986, Bairoch 1991, Reith 2008). Existing quantitative evidence on migration is limited. We collect
novel microdata on the migration and local formation upper tail human capital (Mokyr 1999,
Squicciarini and Voigtlander 2015). Our data, drawn from the Deutsche Biographie, comprise
thousands of the most important cultural and economic figures in German history between 1300
and 1800 - jurists, merchants, writers, artists, composers, and educators. We use the data to
document the human capital response to institutional change.

Figure 2 shows how migration responded to institutional change by plotting the number of upper tail
human capital migrants observed in cities that adopted public goods laws, cities that became
Protestant but did not formalise public goods provision, and Catholic cities. These cities were
attracting similarly small numbers of migrants before the Reformation, which is marked by the
vertical line at 1518. A large shift in migration towards cities with public goods institutions appears in
the 1520s, as legal reforms were passed. This gap persisted over the next 200 years and notably
was driven by differences in migration from small towns to cities, not by a ‘brain drain’ from less to
more desirable cities.

Figure 2. Response of migration to institutional change
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We similarly find that cities with public goods institutions began producing more upper tail human
capital starting after 1520. We find no differences in the local formation of upper tail human capital
before the Reformation and 50-200% higher formation of upper tait human capital after the
Reformation when we compare cities with laws supporting public goods provision to cities without
these institutions.

Why not all cities adopted public goods institutions

The Protestant Reformation was both a religious revival movement and an anti-corruption
movement with an institutional agenda. The institutional agenda was designed to expand the
provision of public services.

Popular political mobilisation drove the Protestant Reformation. Local elites and city councils initially
resisted the introduction of Protestantism (Cameron 1991, Dickens 1979). Civil disobedience and
unrest pushed policymakers to meet citizen demands and pass laws establishing the public goods
institutions of the Reformation. Differences in institutional outcomes across municipalities reflected
differences in local preferences and in political mobilisation, which varied across cities even within
the same territory.

How plague outbreaks shifted politics and institutions

The very features that led some communities to welcome religious innovation and to mobilise in
support of institutional change may have had independent implications for economic development.

To untangle cause and effect, we study how plague outbreaks in the critical juncture of the early
1500s shifted local politics and pushed otherwise similar cities towards institutional change.

During plague outbreaks incumbent wealthy elites typically fled their home cities or died, reducing
their political power (Dinges 1995). Following plague outbreaks, migration into cities increased,
changing the composition and politics of the population (Isenmann 2012). During these periods,
suffering was acute and civic order could break down. Before the Reformation, plagues led to
religious innovations within Catholicism - such as the development of penitential rituals and
marches and the construction of church altars to ‘plague saints.’

During the Reformation — with the introduction of political and religious competition — plagues
suddenly operated as institutional shifters. Plagues operated as institutional shifters not only
because they caused extreme suffering, but specifically because Protestants and Catholics were
differentiated in the market for religion in their institutional programme and teachings regarding the
plague.

We study local plague outbreaks in the early 1500s as a source of plausibly random variation in
institutional change. The intuition is that plagues that hit the generation in place when the
Reformation broke across German cities were random, conditional on long-run levels and trends. In
the data, we find that an additional plague in the early 1500s increased the probability of adopting
the new legal institutions by 10-25%.

To illustrate the research design, Figure 3 shows the timing of plague outbreaks in select cities. In
Figure 3, we highlight the period 1500 to 1522, which serves as the baseline period that we use to
study the implications of the plague for institutional change.

Figure 3. Timing of plagues in select cities
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To document the unique relationship between plagues in the early 1500s, institutions, and growth,
we study plague outbreaks across the entire period from 1400 to 1600. Figure 4 plots the point
estimates from rolling instrumental variable (IV) regressions that study log city population in 1800 as
the outcome. We estimate these regressions shifting the time period, which we use as the plague
exposure |V for institutional change year-by-year. There is no significant relationship between
plagues across the 1400s and subsequent institutional change and the 2SLS estimates of the
population growth impact of induced variation in institutions are insignificant. In the early 1500s,
these relationships change. With the introduction of religious and political competition, we see
plague exposure being activated as an institutional shifter with development consequences in the
early 1500s.

Figure 4. Plague period and growth of institutions

IV Growth Effect of Ingtitutions

1480 1490 1500 1510 1520 1530 1540 1550
Plague IV Period (Mid-Year of Period)

Conclusion

During the Protestant Reformation, some but not all German cities adopted new municipal legal
institutions. These institutions expanded state capacity and established public schooling. The cities
that adopted these institutions grew faster over the next 200 years. These cities attracted and
produced more upper tail human capital individuals and embarked on more dynamic development
trajectories. Cities that adopted Protestantism but did not formalise public goods institutions in law
had no similar advantage.

Our results strongly suggest that human capital was not dormant, waiting to be ‘activated’ during the
Industrial Revoiution — it was instead a fundamental driver of growth over the early modern period.
More broadly, our findings suggest that the Protestant Reformation was a canonical model of the
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CHAPTER 5

5=

Post-1945 capitalism:
variations across
countries

National capitalisms

A COHERENT SET OF INSTITUTIONS and mechanisms were
set up after 1945 to regulate capitalism at the international level.
This still left substantial room, however, for a number of distinct
varieties of national capitalism. In part, this was because the
initial design of the Bretton Woods system, with its restrictions
cn international capital flows, allowed considerable scope for
economic policy autonomy at the national level. But the exist-
ence of national varieties of capitalism goes well beyond this
szope for policy autonomy and reflects wider and more profound
differences in the practice of capitalism around the world.
Variations in national capitalisms, in general, can be attrib-
uted to the fact that economiss are path-dependent, that is, they

have histories which shape the decisions which are made and
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the institutions which arise, in any particular time period. These
histories include the strength of various classes, the national
experiences which countries have been through and the chal-
lenges which they face. “Markets” do not exist in institutional
vacuums but, as sociologists such as Karl Polanyi (1944) have
argued, are “embedded” in social structures. How markets oper-
ate depends, therefore, on how national capitalist economies
have been forged and evolved.

Furthermore, many of the actors in capitalist economies -
governments, firms and associations - function in ways which do
not rely on “the market”. Boyer and Hollingsworth (1997: 433),
for example, two authors who stress the social and institutional
framework within which economic activity takes place, argue
that “some of the most competitive firms, regions, and nations
are based on mechanisms of economic coordination that are
totally different from pure market mechanisms”. These methods
of coordination range from internal hierarchies in case of the
firms, to high levels of trust and cooperation (or social capital)
for regions and nations, and to market-guiding government
intervention at the national level. They all point to the need to
consider the wider social, political and organizational structures
within which capitalist profit-making takes place.

In the post-1945 period national capitalisms also varied
because of the different specific challenges which they faced. The
defeated countries of Japan and Germany faced a different set of
challenges than the victorious powers. The Allied occupation
of Japan in the immediate post-war period led to the adoption
of a new constitution. Germany’s fear of a repeat of the hyper-
inflation of the early 1930s was reflected in a strong role for

a conservative Bundesbank. The history of colonialism in the
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Third World led to nationalist movements in the post-1945
period, movements which sought independence and national
control over their economies.

Of course, capitalist countries also faced many similar chal-
lenges. For example, it was clear in all of the advanced core
capitalist countries that new institutional arrangements would
be required to ensure that the demands of a stronger labour
movement could be accommodated. Capitalism would need to be
reformed to address labour’s calls for greater economic security
and a fairer distribution of income. In the core countries, the
power of the organized working class and the extension of the
franchise, while growing throughout the century, had by the end
cf the Second World War become sufficiently widespread that
it was necessary for labour to be more fully incorporated into
economic decision-making. Labour, at least in the core countries,
had become a political force which could no longer be ignored
or suppressed.

All capitalist countries were also left with the legacy of the
devastation of the previous 50 years, a legacy which brought a
determination and general acceptance of the need to find g more
humane operational basis for capitalism. This was based not only
on the experience of the 19305 but also on a necessity to meet
the challenge posed by a rising Soviet Union offering a non-
capitalist alternative. But the institutions which emerged in the
face of these common challenges showed considerable variation
between countries. A number of naticnal capitalisms became
evident as each country addressed the historical legacies and
post-war challenges in different ways.

Most of the analyses of different varieties of national capital-

ism have focused on the core capitalist countries, especially on
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the US, UK, Germany, Japan and the Scandinavian countries.
I follow this convention here and first summarize the types of
capitalism, drawing primarily on these countries. These varieties
of capitalism are sometimes referred to as “models” of capitalism.
This points to the fact that these national capitalisms can be seen
as coherent sets of institutions which can be theorized at the
abstract level. Following the overview of the versions or “models”
of capitalism found in the core capitalist countries, I will also
briefly discuss some of the other varieties of capitalism which
have been found outside of the capitalist core.

How capitalisms differ: state—capital—
labour relations

National capitalisms can be differentiated by the nature of the
relations between the main agents in the economy, namely, the
state, capital (itself sometimes divided between finance and
industry) and labour. That is, national capitalisms can be differ-
entiated by the ways in which state-capital-labour relations are
organized. In some analyses, the distinctions between capitalisms
are analysed in terms of variations in “state-market” relations,
where the market referred to here consists of the actions of busi-
nesses and, with less D\mncm:n% the actions of labour.

Consider first, state~capital (or state-busi ness) relations. These
relations vary depending on the role assigned to the state in
managing the economy. One model is for the state to be respons-
ible for the Mmacroeconomy but to play no direct or guiding
role in the decisions taken by firms as to how much they
should invest or in what fields to invest. A different approach is
for the government to play a much larger direct or indirect role
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in ensuring adequate levels of private investment and perhaps
playing a role in the allocation of that investment to certain key
industrial sectors, such as the microelectronics or heavy industry
sectors, for example.

Secondly, how should capital-labour relations be managed?
One model is for the state to provide the legal framework within
which firms and trade unions must operate but, having provided
this, to play little further role in determining the outcome of
wage bargaining. In this approach, wage bargaining takes place
in a decentralized fashion witk: the outcomes determined by the
relative strengths of firms and unions in particular industries.
A different approach is for the state, as well as providing a legal
framework for the conduct of industrial relations, to take an
active role in determining the level of wage settlements in the
economy. This approach relies upon the government, employers
and trade unions negotiating at the national level about what the
economy can afford, how much will be distributed as wages and
profits, and how much the governmert will provide in terms
of welfare state provisions or tke “social wage”. Often referred to
as “corporatism”, this model relies on a more consensual form
of capitalism." It also points tc a further way of distinguishing
between national capitalisms - on the basis of the extent and
forms of welfare states. A final “model” is for the state to actively
impose forms of labour organization, and roles for trade unions,
which seek to control the power of organized labour.

A further issue relating to capital-labour relations concerns
how training is organized and who is responsible for it. If labour
is, or is encouraged to be, mobile between firms, then any
individual firm has little incentive to incur the cost of training

workers. If it does so, it will pay the costs of training but the
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worker may subsequently be poached by other firms who are able
to offer higher wages precisely because they do not incur training
costs themselves. In such a situation, firms are penalized if they
provide training and the level of investment in workers in the
economy is likely to be low. In this case, the state may step in to
provide the training that firms would like but are unlikely to
provide themselves. In other economies, workers may, through
various incentives and mechanisms, be encouraged to stay with
firms for a long period, perhaps even a lifetime of employment.
In these circumstances, it is much more obviously in the firms’
interests to provide worker training.

A third factor differentiating national capitalisms concerns the
ways in which industry is financed. In this context, a distinction
is typically made between stock market and bank based systems
of industrial financing. In stock market based systems, firms
raise their external funds through the issue of equities as well as
through bank loans. Stock markets are therefore used as an inter-
mediary between savers (individuals and institutional investors)
and borrowers (the firms). The expected profitability of the firm
is reflected in the stock market price and the manager of the firm
is required to maximize profits in order to maximize the returns
to shareholders. In this way, it is argued that stock markets dis-
cipline firm executives to act in the interests of the shareholders
(rather their in their own interests); if they don’t, share prices
will fall and shareholders may replace the existing executives
with more competent or profit-oriented executives. If executives
are not utilizing the firm’s resources efficiently, they also run the
threat of being taken over by other firms who see an opportunity
to reorganize production and increase profits. In theory, this is

the role that stock markets play in capitalist economies.
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Critics of the stock market based financial system argue that
shareholders actually have very little oversight over firm execu-
tives; the latter frequently get huge salaries and bonuses despite
the poor performance of their firms. Critics also argue that this sys-
tem leads to “short-termism” where firm executives have to focus
on short-term share prices and takeover threats to the detriment
of long-run strategic planning and investment. The latter, it is
argued, is best realized in a bank based financial system in which
banks are the main lenders to firms. Banks, the argument runs,
can use their expertise to better evaluate firm investment plans and,
by developing long-term relationships with firms often including
a seat on the firm’s board, can provide long-term support for
soundly managed firms, Opponents of this system argue that it can
lead to bank-business relations becoming too close with the result
that independent financial decisions are compromised, and that
this model tends to disadvantage new firms entering the market.
Given these dimensions over which national capitalisms may
vary, sumarized in Box 5.1, it i common to find a number of dif-
ferent types of capitalism identified among the major capitalist
countries. Typically, between two and four varieties of capitalism
are identified, with the membership of each variety depending on
the precise features of capitalism under investigation.
Here, I distinguish between three broad types of capitalism.
It should be remembered thar these types are generalizations
which seek to capture the basic features of particular countries,
although important differences are still likely to remain even
betwzen countries which are members of the same type. The
three types are the Anglo-American (or laissez-faire or liberal)
model, the northern European (or corporatist) model, and the
Japanese (or developmentalist) model.

»++ POST-1945 CAPITALISM: VARIATIONS ACROSS COUNTRIES +--

BOX 5.1

How national capitalisms differ

LTIt

1 In state—capital relations by the degree to which governments

(or state agencies) directly intervene or guide investment
decisions.

2 In state—capital-labour relations by the degree to which
governments are involved in wage determination.

3 In state-labour relations by the extent and form of the welfare

bt Ity tele bty b B

state (or the social wage).

4 In state-labour relations by the degree of state control over
labour organizations and trade unions.

il el gl it e e

5 In state—capital-labour relations in terms of who provides
training.

6 In industry—finance relations in terms of the relative
importance of banks and stock markets in financing firms’

investment.
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The Anglo-American model: decentralized
wage bargaining and stock markets

The Anglo-American model, based on the experience and institu-
tional frameworks of capitalism in the US and the UK, has the
following characteristics. It is a decentralized system in which
wage bargaining is conducted without the direct intervention
of the state. Capital-labour relations are conceived in basically
adversarial terms and strikes are a normal part of industrial
bargaining. The state provides, and often changes, the legal

framework within which bargaining takes place. The changes in
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the legal framework may be intended to strengthen the bargain-
ing hand of one of the egents, capital or labour, at the expense
of the other and, as a result, may be resisted from time to time
by those disadvantaged. Labour markets are relatively “thick” in
the sense that workers may move relatively freely between firms,
Long-term contracts are relatively uncommon, with firms more
likely to adjust to changes in demand by laying off workers, and
firm investment in worker training is relatively low. This model
is also characterized by & relatively high reliance on stock mar-
kets as financial intermediaries. The welfare state does not enter
as part of an explicit bargain over a “social wage” but has a more
residual form, especially in the US, where it has been designed
to serve as a protection against poverty and as a safety net rather
than as a more extensive vehicle aimed at promoting egalitarian
outcomes. In the UK the welfare state played a more exten-
sive role, especially in the 1945-1979 period; the US has been
much closer to a low tax-low welfare state model. This Anglo-
American model of capitalism gives a large coordinating role to

markets and assigns a relatively small direct role to the state.

The northern European or corporatist model:
consensual decision-making and a large
welfare state

The northern European or corporatist mode] is typically
attributed to countries such as Germany, Sweden and Norway
and sometimes includes other countries such as Denmark and
Belgium. These countries have developed a form of capitalism in
which wage bargaining takes place at the national level typically

between representazives of capital, labour and the state. The
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national bargaining framework also covers welfare state services

and income distribution objectives. This is a high tax-high welfare

state model. Tripartite committees, between capital, labour and

the state, form an important part of the overall policy frame-

work. Workplace industrial relations have attempted to follow a
more cooperative path, and industrial democracy, including hav-
ing workers’ representatives on company boards, has been given
a higher profile in this model. Relations between employer and
employee have been more stable, based on longer-term commit-
ments and institutionalized through employment protection.
Finance is primarily bank-based with long-term relationships
established between banks and firms to whom they lend. Thus,
this model is characterized by “patient capital” and “patient
labour”, to use German economist Wolfgang Streeck’s (2001)
terms. The compromise between capital and labour under this
form of capitalism therefore differs substantially from the
compromise reached in the case of Anglo-American capitalism.
In the European corporatist model, capital and labour appear
more as partners with the state in national economic planning.
In the Anglo-American model, the state takes a back seat and
independent capital and labour organizations confront each other

in more adversarial terms.

An aside on varieties of welfare states

The classification of countries into different “varieties” changes
depending on the issue being examined. I have classified coun-
tries according to state—capital-labour relations. In work focusing
on the welfare state, however, Esping-Andersen (1990) proposes
a division between liberal welfare states (as found in the US and

Bl Y

T = —— T 8






*«- CAPITALISM ---

UK, for example), conservative/corporativistic welfare states
(such as that found in Germany) and social democratic welfare
states (as found in Norway and Sweden). In my analysis I have
collapsed the latter two categories into one, since I am working
ata more general level than a focus on the welfare state.

It is also worth noting that forms of the welfare state, since
they influence the ways in which individuals and households
relate to “the market”, have implications for gender relations,
Feminist analysis has differentiated between Esping-Andersen’s
“three worlds of welfare capitalism” on the basis of their implica-
tions for women. Ray Broomhill and Rhonda Sharp (2003) neatly
summarize the implications in the following way. The liberal
welfare state promotes a “dual breadwinner—female carer”
gender contract in which women are expected to contribute to
family income but to remain as primary care givers. In the con-
servative weifare state, policies have been structured to promote
a “male breadwinner—female carer” gender contract in which more
SUpport is given to women to remain within the household. In

the social democratic welfare state, a “dual breadwinner-srate
carer” gender contracr has emerged in which policies are designed
to permit a more equal sharing of work responsibilities but with
substantial publicly funded caring. Varieties of welfare state,

therefore, have important implications for gender relations.

Japanese (or East Asian) developmental

capitalism: guiding the market and
controlling labour

Corporatism finds resonance with the experience of the third

variety of capitalism, national developmental capitalism, which
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is associated with the Japanese model. Here too, bank based
finance dominates, with the keiretsu model — one bank with a set
of client enterprises — being the preferred model for organizing
the financing of investment. Long-term relationships between
banks and firms are mirrored by long-term relationships
between firms — such as suppliers with their purchasers — and
between firms with their employees. Indeed, until very recently,
“lifetime employment” was the norm for large Japanese firms.
Under these circumstances, labour mobility between firms was
low and loyalty to the company was high. While these character-
istics of the Japanese system demonstrate a commonality with
the corporatist countries of northern Europe, other parts of the
Japanese institutional framework depart from the northern
European experience. This is particularly the case with respect to
the role of labour. In Japan, trade unions were set up in 1945
under allied occupation, and a period of brutal and bloody strikes
occurred during the next 15 years, culminating in the miners’
strike of 1960. This was something of a watershed in Japanese
industrial relations and after that a more consensual approach to
industrial relations was implemented. In this system, unions
were enterprise unions, that is, formed to represent the workers
in one firm. This reduced the power of organized labour as a
national force and led to a changed system of industrial relations
in which company interests and worker interests were increas-
ingly seen as overlapping.

The company formed a “mini-society” with workers increas-
ingly identifying with “their” firm. A more egalitarian structure
was encouraged with differences between shop floor workers
and executives minimized (at least compared to the Anglo-

American model). Pay scales reflected seniority as individuals
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were rewarded for length of service with the firm. Union leaders
frequently became members of the management. It should be
noted, however, that this structure was only relevant for large

companies in Japan. In the small business sector, these practices
were not found and a much less
existed here.

“cooperative” framework

While the Japanese model has some important similarities
with the northern European corporatist countries in terms of the
more consensual approach taken to economic management and
industrial relations, there were also some disrinctive characterist-
ics. These distinctive characteristics can also be found in other
areas. For example, the welfare state is much smaller in Japan
than in European countries. Welfare provision is more likely to
be provided and organized at the family or company level than at
the state level. Women’s participation in the workforce is lower
than in many other OECD countries and the gender wage-gap
that is, the difference between the average wages of men msa.
women, is typically higher than thoge found elsewhere.

Japan is also distinctive in the extent to which government
agencies influenced the investment decisions of private corpora-
tions. The Ministry of International Trade and Industry (MITI)
has been singled out by many authors for its key role in guiding
the investment of Japanese companies into microelectronics
and computers in the 1960s and 1970s. State policies towards
foreign direct investment, international trade, finance and tech-
nology acquisition were all critical in building up Japan’s own
industrial base, protecting it from foreign competitors and
fostering its entry into global markets.

It is this state-led development strategy, characterized by

state control or influence over finance, technology and trade
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which has led to the identification of a “Japanese model of capit-

alist development” followed by Japan in the decades following

the end of the Second World War and then adopted by other East

Asian economies such as Taiwan and South Korea from the mid-

1960s. In line with the writings of Friedrich List and the earlier

experience of Germany and the US, these “late, late industrial-

izers” relied on a model of capitalism which involved a greater
role for the state. This interpretation of the characteristics of
capitalist development in key East Asian countries provides an
alternative to that of Fukuyama (1992) outlined in Chapter 2.
State—capital relations were such that in the case of South Korea,
for example, economist Alice Amsden (1989) has argued that
the giant South Korean firms (or chaebols such as Samsung and
Hyundai) were disciplined by state agencies. These firms would
receive financial support from the state-controlled banking system
only if they met export (or other) targets set by the government.
This Japanese or East Asian developmentalist model also relied
on a form of state-labour relations which was inimical to the
existence of independent trade unions for a significant part of
the period of capitalist industrialization. The limited role of the
welfare state, greater reliance on the family, and more unequal
conditions of work for women were also common throughout

the East Asian countries.

These three varieties of capitalism — Anglo-American, northern
European and Japanese developmentalist — have received consid-
erable attention. These varieties describe capitalism in some, but
not all, of the core capitalist countries. France, for example, does
not fit neatly into any of these three varieties, and would con-

stitute a fourth variety of national capitalism based on high
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levels of state Planning but with less well-developed corporatist

institutions than the northern European countries.

National varieties of capitalism as rivals

One question which is frequently asked is “Which variety of
capitalism performs best?” “Best” is typically defined in terms
of securing economic growth, full employment and distributional
equity. This is a difficult question because describing institu-
tional structures and measuring economic outcomes is easier
to do than to establish causal relationships between them.
Furthermore, the relative performance of the different types
of capitalist model has also varied over time. In the 1960s, the
1970s and much of the 1980s, the growth of the Japanese,
German and Scandinavian countries pointed to the superiority
of these models. Faced with the turbulent decade of the 1970s
when oil prices rose twice, it was argued that the corporatist
countries were better able to adjust to these shocks because they
had the institutional mechanisms in place which enabled soci-
eties to respond in relatively non-conflictual ways. In contrast,
the UK was unable to effectively respond to the crises with irs
decentralized system of wage bargaining and its antagonistic
industrial relations system. The US was argued to be in con-
tinual relative decline, with Japan, especially, increasingly challeng-
ing its economic predominance. Particularly in the 1980s and
early 1990s, it was common to find books and articles op the
Japanese :n_..m:m:mmﬁ or more no~oc~?:v\ “threat”, to the US and
on predictions of economic “battles” and “wars” between the
US and Japan. During this period, too, there was much talk of a
coming “Pacific century” in which the centre of gravity of global
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capitalism would shift from the Atlantic to the mm_ﬁmn. or from
the US to Asia. In short, the varieties of national capitalism were
interpreted not simply as being interesting institutional frame-
works for analysis but as rival capitalisms.
For much of the post-war period it seemed, therefore, that
the corporatist or Japanese models would predominate in this
struggle between rival forms of capitalism. However, in the 1990s,
the relative performance of the US and UK provided a counter to
this prediction. In the 1990s, the US economy enjoyed :m.wo:mmmﬁ
post-war boom and the UK shed its label of being the “sick man
of Europe”. In contrast, Japan entered a decade-long slump m.:m
European growth rates slowed as the centralized wage bargain-
ing system and extensive welfare state provision were seen Wm
detrimental to economic and social “flexibility”. The changes in
the performance of national capitalisms over time are explored

further in the next chapter.

Varieties of capitalism: a matter of
choice or history?

Can a country choose to adopt the institutional framework of a
different type of capitalism or are there historical and cultural
constraints which limit the degree of choice? Certainly, popular
commentators such as Will Hutton (2002), in arguing for Britain
to become more similar to the northern European model, and
less like the US, believe that institutional frameworks are trans-
ferable and adaptation is possible. Indeed, there have been a
number of examples in the post-1945 period of countries
attempting to adopt the institutional features of other models.

For example, “Japanese-style” industrial relations have been
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introduced into “Anglo-American” settings, especially in the
automobile industry. As another mxm._dw_m‘ at the state level,
Australia finds most resonance with the Anglo-American model
but in the 1980s the Australian Labor Party introduced an
“Accord” as a way of Promoting more corporatist frameworks
into the predominantly Anglo-American institutional setting.
This experiment was problematic in that, lacking the deeper
institutional foundations of corporatist countries, it often
involved wage restraint on the part of labour but with little
corresponding restraint on business (other than some form of
“price restraint”). Mora often than nor it collapsed into an
unworkable “incomes policy” rather than being a genuine tool
of social reform which changed the balance of power between
capital, state and labour.? The same could be said of the “Social
Contract” introduced by the British Labour Party in the 1970s.
The difficulties of transplanting the features of one variety
of capitalism into another would not come as a surprise to those
who point to the long historical roots of national capitalisms.
They suggest a more cautious approach to the question of trans-
ferability. For example, the more interventionist, market con-
straining, variants of capitalism found in Germany and Japan
have been argued to owe their origins to the industrialization
process in these countries in the late nineteenth century. In the
German case, Gerhard Lehmbruch (2001) argues that responses
to the financial crises of the 1870s resulted in a sharing of
State-private responsibilities which laid the basis for the sub-
sequent development of corporatism. The importance of history is
reinforced by Philip Manow (2001) who argues that the welfare
state in Germany was developed in the late nineteenth century
as a way of extending benefits to influential groups so as to
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secure their commitment to the dominant system in the absence
of political democracy. The welfare state was subsequently
expanded on more universalist principles in the post-1945
period.

Manow (2001) further argues that the enterprise-based welfare
system developed in Japan also dates from the late nineteenth
century and resulted from the same pressures to provide benefits
to key constituencies in the absence of political democracy. In
the Anglo-American cases, welfare states were more a response
to the rising power of labour and class struggle “from below”
rather than from “top-down” conservative reformers trying to
engineer social peace and cooperation as in the German and
Japanese cases (see Streeck 2001: 13). These examples, by illus-
trating that state-capital-labour relations have evolved over
decades (and even centuries) within specific national contexts,
suggest that the scope for “model choice” may be constrained
in important ways. The prospects for a “convergence” of national
capitalisms under the forces of globalization are discussed fur-

ther in Chapter 7.

Varieties of capitalism: Asia, Russia and
Latin America

Capitalism varies between the core capitalist countries, between
non-core countries, and between the core and non-core coun-
tries. The state-led developmental capitalism of some of the
countries of East Asia can also be seen as a form of “authorit-
arian capitalism”, given the suppression of independent labour
movements which has characterized the growth process in these

countries. This variety of capitalism is not, however, the only
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way in which “Acjan” capitalism has been described. Another

popular interpretation places the emphasis on the role of
“networks”, particularly
diaspora. According to this interpretation, a unique brand of
“Asian” or “Chinese” capitalism can be identified which relies

heavily on personal relations and persanal networks. “Markets”
,

netwerks among the overseas Chinese

as arm’s-length transactionsg between buyers and s
typically do not know each cther, are legg import

ellers who
ant in this
model than persona] contacts between participants who may be
known to each other or connected through kinship o
These personal relatjor s build levels of trust betwe

the economy which enable them to éngage in trans

r ethnic ties,
€n agents in

actions even
where the security of private property or transpare

of the market is absent. Because of the role of kin
in these networks, and the role of the Chinese famil
as the unit of production, this model is also some
to as being a “familia] capitalism”,

As a further variant, consider the ¢
in Russia since the fall

nt regulation
ship relations
y-run business

times referred

apitalism that has emerged
of communism. Here, the transition to
capitalism occurred rapidly with the fall of Gorbachev in 1991,
In came the IMF ang Western economic a

dvisors who proposed
“shock therapy”

to rapidly break the psychology of central planning
and dependency on the state and to promote the “spontaneous”
formation of markets. This, together with mass Privatization,
was to be the basis for capitalism. Bertram Silverman and
ZE.B% Yanowitch (2000: 128), in their study of the “New

Russia”, have argued that “unlike other capitalist countries,

Russia started its transition to a modern market system as a

state-controlled industia] €conomy and not as an economy char-

acterized by early unbridled capitalism. Rather than humanizing
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an already existing capitalist system by increasing the role
of government, trade unions, and other voluntary associations,
Russia needed to dismantle its srate-controlled economy and
replace it with a modern mixed economy.” Hewever, in the pro-
cess of dismantling state control, the reforms destroyed institu-
tional government structures and resulted in “the disintegration
of the social order” (Silverman and Yanowitch 2000: 130). The
State apparatus was weakened to the point where it could not
operate as an effective check on business — indeed it became sub-
servient to its aims and was easily corrupted as the lines between
private and public spheres became increasingly blurred. The
result was therefore a transition to what has been referred to
earlier as “gangster capitalism” with businesses able to operate
largely above the law. The result for the Russian people has been
growing poverty so that anywhere from 30 to 50 per cent of the
population are now reported to be living below the poverty line
(with women disproportionately represented), huge inequalit-
ies between the new rich capitalist elite (often members of the
previous communist bureaucracy) and ordinary people, growing
social problems, and plummeting male life expectancy. The
Russian people have also had to cope with a collapse in output
worse than that experienced in Western Europe in the Great
Depression of the 1930s. The Russian “model” of capitalism,
therefore, has blurred the lines between state and capital and
largely excluded labour altogether as a political force,

In Latin America, &mmwmdnmn:m models of capitalism is more
problematic than in the core capitalist countries. For one thing,
as John Sheahan (2002: 25) notes, in Latin America “countries
change their versions of capitalism more frequently, and more

radically, than European countries do”. Furthermore, the political
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landscape is more complex, with military and/or authoritarian
rule commonplace over the past rm_m.nmnEQ. As Sheahan argues
(2002: 48), “Latin American capitalists have not been consistent
enthusiasts for democracy. Nor have North
in the region.”

American investors

Nevertheless, Sheahan suggests that two types of capitalism
can be identified, although each has three sub-versiong. The two
broad versions are termed “liberal capitalism” (which corres-
ponds most closely to the Anglo-American versjon discussed
above) and a more “activist” version which stresses a greater
economic role for the state in fostering development, Although
there are some exceptions, the role of labour in Latin American
capitalism is generally much weaker than in the core countries
and is often repressed. One variant of the activist model allows
for a more inclusionary political cconomy which typically pro-
vides greater Opportunities for education thap in other versions,
The instability of regimes in the region has meant that many
Countries have, during the post-war period, experimented with
several versions of capitalism, switching between libera] and
activist versions and their sub-variants,

In Latin America, at least, governments have viewed alterna-
tive models of capitalism as policy choices. There remains some
commonality berween most of the experiments, however, in that
patterns of landholding and income distribution are highly
unequal and politica] power has remained concentrated in the
hands of those closely allied to the holders of €conomic power,
whether domestic or international .? Ag a result, poverty remains
high, and by the end of the 1990s over half of the population
of Latin America was living in poverty.*
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State—capital relations in both Russia and, for most of the
post-war period, much of Latin America can be characterized,
therefore, as the state being the servant of the capital (and far
removed from the imagined “impartial umpire” of the “ordered
brawl”). It is not surprising to find many instances of corruption
here as political leaders sought to enrich themselves in the
process of ensuring that private firms were provided with a
“favourable business environment”. In other countries outside
the core - the Philippines under Marcos and Zaire (the Congo)
under Mobutu come readily to mind - the state was powerful
enough to enrich its leaders at the expense of the businesses
that fed it, with the result that the “predatory” state drove the
economy into an economic decline.,

There is much talk today about the need for “good govern-
ance”. Central elements in how countries are governed are the
relationships between state, capital and labour. Many relation-
ships are possible, with the result that some capitalisms are
more humane and more productive than others. For example,
some major gains for labour have been made in some states and
in some periods, especially in the northern European corporatist
countries during the period from 1945 to, say, 1990. Outside the
core countries, capitalist countries are typically more repressive
towards labour, more unequal in their outcomes and less demo-
cratic in their polities than their counterparts in the core. As cap-
italism has evolved in many parts of the world under the aegis
of imperialism and colonialism, it has been less amenable to the
types of progressive social policies which have been demanded
and achieved in many Western capitalist societies. The ability

of organized labour to play the same role in developing countries
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that it has played in most of the core capitalist countries js
constrained by its relatively small size (with a large part of the
labour force in the agricultural and informal sectors) as well as
by the frequency of state repression. The relations between state,
capital and labour are rooted in history and while some changes
in Institutional structures are always possible, and frequently
desirable, the scope for such changes is nevertheless constrained
by historical factors. Changes in institutional structures do
occur, however, as the capitalist revolution in the countries
of the former Soviet bloc demonstrate.

The varieties of capitalism are not immune to historical
change either, They have been presented here in a static way,
designed to highlight their differences. Of course, none of the
varieties of capitalism have gone unaltered in the last half of
the twentieth century. They have all been faced with pressures
for change from domestic and international sources. The next

chapter analyses the changes in the nature of capitalism since
1945,

Further reading

For a comprehensive review of the main varieties of capitalism dis-
cussed in this chapter, together with an assessment of their rela-
tive performances, see David Coates, Models of Capitalism: Growth
and Stagnation in the Modern, Era, Malden, MA: Polity Press, 2000.
The differences between British and Japanese industrial rela-
tions systems is discussed in the classic, but now dated, work
by Ronald Dore, British Factory - Japanese Factory: The Origins of

National Diversity in Indystrig] Relations, Berkeley: University of
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California Press, 1973. For an excellent account of capital-labour
relations in post-war Japan, see John Price, Japan Works: Power
and Paradox in Postwar Industrial Relations, Ithaca, NY: ILR/
Cornell University Press, 1991. For the ways in which other
countries in East Asia adopted developmentalist institutions and
structures, see Gordon White, editor, Developmental States in East
Asia, London: Macmillan, 1988. For the role of MITI in Japanese
economic development, see Chalmers Johnson, MIT] and the Japan-
ese Miracle: The Growth of Industrial Policy 1925-1975, Stanford,
CA: Stanford University Press, 1982.

For differences in welfare state systems, an influential book
is Gosta Esping-Andersen’s The Three Worlds of Welfare Capitalism,
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

The damaging effects of IMF policies on Russia are docu-
mented by Joseph Stiglitz, a recent former chief economist at the
World Bank, in Globalization and its Discontents, London: Norton,
2002. The inequalities arising under Russian capitalism are
analysed in Bertram Silverman and Murray Yanowitch, New Rich,
New Poor, New Russia: Winners and Losers on the Russian Road to
Capitalism, second edition, Armonk, NY: Sharpe, 2000. For capit-
alist models and their applicability to Latin America, see Evelyn
Huber, editor, Models of Capitalism: Lessons for Latin America,

Pennsylvania: The Pennsylvania State Press, 2002.

Notes

1 “Corporatism” is a tricky nObnmvH and, like capitalism, can be found
in a number of different guises. As well as the consensual form,
outlined here, in which the state interacts with independent capital
and labour organizations, it can also occur in authoritarian form
where the state dominates the other two agents. This “authoritarian
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corporatism” has characterized a number of countries in Latin
America and East Asia.

See Stilwell (2000: Chapter 11) for the Australian case.

And, of course, these holders of power have limited the policy
choices to alternative models of capitalism. Models based on
seciaism have often come to an abrup: end, such as in the case
of Allende’s Chile which resulted in the 1973 military coup. It
remains to be seen if new directions arise from the Charez end
Morales presidencies in Venezuela and Bolivia respectively.

Povery is defined here as consumption less than one-third of
the national average for 1993. See Sheahan (2002: 38).

CHAPTER 6

G

Post-1945 capitalism:
variations over time

Introduction

CAPITALISM IS AN EVER-CHANGING system. The latter half
of the twentieth century is no exceptjon. Just as state-capital—
labour relations differ between countries, so they vary over time
for capitalist countries taken as a whole. Broadly speaking, the
latter half of the twentieth century can be divided into three
main periods. From 1945 to approximately 1970, the capitalist
economies experienced a period of historically rapid growth
based on the Bretton Woods agreement which set out the inter-
national architecture of the post-war capitalist order and on
Keynesianism domestically. This period has been described as
a “golden age” in which state, capital and labour combined to
produce historically impressive economic results. The policies
governing capitalist economies in this period were broadly con-
sistent with those advocated by capitalism’s reformist critics
outlined in Chapter 3. The 1970s can be seen as a decade of






