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SUMMARY

This report provides evidence and analysis on how changing patterns of globalization affect transportation
demand and transport costs. Section One, “How Goods Move” provides data from Europe, North and
South America describing which transport modes are employed for international trade and how that has
changed over time. Measured by weight, nearly all international trade with non-adjacent neighbors moves
via ocean vessels. In contrast, the value share of trade moved by air cargo is large and grew steadily from
1965 through 2000. By 2000, more than half of US and Irish export value was airborne. After 2000, the
air share of trade fell sharply worldwide.

A primary reason for these large shifts in modal shares is explained in Section Two, “Measures of
Transportation Costs”. The initial rise in air shipping corresponds to a period in which the relative price of
air cargo dropped by a factor of 10. Between 2000-2008, air cargo rates rose by a third. In addition to
aggregate trends, Section Two describes country and product specific data on transport costs. Inland
shipping represents from 30 to 60 percent of the total door to door shipping bill, depending on the country
in question. Ad-valorem transport costs are comparable in size or larger than tariffs —transportation
expenditures represent 85 percent of the total costs (tariffs plus transportation) faced by the US as an
importer, and 31-63 percent of total costs faced by Latin American Importers. Transportation costs are
considerably higher for poor countries, and vary tremendously across products and source countries. This
implies that transportation costs play an especially large role in altering relative prices across exporters and
determining bilateral variation in trade.

Section Three, “What Determines Shipping Costs” adduces evidence explaining variation in freight rates
across countries, products, and over time. Technological advances in the form of jet engines for air cargo
and containerization for ocean cargo are responsible for sharp reductions in the cost of these modes.
However, these technological improvements can be swamped by significant changes in input costs. For
example, high oil prices are largely responsible for rapid increases in ocean cargo costs in the 1970s as well
as rapid increases in air cargo costs after 2000. Variation in rates across countries is driven primarily by
differences in infrastructure quality and the strength of market power for shipping lines. Variation in rates
across products is driven primarily by differences in their weight to value ratio.

Section Four “Trends in Globalization from a Freight Perspective” provides evidence on trends in
globalization and how these trends affect freight demand. Included in this discussion is the growth in
manufacturing, variation in the weight/value ratios for trade across countries and over time, time costs, the
changing geography of trade, and the changing organization of production, including vertical
specialization/fragmentation and the growing importance of testing markets and "small value" trade flows.

Section Five “Looking Forward” provides the author’s suppositions about future trends in globalization
and transport demand in the short and long run. The key trends are these: rapid economic growth in China
and India will continue, continuing the re-orientation of trade toward Asia and pushing up demand for and
prices of oil. These oil price rises will continue to disadvantage air shipping as they have done since 2000.
Enormous current account deficits in the US, which have facilitated export-led growth in Asia and led to
major cargo imbalances, will narrow. Finally, firms and individuals will find alternative channels — trade in
technology, foreign direct investment, immigration -- other than moving goods for realizing the gains from
trade.

1. How Goods Move
1A Trade with Non-adjacent Partners
Three-quarters of world trade takes place between countries that do not share a land border. Nearly all of

this trade moves via ocean and air modes. Bulk commodities like oil and petroleum products, iron ore,
coal, and grains are shipped almost exclusively via ocean cargo. Bulk cargoes constitute the majority of
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international trade when measured in terms of weight, but are a much smaller and shrinking share of trade
when measured in value terms.

Manufactured goods are the largest and most rapidly growing portion of world trade. To illustrate how
they are transported, Table 1-1 (taken from Hummels 2007a, original source data reported in Table
footnotes) reports worldwide data on ocean and air shipping of non-bulk traded goods. Air shipments
represent less than 1 percent of total tons and ton-miles shipped, but are growing rapidly. Between 1975
and 2004, air tonnages grew at 7.4 percent per annum, much faster than both ocean tonnage and the value
of world trade in manufactures in this period. The relative growth of air shipping is even more apparent in
looking at ton-miles shipped, with 11.7 per annum growth rates going back to 1951.

Assessing changes in the weight of trade is important for transportation planning. Assessing changes in the
value of trade is important for assessing the economic significance of various transportation modes and
their role in trade. Because the heaviest goods travel via ocean, weight-based data on international trade
significantly understate the economic importance of air shipping. The final columns of Table 1-1 report the
value share of air shipments in US trade with non-adjacent partners. In the past 40 years, air shipments
have grown to represent a third of U.S. imports and more than half of U.S. exports with countries outside
North America.

Is the US anomalous? Countries in Latin America and Europe recently began reporting trade with transport
mode detail. Table 1-2 (taken from Moreira et al 2008, original source data reported in table notes)
provides import data by mode for 11 LAC countries and the US as a comparison. For LAC trade with all
countries worldwide the modal split is similar to the US, but with somewhat lower reliance on air shipping
and greater reliance on maritime transport (except for land locked Bolivia and Paraguay).
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Tables 1-3 through 1-6 provide similar data for EU imports and exports from all countries other than the
EU". Table 1-3 reports on import values, including modal shares in 2007, growth in those shares from
2000-2007 and the percentage growth in imports via each mode. In 2007, airborne imports were 18.1
percent of the total, down from 25.1 percent in 2000. In contrast seaborne imports were 50.3 percent of the
import value, up from 41.5 in 2000. Of course, this is a period of rising trade, so the value of imports
entering via all modes rose in this period (see last panel of Table 1-3), however airborne imports rose only
slightly while seaborne import values rose 75 percent. There is great variance across countries in their
reliance on air-borne v. ocean-borne shipments. Of course landlocked countries heavily employ airborne
shipments (presumably the residual seaborne values indicate that the shipment entered somewhere in
Europe via the sea). Richer countries are also more likely to use airborne shipments.

Table 1-4 provides a similar breakout for export value. Exports are more likely to use air (25.1 percent in
2007; down from 31 percent in 2000). And the growth in exports is skewed much more to the use of rail
and road, rather than sea as was the case with imports. Note that airborne exports are especially important
for the UK and Ireland. This likely reflects commodity composition (e.g. the prevalence of electronics and
pharmaceuticals in Irish exports).

Finally, Table 1-5 and 1-6 provide data on imports and exports weight by transport mode. Airborne trade is
a tiny share of the weight of trade. For the EU as a whole, 70 percent of imports and exports move via
maritime routes. However, this fraction varies dramatically across countries reflecting coastal access and
the importance of trade with non-EU eastern European countries.

Note that in Table 1-1 we see the US air share of imports and exports rising steadily from 1965 until a peak
in 2000 before falling in 2004. Subsequent data for the US are not available, but EU data from 2000-2007
are available. Figure 1-1 plots the air share of EU trade from 2000-2007, both imports and exports. For
both imports and exports the air share of trade has fallen rapidly since 2000.

1.B. Trade with Neighbors

Roughly 23 percent of world trade by value occurs between countries that share a land border. This number
has been nearly constant over recent decades, though it varies significantly across continents. For Africa,
the Middle East and Asia, between 1 and 5 percent of trade by value is with land-neighboring countries; for
Latin America trade with land neighbors is 10 to 20 percent of the whole, and for Europe and North
American it is 25-35 percent of trade.

Detailed data on the value of trade with neighbors is somewhat sparse. Unlike the case with air and ocean
shipping there is no globally comprehensive sources of information on modal use but data from the US,
EU and LAC data provide some insights. The US Transborder Surface Freight Data show that in 2007
imports by weight from NAFTA countries are 39% ocean, 21% truck, 20% rail, and 20% pipeline. Imports
by value were 11% ocean, 55% truck, 18% rail, 10% pipeline, and 6% other.

The EU and LAC data are useful for seeing the importance of various land modes not just for immediately
adjacent partners but with all continental partners. The second panel of Table 1-2 shows LAC imports
from other LAC countries. Air use is lower and land use is much higher than in the US data. Table 1-7
shows the land modal shares of trade by weight for EU countries in 2006 and the change since 2000.
Unlike the customs data shown in Tables 1-3 to 1-6, these data include trade within Europe. For most
countries, the use of road dominates.

1. These data were downloaded from the Eurostats dataweb, "External Trade" theme. Apparently the
only data tracking modal use comes from customs data, and EU-origin trade is no longer tracked
through customs.
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1.C. Changes in Modal Demand: Initial Lessons

Why did air transport grow so rapidly until 2000 and fall thereafter? As the next sections show, a major
factor has been the relative cost of air shipping, which fell steadily until 2000, then rose sharply after that.
But an equally important factor has been changes in the nature of trade.

To understand this point, recognize that demand for international transport is an indirect or derived demand
that primarily depends on the demand for international trade itself. An important implication for
transportation planning is that final consumers are sensitive to changes in the delivered price of products,
not to changes in the transportation price. If the cost of transportation substantially affects the delivered
price then modal choice will be driven by cost considerations. But if the transportation price is but a small
fraction of the delivered price, it will likely be trumped by other factors such as timeliness or reliability.

For example, the gains from employing air shipping are more pronounced on longer routes. Choosing air
transport from the UK to France might save a shipper 5 hours, while choosing air transport from China to
France might save 5 weeks. An air premium may be worth paying to save 5 weeks, but not 5 hours. This
is undoubtedly why air shipping is used far less extensively for intra-continental trade than for trade at a
longer distance. It should be noted that the same lesson is true of all cost differentials related to
transportation Port A may charge handling fees per container that are twice the handling fees for Port B,
but unless these differences substantially impact delivered prices of products they will have minimal
impacts on the derived demand for transportation.

Less obviously, but perhaps as important, Table 1-1 shows that a dollar of merchandise trade goods weighs
much less today than in previous years. From 1960-2004, the real value of trade in manufactures grew
about 1.5 percent per year faster than the weight of non-bulk cargoes. If bulk commaodities are included in
the calculation, the real value of all trade grew 1.8 percent faster per year than the weight of all trade.

Reductions in weight/value make it easier to shift from ocean to air shipping because it reduces the ad-
valorem price differential between the two modes. Consider this example. | want to import a $16 bottle of
wine from France. Air shipping costs of $8 are twice ocean shipping costs of $4. Going from ocean to air
increases the delivered cost by $4 or 25 percent. Now suppose my tastes improve and | want to import a
$160 bottle of wine from France so that the weight/value ratio of the product has dropped sharply. The
shipping costs are the same, but now the $4 cost to upgrade to air shipping represents just a 2.5 percent
increase in the delivered price. The consumer is much more likely to use the more expensive shipping
option when the effect on delivered price is smaller.

I will revisit these issues in Section 4 as part of a broader discussion of changes in the nature of world trade
and how these changes affect transportation demand.

2. Measures of Transportation Costs

This section of the paper reports price indices for ocean and air shipping along with ad-valorem measures
of transportation costs. It draws heavily on data and discussion from Hummels (2007a). In some cases the
data series in questions offers world-wide coverage of costs, while in others the data are drawn from
sources with narrower geographic coverage. This makes it difficult to ascertain whether data patterns are
unique to the particular source in question. Where appropriate | have commented on the generality of
specific results.

2.A. Ad Valorem Measures of Transportation Costs
International trade economists typically express transportation costs in ad valorem terms, that is, the cost of
shipping relative to the value of the good. This is useful because it describes the size of the wedge that

transportation costs drive between origin and destination prices, and because it facilitates comparison with
tariff barriers. The best data for evaluating the ad valorem impact of transportation costs over time comes
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from a few importers such as New Zealand, the United States, and the ALADI countries of Latin America
that collect freight expenditures as part of their import customs declarations.’

2. An alternative approach constructs indirect measures of transportation costs using a “matched
partner” technique. In principle, exporting countries report trade flows exclusive of freight and
insurance and importing countries report flows inclusive of freight and insurance. If measured
without error, comparing the valuation of the same flow reported by both the importer and exporter
yields a difference equal to transport costs. Examples of papers using this technique include
Geraci and Prewo (1977), Rose (1991), Harrigan (1993), Baier and Bergstrand (2001) and Limao
and Venables (2001). Even UNCTAD'’s Review of Maritime Transport, the pre-eminent annual
publication on international transportation and trade issues, relies heavily on matched-partner data
from the IMF to construct measures of ad-valorem shipping costs on a worldwide basis. However,
Hummels and Lugovskyy (2006) show that the “matched partner” technique is subject to enormous
measurement error and in fact produces time series variation that is orthogonal to actual variation
in shipping costs.
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BOX1

Denoting the origin price of a good as P destination price as p*, and per unit shipping costs as f , We

*
have P =P+ f . International trade economists typically express costs in ad-valorem terms, that is, the
percentage change in prices induced by transportation,
* f
p_ — 1+ —
p p

A common but inaccurate approach is to model the f term as a constant percentage * of value shipped, in
*
P~ haso)
which case the ad-valorem cost is independent of the goods price, or

These data enable us to examine ad valorem transportation costs for an individual good sold by a particular
exporter, or to calculate aggregate expenditures on transportation divided by aggregate import value. This
aggregate measure is equivalent to an average of ad-valorem transport costs for each good, after weighting
each good by its share of value in trade. That is, define ad-valorem transport costs for an individual good
as

We can then calculate the aggregate ad-valorem transport costs as the aggregate expenditures on
transportation divided by aggregate import value. This is mathematically equivalent to a trade-weighted

agy _ kak K
average of the transportability for individual goods k , ¢ Zk , Where S is the value share of
good K in trade.

Figure 2-1 reports time series variation in total freight expenditures as a share of total import value for
New Zealand and the US (omitting North America).®> The New Zealand data cover 1963-1997, a period in
which aggregate transportation expenditures fluctuated between a low of 7 percent of import value (in
1970) and a high of 11 percent (in 1974) but exhibited no clear trend. The U.S. data cover 1974-2004, a
period in which aggregate expenditures on freight declined steadily from about 8 percent of the value of
total imports in 1974 down to about 4 percent in 1997 before leveling off. However, the apparent
downward trend in the US series may be misleading. The contrast with the New Zealand data and
evidence in the next section makes clear that much of the apparent decline in aggregate US transport
expenditures in this period is an artifact of the 1974 starting point and the large effect of the oil shock on
prices in that year.

While Figure 2-1 accurately measures freight expenditures, this is not necessarily an accurate picture of
transportation costs. Since the share of trade in a particular product is low when shipping costs are high,
actual freight expenditures will tend to understate transportation costs faced by typical goods. In US data,
for example, unweighted averages of transportation costs in a particular year are typically 2 to 3 times
higher than the weighted average reported in Figure 2-1. Over time, a switch toward more proximate
trading partners, or toward more transportable goods, can lower the aggregate value of expenditures on
transportation even if true shipping costs are unchanged. Similarly, an increase in transport service quality

3. Canada and Mexico are omitted because freight expenditures on surface shipping are measured
with much greater error.
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such as a switch from ocean to air shipping can raise aggregate expenditures considerably. In the sections
below, | provide measures that control for these important compositional shifts.

To get a broader perspective on the ad-valorem importance of transport costs, | next compare data from the
US and Latin America. Table 2-1 is taken from Hummels, Lugovskyy, and Skiba (2008). It provides data
on transportation costs for imports into the US and a number of Latin American countries in 2004, and
makes clear several basic facts about costs of trade. One, ad valorem transport costs are negatively
correlated with per capita income — they are 1.5-2.5 times higher for Latin American importers than for the
United States, and systematically higher for low income exporters into a given import market.

Two, transport costs are comparable in size to, or larger than, tariffs. For the median good in US imports
transportation represents 85 percent of the total costs (transport plus tariffs) faced by an exporter. For
historical contrast, transport expenditures on the median good were half as much as tariff duties for US
imports in 1958 (Waters, 1970), and equal to tariff duties in 1965 (Finger and Yeats, 1976). For Latin
American importers, transportation costs represent from 31 to 63 percent of total costs faced by exporters
in the median good. This is not because transportation costs are lower in LAC, as the first panel in the
table makes clear. Rather, tariffs in LAC are higher as well.

Three, despite the fact that international transportation technology and the use of containerized liner
shipping is common across goods and exporters, transportation costs vary enormously. This implies that
transportation costs play an especially large role in altering relative prices across exporters and determining
bilateral variation in trade. A useful summary statistic of variability is the coefficient of variation,
calculated as the variance over observations divided by the mean. For the US and LAC data, we observe
shipping costs for each product k and exporter j, so the coefficient of variation over j,k is

ZVARj,k(Tj,k)
mean(z; )

cov

For US imports, the coefficient of variation (across exporters and goods) in ad-valorem transportation costs
is 1.4, meaning that shipments with costs that are one-standard deviation above the mean have costs 140
percent greater than the mean.

Even if we hold constant the product in question there is tremendous variation in transport costs across
exporters to a given market. This pattern can be seen by calculating ad-valorem transportation costs for
each product in US imports 2004 and sorting exporters from most to least expensive. For a typical product
the exporter one standard deviation above the mean pays shipping prices 89 percent higher than the mean.
Exporters in the 90™ percentile of costs faced shipping charges that were 11 times greater than those faced
by exporters in the 10" percentile. This is considerably more bilateral variation than is found in tariff rates.
Variability in Latin America is comparable to or higher than the US. Given their size and variability,
transportation costs are likely to play an especially important role in changing relative prices — lowering
trade volumes in the aggregate and altering patterns of trade across goods and partners.

What explains this variation? In section 3 below, I provide detailed evidence and discussion on specific
determinants of shipping costs that help to explain why they vary so dramatically across countries and
products. Hummels, Lugovskyy, and Skiba (2008) provide a systematic analysis that decomposes
variation in shipping costs into component influences: product characteristics and market characteristics
including market power. For example, non-OECD exporters face shipping costs that are 38 percent higher
than OECD exporters when shipping either to the US or to LAC countries. Differences in product prices
explain 62% of this effect, (ad-valorem costs of shipping are lower for higher priced products), 7% is due
to more intensive competition (more shippers on OECD routes), and only 6% is due to longer distances
traveled. The remainder is not attributable to any specific causes, simply showing up as higher costs for
non-OECD exporters after all measurable effects are accounted for. Similarly, LAC countries pay 27
percent higher shipping costs on their imports than does the US. Higher product prices on US routes
explain 23% of this difference, more intensive competition on US routes explain 29%, shorter distances
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explain 12%, and higher tariffs on LAC routes (which enable shipping firms to charge higher markups)
explain 44%.

2.B. Price Indices for Air Transport

Data on international air transportation prices are sparsely reported. However, the limited data do paint a
clear portrait of decline over time in air shipping prices.

The International Air Transportation Association surveys international air carriers and reports worldwide
data on revenues and quantities shipped in their annual World Air Transport Statistics (WATS). Figure 2-2
(taken from Hummels 2007a) shows average revenue per ton-km shipped for all air traffic worldwide,
indexed to 100 in 2000. Over this 50-year period, this measure of costs per ton fell more than 10-fold.
Expressed in 2000 U.S. dollars, the price fell from $3.87 per ton-km in 1955 to under $0.30 from
1955-2004.

The period from 1970 onward is of particular interest, as it corresponds to an era when air transport grew
to become a significant portion of world trade, as shown in Table 1-1. In this period, more detailed data
are available.

The International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAQ) published a “Survey of International Air Transport
Fares and Rates” annually between 1973 and 1993. These surveys contain rich overviews of air cargo
freight rates (price per kilogram) for thousands of city-pairs in air travel markets around the world. The
Survey does not report the underlying data, but it provides information on mean fares and distance traveled
for many regions as well as simple regression evidence to characterize the fare structure. Using this data |
construct predicted cargo rates ($ per kg shipped) in each year for world-wide air cargo and for various
geographic route groups. | deflate this series in two ways: first | use the US GDP deflator to provide the
price of air shipping measured in real US dollars per kg; second | deflate using the average price ($ per kg)
for air shipped goods in US trade in this period. This second deflator then provides a rough measure of the
ad-valorem incidence of air cargo for each year and route group.

Results are displayed in Table 2-2 (taken from Hummels 2007a). Pooling data from all routes, prices
increase 2.87 percent annually from 1973 to 1980, and then decline 2.52 percent annually from 1980 to
1993. The increases in the first period largely reflect oil price increases. The timing of the rate reduction
also coincides well with the WATS data, which show little price change in the 1970s and more rapid
declines in the 1980s. The post-1980 price declines vary substantially over routes, with longer routes and
those involving North America showing the largest drops.

More recent air cargo price indices are only available for the US. Figure 2-3 show air freight price indices
constructed by the US Bureau of Labor Statistics for cargoes inbound to and outbound from the United
States from 1991-2008. | deflate the BLS series using the U.S. GDP deflator to provide the price of air
shipping measured in real US dollars per kilogram, and normalize the series to equal 100 in 2000. Note
that the figures include both the aggregate series, and a sub-series for flights to/from Asia. (Further
geographic aggregation has been made available only in the last two years.). The real price of outbound air
freight fell substantially from 1992-2003 before turning up sharply. By the end of the period sampled here
(second quarter 2008), rates had returned to a level not seen since 1993. Similarly, the real price of
inbound air freight fell substantially from 1990-2001, and then rose significantly thereafter. These
increases likely reflect a combination of greater security costs post 9-11 and higher oil prices. More on this
below.

The sharp decrease and then increase in air cargo costs undoubtedly explain much of the modal change
described in Section 1. Recall that the US imports data, which span the period of decrease then increase,
exhibit air cargo usage moving inversely with prices — rising until 2000 and falling thereafter. The EU data
begin in 2000 and exhibit a sharp decline in air usage in this period.
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2.C. Costs of Ocean Transport

There are many price indices for tramp and liner shipping, but two reported in Figures 2-4 and 2-5 (taken
from Hummels 2007a) stand out for their length of coverage. Figure 2-4 uses an index on tramp trip
charters originally constructed by the Norwegian Shipping News (NSN) and later continued by Lloyds
Shipping Economist. A trip charter is a contract to ship a large quantity of a dry bulk commodity between
specific ports, and may include some minimal loading and/or unloading expenses. The trip charter price
index represents a weighted bundle of spot market prices, measured in U.S. dollars per ton, for shipping
major bulk commodities on several important routes world-wide. To evaluate the real costs of shipping
over time | deflate these indices using both the U.S. GDP deflator, and also using a price index for bulk
commodities typically shipped via tramps. Using the U.S. GDP deflator provides a constant dollar value
for the unit price of tramp shipping a given quantity of merchandise. Using the bulk commodity price
index yields the price of shipping a bundle of goods relative to the price of that bundle, a crude measure of
the ad valorem barrier posed by shipping.

Figure 2-4 displays the price series for trip charters and shows several price spikes. The price spikes in the
1970s are clearly attributable to oil price shocks, and the price spike in the 1954-1957 period is probably
due to a combination of high demand from unexpectedly large U.S. grain exports to Europe and the Suez
Canal Crisis. Setting aside these spikes we can see two clear trends. The price of bulk shipping measured
in real dollars per ton has declined steadily over time so that it is now half as much as in 1960 and a third
the price in 1952. However, when measured relative to the commodity price deflator there are large
fluctuations but no downward trend. While the cost of shipping a ton of wheat or iron ore has steadily
declined, the cost of shipping a dollar value of wheat or iron ore has not.

Figure 2-5 reports the real price of liner shipping. It uses an index constructed by the German Ministry of
Transport that emphasizes general cargoes, including containerized shipping and manufactured
merchandise of all sorts. It also covers loading and unloading expenses, particularly relevant since
reductions in cargo handling costs are thought to be a major source of gains from containerization. This
index does not offer comprehensive geographic coverage, focusing only on those liners loading and
unloading in Germany and Netherlands. As with the tramp index, | deflate the index to get the real price of
shipping, using both the German GDP deflator, and a composite traded goods price index for Germany.
Measured relative to traded goods prices, liner prices rise steadily against German import prices before
peaking in 1985. Measured relative to the German GDP deflator liner prices decline until the early 1970s,
rise sharply in 1974 and throughout the late 1970s, spike in the 1983-1985 period (likely due to the rapid
real depreciation of the DM which made German purchases of all international goods and services more
expensive), then decline rapidly thereafter.

The rapid increases in liner prices facing Germany in the 1970s were wide-spread. Throughout the 1970s,
UNCTAD’s annual Review of Maritime Transport reported price changes announced by shipping
conferences, with annual nominal increases of 10-15 percent being common across nearly all routes. The
RMT also reports the ad valorem shipping rates for a small number of specific commodities and routes
from 1963-2004: examples include rubber shipped from Malaysia to Europe, cocoa beans shipped from
either Ghana or Brazil to Europe, and tea shipped from Sri Lanka to Europe. Converted to real dollars per
quantity shipped, these liner prices increased by 67 percent in the 1970s.

2.D. Constructing Price Indices from Regression Evidence.

Index numbers attempt to measure changes in the price of a non-changing bundle of services. The
difficulty with using these numbers is that they frequently lack comprehensive coverage, and users do not
have the option to inspect or re-construct the bundles of goods included in the index. Further, attempts to
construct ad-valorem equivalents of the index numbers will be crude at best. One solution to this problem
is to use a regression approach to control for compositional change, thereby creating a kind of pseudo-price
index.
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Hummels (2007a) shows how to use detailed data on shipping costs taken from customs data along with a
regression approach to control for changes in the composition of trade. The data on shipping costs are
taken from the U.S. Imports of Merchandise data for 1974-2004. These data provide extremely detailed
shipment characteristics including transport mode, weight, value, freight and insurance charges, and duties
for each exporter with commodities disaggregated to the five-digit SITC level. The regression relates the
ad valorem air freight cost in logs for commaodity k, shipped from exporter j, at time t. The independent
variables include a separate intercept for each exporter-commodity shipped, the weight/value ratio in logs
for each shipment, and year dummy variables. The exporter-commodity intercepts control for the fact that
iron-ore from Brazil has higher transportation costs in every period than shoes from Taiwan, and the
weight/value ratio controls for compositional change over time within an exporter-commodity such as
Taiwan shipping higher quality shoes.

The dashed line in Figure 2-6 (taken from Hummels 2007a) reports an unadjusted measure of ad valorem
air shipping costs: that is, aggregate expenditures on air shipping divided by the value of airborne imports.
(This is very similar to Figure 2-1, except that only air shipping data are employed.) This line trends down
slowly, dropping only 2 percentage points over 30 years. As discussed earlier, measures of aggregate
transportation expenditures calculated in this way do not take into account changes in the mix of trade
partners or products traded. The solid line in Figure 2-6 reports the fitted trend in air shipping costs and is
equivalent to ad valorem transportation expenditures after controlling for compositional change. Once
changes in the trade partner and product mix have been taken into account, the fitted ad valorem cost
exhibits a greater absolute decline in air transportation costs.

Figure 2-7 (taken from Hummels 2007a) provides a parallel picture for ocean shipping. Again, the dashed
line shows aggregate expenditures on ocean shipping divided by total value of ocean shipping in each year.
It shows an initially rapid decline in transportation expenditures, followed by a 25 year period in which
rates fluctuate but do not otherwise decline. The solid line represents ad valorem ocean shipping costs after
controlling for exporter-commodity composition and changing weight/value ratios. The fitted rates decline
initially, then increase through the mid-1980s, then decline for the subsequent 20 years.

Moreira et al (2008) used a similar approach to calculate pseudo price indices for ad-valorem ocean and air
shipping costs for Latin American imports. These results are reported in Figure 2-8 for air cargo and Figure
2-9 for ocean cargo. Note that their data for LAC includes years 1995 and 2000-2005 (so the 1995-2000
trend is interpolated). The air cargo series shows, on average, a decline from 1995 to 2000 though the
magnitude varies from roughly constant (for Chile) to steep declines in air cargo prices for Argentina. After
2000-2001 air cargo prices turn up sharply. In contrast, ocean cargo expenses decline from 1995-2003
(with a blip up in 2001) before increasing from 2003-2005.

2.E. Door-to-door costs: inter-modal cost data

One difficulty with assessing international transportation costs is that most available data sources offer
coverage that begins at the exit port and ends at the entry port. The result is the omission of a crucial
component of costs: getting goods to and from the ports. This inland component is plausibly a very large
fraction of the overall bill.

Two large data exercises provide some cross-country perspective on the magnitudes of these inland
costs. The World Bank Doing Business database provides data on costs of inland movements, broken out
into various components: inland transport, ports, and other (customs, and assembly). Figure 2-3 provides
an aggregation of these costs for each broad region (with country data weighted by populations to construct
regional averages). Costs are much lower for East Asia than for other regions, and highest for Sub-Saharan
Africa. The distribution of these costs also varies considerably across regions; inland costs being very low
for East Asia and much higher elsewhere.

De (2008) systematically extracted shipping cost quotes from the Maersk-Sealand shipping cost database
for many city pairs within Asia. This allowed him to assess the relative importance of the inland relative to
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the ocean segment for each city-pair, which can then be aggregated into country pairs, or aggregated into
shipping costs for a country as a whole. An extract of this data is shown in Figure 2-4, which reports the
average inland and ocean shipping costs for seven major Asian exporters. The total freight bill varied
widely from $1284 per TEU for Malaysia up to $3488 for India. The inland share of freight also varied
widely, with China at the low end (28%) and Thailand at the high end (60%). Also noteworthy: the
expensive of moving a container through Indian's interior is equal to the expense of the entire trip for
Thailand.

3. What determines shipping costs?

Section 2 makes clear that transportation costs vary substantially across products, across countries, and
over time. In this section, | discuss evidence on the determinants of shipping costs to help explain this
variation. | begin with air cargo, and discuss the role of technology, policy, shipment characteristics, and
cost shocks. | proceed next to a discussion of the changes in ocean cargo, including changes in technology
and institutions, input costs, port infrastructure, scale effects, and market power.

3A Air Cargo
3.A.1l.  Technological and Institutional Change

Commercial aviation has undergone rapid technological change, including improvements in avionics, wing
design, materials, and most importantly the adoption of jet engines. Compared to the piston engines they
replaced, jet engines are faster, more fuel efficient and reliable, and require much less maintenance.
Gordon (1990) calculates price indices for aircraft that adjust for these quality changes and finds dramatic
declines in real prices after jet engines were introduced. From 1957-1972, the period in which jet engine
usage became widespread, quality-adjusted real prices fell at a rate of 12.8 to 16.6 percent per year,
depending on the method of calculation. Quality change in commercial aviation slowed considerably after
1972, but quality-adjusted aircraft prices were still dropping by 2.2 to 3.8 percent per year from 1972-
1983.

The timing of these changes are closely reflected in the WATS data reported in Figure 2-2. As with
Gordon’s measure of quality-adjusted aircraft prices, declines in air transport prices are especially rapid
early in the period. Average revenue per ton-km declined 8.1 percent per year from 1955-1972, and 3.5
percent per year from 1972-2003.

More recently there have been are two significant shocks to institutions that affect both air travel and air
cargo. The first, as documented in Micco and Serebrisky (2006) is the signing of agreements to liberalize
trade in air services. They discuss a series of 50 "Open Skies Agreements" by the US beginning in 1992.
These agreements, which apply to passenger, cargo, and combination air transport include several key
provisions, including: free competition (no restrictions on number of airlines, their capacity or service
frequency); pricing determined by market forces (as opposed to government imposed fares); and fair and
equal opportunity to compete (freedom of airlines to establish sales offices and ground handling services).
Micco and Serebrisky (2006) use data on air cargo expenses for the US to estimate that signing OSA's
reduce air transport costs by 9%.

Finally, tighter security associated with the 9-11 terrorist attacks may have increased costs both for air
cargo and for air passengers, though most of the relevant evidence focuses on reduced quantities rather
than direct information on costs. For example, Blalock et al (2007) estimate that tighter screening
procedures introduced after 9-11 reduced passenger volumes by 6-9 percent. That said, it is possible to get
at some of the higher air transport costs associated with 9-11. The Air Transport Association publishes cost
indices for the air industry, breaking out detailed cost factors such as fuel, labor, maintenance,
communications, and insurance. Insurance is especially interesting. Between 2001Q3 and 2002Q1, the cost
of insuring the aircraft itself tripled. In that same period, non-aircraft insurance for the airlines (i.e. insuring
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everything other than the aircraft itself) rose five-fold. In both cases, insurance costs have subsequently
dropped, but remain roughly double what they were before the attacks.

Figure 3-1 shows a time series graph for air passenger fares taken from Cristea (2008), with these last two
events superimposed. The signing of open skies agreements correlate to sharp reductions in air prices, a
trend that continues until the fourth quarter of 2001.

3.A.2.  Regression Evidence: Distance, Oil Prices.

Hummels (2007a) examines air cargo prices from US imports data, relating the cost of shipping good k
from exporter j to various determinants. Ad-valorem air transportation costs are increasing in the
weight/value ratio of the good, the distance shipped, and jet fuel expenses. | will return to the importance
of weight/value below, but first consider the role of distance. Interestingly, the effect of distance is steadily
eroding over time. In 1974 the elasticity of air transportation costs with respect to distance was 0.43, but
had dropped to 0.16 by 2004. To better understand the impact of this change, we can calculate the air
shipping price paid by an exporter 14,000 kilometers from the US compared to an exporter 2,000
kilometers away. The distant exporter would have paid air shipping prices that were 2.3 times that of the
proximate exporter in 1974, but only 1.3 times that of the proximate exporter in 2004.

Fuel prices are an important determinant of costs. Several studies have examined the elasticity of aviation
costs with respect to fuel prices (hereafter: fuel elasticity). Using the 1974-2004 time series and a Cobb-
Douglas cost structure, Hummels (2007a) estimates that a fuel elasticity of 0.26. To the extent that the
technology for passenger aviation and cargo aviation is similar, other studies focused on passenger aviation
may be useful. Caves et al (1984) estimate translog cost functions for US passenger airlines from 1970-
1981, and find a direct fuel elasticity ranging from .166 to .196. Chua et al (2005) provide similar
estimates on quarterly data from 1994-2001, and find a direct fuel elasticity ranging from .11 to .126. Oum
and Yu (1998) examine worldwide passenger aviation from 1986-1993 and estimate a direct fuel elasticity
of 153.

Thus we have cost estimates ranging from .11 to .26, depending on the functional forms employed, the
time period, and whether the data sample uses cargo v. passenger aviation. These numbers imply that
doubling oil prices, say from $50 to $100 a barrel, would result in aviation cost increases of 11 to 26
percent. However, these estimates significantly understate the cost increases experienced by passenger
aviation in the last few years.

Figure 3-2 displays data on airline (passenger and mixed use passenger/cargo) operating costs taken from
the Air Transport Association. It shows aggregate measures of operating costs (indexed to 100 in 2000),
along with an index of fuel costs, and the share of fuel costs in overall operating expenses. Airline
operating costs have risen 89 percent since 2000 and much of that increase can be ascribed to fuel cost
increases. Recall that the BLS cargo price indices in Figure 2-3 rose sharply sometime after 2001. In the
first quarter 2002, the fuel price index was at 79, the overall cost index was at 110, and fuel costs
represented just 9.9% of operating costs. By first quarter 2008, the fuel cost index was at 358.7, the overall
cost index had reached 229, and fuel represented 29.4% of airline operating expenses.

These numbers allow for a simple back of the envelope calculation of the fuel elasticity. Dividing the (log)
percentage change in total costs by the (log) percentage change in fuel prices, we get a fuel elasticity of

4, Translog cost functions include interactions between each input cost and other inputs. To evaluate
the total effect of an input cost shock on total fares it is necessary to evaluate the partial
derivatives of the cost function at the means of the other variables. Unfortunately, the Caves et al,
Chua et al, and Oum and Yu studies cited here do not report other variable means so only the
direct effects can be calculated.
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In 228 /1n 3%8.7 =.48

110 79.7
That is, a doubling of fuel prices leads to a nearly 50 percent increase in aviation costs.
3.B. Ocean shipping

3.B.1.  Technology and Institutional Change -- Containerization and Open Registries

Ocean shipping has undergone several important technological and institutional changes in the post-war
era including the growth of open registry shipping and the introduction of containerization. Open registry
shipping is the practice of registering ships under flags of convenience — for example, Liberia or Panama--
to circumvent higher regulatory and manning costs imposed by wealthier nations. Open registry fleets
comprised 5 percent of world shipping tonnage in 1950, 31.1 percent in 1980, and 48.5 percent in 2000.
(OECD, Maritime Transport, for 1950; UNCTAD Review of Maritime Transport, various years). Tolofari
(1989) estimates that vessel operating costs for open registry ships are from 12 to 27 percent lower than
traditional registry fleets, with most of the estimated savings coming from manning expenses.

Containerized shipping is thought by many specialists to be one of the most important transportation
revolutions in the twentieth century. (Levinson 2006) The use of standardized containers provides cost
savings by allowing goods to be packed once and moved over long distances via a variety of transport
modes--truck, rail, ocean liner, rail, then truck again--without being unpacked and repacked. This reduces
direct port costs such as storage and stevedoring (port labor) as well as indirect costs incurred during
lengthy port stops (the rental rate on unused capital while a ship sits idle in port). The indirect costs are
critical: estimates place break-bulk (non-container) cargo ships’ time in port at one-half to two-thirds of the
ship’s life (UNCTAD, Unitization of Cargo). Containerization also creates savings on the ocean leg.
Larger and faster ships substantially reduce the price per ton-mile while the ship is steaming, but they incur
higher indirect port costs (idle time) in proportion to their increased capital expense.(Gilman, 1983).
Because containerships spend more time steaming, investments in larger, faster ships become feasible.

Containerized shipping was first introduced in the United States in the 1960s, then on U.S.-Europe and
U.S.-Japan routes in the late 1960s and into the 1970s, then to developing countries from the late 1970s
onward. The reason behind this seemingly slow pattern of diffusion lies in the large fixed costs of
adoption, and the differential cost savings containers yield. To make full use of containerization requires
container-ready ocean liners and ports adapted to container use, which requires specialized cranes, storage
areas, and rail-heads. As a result, containerization was first adopted on the most heavily traded routes.
Developing nations were especially slow to adopt, both because of lower scale and because of factor
prices. In countries where capital is scarce and labor abundant, the capital cost of building container ports
is higher, and the port labor cost savings of containers much lower.

How big are the cost savings from adopting containerization? Blonigen and Wilson (2006) use the US
Waterborne Trade Database 1990-2004 to estimate that doubling the share of trade that is containerized
lowers shipping costs by 5 percent. Hummels (2007) uses a longer time series (1974-2004) that spans the
period in which adoption of containerization was underway and in which there is a much more pronounced
"before and after" effect of adoption to measure. He finds that, for a given exporter and commodity,
doubling the percentage of cargo that is containerized leads to a reduction in shipping costs of 13.4 percent.

3.B.2.  Other Input Costs.
Figure 2-5 shows that ocean liner freight rates were rising sharply in the period shortly after the
introduction of containerization to European liner trades. If containerization and the associated

productivity gains led to lower shipping prices, as Levinson (2006) qualitatively documents, and Blonigen-
Wilson (2006) and Hummels (2007a) estimate, why does the effect not show up in price indices capturing
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the cost of liner shipping?

In the period during which containerization was spreading, other input costs including fuel, ship prices, and
port costs, were skyrocketing. An UNCTAD (1977) study, “Port Problems,” revealed port cost increases in
the 1970s ranging from 10 to 40 percent per annum, resulting in an overall increase in liner conference
costs of as much as 7.5 percent per annum. Sletmo and Williams (1981) report that rising steel and labor
costs resulted in sharply higher shipbuilding prices in the 70s and that liner operating costs rose 14-18
percent per annum in the 1970s as a result of the oil price shocks.

This historical experience is relevant because it suggests that congestion and fuel prices can swamp
technological advances. Recall that Figures 2-6 and 2-7 show steady downward trends in US ocean and air
shipping prices. However, part of this apparent decline may be due to the fact that the US data series starts
in 1974 when oil prices — a critical transportation input — were unusually high. Using the historical data,
Hummels (2007a) estimates an elasticity of ocean cargo costs with respect to fuel prices between .23 and
.32. Ocean bunker fuel prices rose four-fold in real terms between 1973 and 1974. Combining this with the
measured elasticity of 0.232 implies a 92 percent increase in ocean shipping costs in this year. That
estimate matches very closely to estimates of fuel-related cost increases constructed from shipping fleet
micro data (Sletmo and Williams, 1981). Taking the average fitted value of ocean shipping costs in 1974
from Figure 2-7 (9.9 percent ad-valorem) and using this implied cost shock gives 1973 ad-valorem ocean
costs of 5.2 percent — a level comparable to rates in 2000.

As noted in the discussion of aviation costs, recent increases in oil prices resulted in substantial increases
in the cost of cargo and passenger aviation. Were there similar increases for ocean shipping? Table 3-1
reports crude oil prices and liner rates ($ per TEU) for major liner routes at quarterly frequencies between
1998 and 2008. The liner data are collected and reported online by Containerisation International. Between
2002Q1 and 2004Q4, oil prices doubled. Freight rates also increased, by an average of 25 percent across
all routes. This implies an elasticity of freight rates with respect oil prices of .25, quite similar to the
estimate from Hummels (2007a). Between 2004Q4 and 2008QL1 oil prices doubled again, but liner rates
only increased by 11 percent on average, for an implied elasticity of .11.

Note however that rates of change differ substantially across routes. For example, from 2002Q1 to
2004Q4 routes outbound from the US experienced declines in rates, while routes outbound from Asia and
Europe experienced very large increases -- as much as 71 percent for cargos outbound from Asia to
Europe. Two explanations for this variable response to large fuel price increases come to mind. First, the
fuel intensity of liner service depends on the length of route. On short hauls time spent in port and port
costs comprise a larger share of operating expenses, while on longer hauls such as Asia-Europe trade port
charges are less important and fuel prices figure more prominently in overall costs. Second, capacity
constraints may lead to lead to sharply rising prices when volumes increase, as well as unbalanced rates as
a function of unbalanced trade. For example, Asia to the US rates are double the reverse, likely reflecting
the large imbalance in trade volumes driven by US trade deficits. A consequence is that, while higher fuel
cost do show up in higher rates, the correspondence is much weaker than is seen in aviation.
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3.B.3.  Scale Effects and Market Power

The rise in world trade may have had significant impacts on shipping prices through scale effects. In
periods of rapidly rising demand, shipping capacity becomes scarce, ports become congested, and spot
shipping prices rise quickly. This is readily apparent from inspection of Table 3-1. Imbalances in trade
lead to large differences in rates on the same trade route, depending on the direction of the flow. Similarly,
at the height of the US business cycle in 1999-2000 shipments from Asia ran as high as $2203 per TEU.
These rates dropped nearly 50% by the low point of the US recession in 2001-2.

Over longer periods however, rising demand for shipping may actually lower shipping prices, especially in
smaller countries with low trade volumes. To explain, the capacity of a modern ocean-going liner vessel is
large relative to the quantities shipped by smaller exporting nations. As a consequence, vessels may stop in
a dozen ports and in different countries to reach capacity. As trade quantities increase, it is possible to more
effectively realize gains from several sources. First, a densely traded route allows for effective use of hub
and spoke shipping economies — small container vessels move quantities into a hub where containers are
aggregated into much larger and faster containerships for longer hauls. Second, larger trade volumes allow
for the introduction of specialized vessels (reefers, ro-ros) and larger ships that enjoy substantial cost
savings relative to older smaller models still in use. Third, larger trade volumes induce investment in port
infrastructure, and better port infrastructure is highly correlated with lower shipping costs (Limao and
Venables (2001), Clark et al (2004), Fink et al (2002), and Haveman et al 2008).

Hummels, Lugovskyy, and Skiba (2008) systematically examine the effect of market power in shipping,
and their arguments and evidence are worth reviewing in depth. First, trade growth along a route promotes
greater entry by shipping lines: In 2006 one in six importer-exporter pairs was served by a single liner
service, and over half were served by three or fewer. Figure 3-3 (taken from Hummels et al 2008) displays
the number of shipping lines on a trade route graphed against exporter GDP -- large countries enjoy more
firms competing for their trade.

To show how market power works, Hummels et al (2008) model the shipping industry as a Cournot
oligopoly and determine optimal shipping markups as a function of the number of carriers and the
elasticity of transportation demand faced by carriers. A key insight of the model is that transportation is not
consumed directly; instead carriers face transportation demand derived indirectly from import demand.
This implies that the impact of an increased shipping markup on the demand for transportation depends on
the share of transportation costs in the delivered price of the good, and elasticity of import demand.

To make plain the intuition behind the model, suppose the marginal cost of shipping either of two goods
equals $10, and carriers are considering adding a $5 markup. The first good has a factory price of $10, so
the markup will increase the delivered price by 25%. The second good has a factory price of $90, so the
markup increases the delivered price by 5%. The same shipping markup has a much larger effect on the
delivered price of the $10 good because shipping costs represent a larger share of the delivered price.
Further, when considering the impact of shipping prices on the delivered price of goods, it is necessary to
examine product prices inclusive of tariffs. Raising the tariff on a good raises its price inclusive of the
tariff, lowers the percentage impact of a given transportation charge on the delivered price, and therefore
increases the optimal shipping markup. This suggests a particularly deleterious role for tariffs in limiting
trade. Tariffs raise foreign goods prices directly by taxing them, and indirectly by inducing higher shipping
prices, and both reduce trade flows.

A second key point of the Hummels et al model relates to the responsiveness of trade to increased prices.
Returning to our example above, now suppose we have two traded goods with a factory gate price of $90
and marginal costs of shipping equal to $10, so that a markup of $5 will yield an equal 5% increase in the
delivered price of each good. The first good is a differentiated product and faces an import demand
elasticity equal to 1.1. Here, a markup that yields a 5% increase in delivered price reduces traded
quantities, and therefore demand for transportation services, by only 5.5%. The second good is a highly
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substitutable commaodity and faces an import demand elasticity of 10. Here, the markup raises prices by
5% but lowers quantities traded and demand for transportation services by 50%! In the latter case the
identical markup reduces import (and therefore transportation) demand to a much greater degree, limiting
the carrier’s optimal markup.

Hummels et al (2008) show that the market power of shipping firms is extremely high when they are
moving goods with inelastic import demand, and when marginal costs of comprise a small fraction of the
overall delivered price. In these cases, it is easy to generate examples where optimal markups could be an
order of magnitude higher than the marginal cost of shipping. However, entry by rival liner companies can
very quickly erode this pricing power. Using typical values for shipping costs and import demand
elasticities, a monopoly shipper would charge a markup 6 times marginal costs of shipping, while entry by
a single rival would cut this markup in half. Hummels et al (2008) provide strong empirical evidence for
the theoretical claims: shipping prices are higher when (a) goods prices are high; (b) tariffs are high; (c)
import demand elasticities are low; and (d) the number of rival firms are low. They claim that these effects
generate the majority of variation in transport prices observed in the data.

4. Trends in Globalization from a Freight Perspective

In the preceding sections we document significant changes in modal usage and in freight costs.  To a
large extent freight costs move in response to changes in technology and shocks to input costs (oil,
shipbuilding, port congestion). But freight costs are also affected by what is being traded, and that has
changed over time. Similarly, modal usage responds to changes in relative prices — when air shipping falls
in price more firms employ air cargo. But the benefit derived from air shipping depends on what is traded,
and that has changed over time. In this section I discuss trends in globalization and how they affect freight
demand. | focus on changes in the commodity composition of trade, changes in the organization of
production, and changes in the partner composition of trade.

4.A. The Changing Commaodity Composition of Trade
4.A.1.  Growth in Manufacturing.

Table 1-1 shows that from 1955-2004 trade in manufactured goods grew 27-fold in real terms from $222
bn to $6022bn, roughly four times faster than all other trade. The shift from trade in agricultural and
extractive goods to trade in manufactured goods affects transportation demand in (at least) six ways. |
briefly summarize them here, and develop many of these themes in greater depth in the following sections.

First, it raises the demand for air transport relative to other modes. This is because manufactured goods
have, on average, a lower weight/value ratio than do commodities, and because they are more time
sensitive. Second, manufactured goods are containerized to a much greater extent than bulk commaodities,
allowing the use of standardized vessels. Third, as just argued in the section on market power in shipping,
transportation demand is a derived demand and depends on product characteristics, including weight/value
and the import demand elasticity for goods. Both are lower for manufactures than for commodities
resulting in, ceteris paribus, greater market power for shipping firms. Fourth, production of manufactures is
much more footloose than is trade in commodities: countries can develop a comparative advantage in
textile production, but they are either endowed with oil and iron ore, or they are not. This means that
logistics capabilities become an important source of comparative advantage — firms can compete on
delivery time and price. Fifth, and related, production of manufactures can be fragmented into stages and
the ability to move goods (and people) in a timely and coordinated manner between stages is paramount.
Sixth, manufactured goods proceed through life cycles of introduction and then slow maturation, which
implies that demand for manufactures is initially uncertain and firms must experiment with potentially
successful goods. This implies a life-cycle of transportation demand as well, with early stages requiring
flexibility, and subject to low scale.
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4.A.2. The weight to value ratio of trade

Transportation specialists are accustomed to thinking of transportation costs in per unit terms, the cost of
transportation services necessary to move grain a ton-km or to move one TEU container from Los Angeles
to Hong Kong. International trade specialists who pay attention to shipping costs as an impediment to trade
are accustomed to thinking of these costs in ad-valorem terms, the cost of transportation services necessary
to move a dollar of grain or microchips between two points. The distinction is important because even if
the cost of moving one TEU container remains constant over time the ad-valorem cost and the implied
impediment to trade will change as the contents of the container grow more valuable.

To see this, suppose we sell one kilogram of a good at a price per kg of p, and pay shipping costs f per kg
shipped. Note that the price per kilogram, p, is just the value/weight ratio, that is, the inverse of the
weight/value ratio. If the shipping price per kg f is independent of the goods price per kg, the ratio of
destination to origin prices is

* .
p_zwzl+i=1+ f(welght)

©0.1) p pq p value

If the container holds scrap metal, p is low (weight/value is high), and the ratio p*/p is high. That is,

shipping charges drive a large wedge between the prices at the origin and destination. If the container holds

micro chips, p is very high (weight/value is very low), the ratio p*/p is close to 1, and shipping charges
drive only a small wedge between prices at the origin and destination.

Of course, the shipping charge f may be increasing in the value of the container’s content because higher
value goods require more careful handling and a larger insurance premium. The shipping charge f may also
be increasing because optimal markups are rising in p, as discussed in the market power section (3.b.3)

_n”
above. We can then write the per kg shipping charge as f=p"X
such as distance, port quality and so on. In this case we have

, Where X represents other costs shifters
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Unless s :1the weight/value ratio of a product will be an important determinant of the transportation
expenses incurred when trading that product. Hummels and Skiba (2005) and Hummels, Lugovskyy and
Skiba (2007) examine the dependence of shipping costs on product weight/value. They estimate that a 10
percent increase in product weight/value leads to a 4-6 percent increase in shipping costs measured ad-
valorem, i.e. relative to the value of the good shipped. Further, since there is tremendous variation across
products in weight/value ratios, weight/value explains far more variation in observed transportation costs
than do other observables including: the distance goods are shipped, the technology with which they are
shipped, the quality of port infrastructure, or the intensity of competition between carriers on a trade route.

To see how this calculation works, take Hummels' (2007a) estimate that the elasticity of air shipping costs
with respect to weight/value is 0.492. By measuring goods prices in units of price/kilogram, we can use the
coefficient on weight/value to calculate the freight charges faced by high- and low-priced goods. For
example, a volume of shoes that is worth $100 per kilogram will face much lower ad valorem costs of air
shipping than shoes worth $10 per kilogram:

f$100 / f$10 — ($100/ kg )0.494—1 — 31
$10/kg

As Schott (2003) notes, the variance of U.S. import prices within a particular product category has grown
over time. As the spread between high-priced and low-priced goods in each product category widens, the
transportation cost advantage enjoyed by high-end goods is growing over time.
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Figure 4-1 provide data on the weight/value ratio (kg/$ -- in constant year 2000$) for the imports and
exports of several EU countries from 1988-2007. These data are calculated by collecting the weight /value
ratio of each shipment, and aggregating. More specifically, denote the reporting country as i, their partner
as j, the product shipped (CN 8) as k, and the year as t. Then the weight/value ratio of the shipment is
(weight in kg). it

@ ., =
ikt (Value in 2000$)l ikt

We can then aggregate the weight/value ratio for a particular country and year by summing the weight over
all shipments divided by the value over all shipments,

ijk(weight in kg)i,j,k,t
ZD'_ =
" 20, (value in 2000$)

i,jkt

which is equivalent to multiplying the weight/value ratio of each shipment by its share in trade for that
country and time period, and summing.

(P! :zj-'kwijktsjk

Figure 4-1 shows no obvious trend over time in weight/value ratios for the included country. However it
does reveal several interesting facts. First, with the exception of Greece and France, imports are heavier
than exports, a likely indication that trade costs on imports exceed those on exports. Second, the weight of
exports is especially low for Ireland and for the UK, which explains why these countries rely on air
shipping of exports to a far greater extent than do other EU countries.(see Table 1-4).

Figure 4-2 calculates aggregate weight/value ratios similarly, except that it aggregates over all EU
countries but disaggregates by continental partner. This shows how EU trade with Asia and North America
differs from trade with Latin America and Africa. Trade with Asia and North America, both imports and
exports, is extremely light. Imports from all other sources are much heavier, reflecting the importance of
bulk commaodities in trade with the continents.

Contrast this with data calculated for Asian trade in Hummels (2008). Figure 4-3 reports time series on
weight/value measured in kg per constant year (2000) US dollars for each Asian country’s imports (solid
line) and exports (dashed line) in Figure 1. Several patterns are notable. One, a dollar of exports weighs
far less for the developed market economies (Japan, Korea, Taiwan, Hong Kong, Singapore) than for the
emerging market economies. Indonesia is a notable outlier in the weight of its exports, which are almost 40
times heavier per dollar than those of Singapore or Japan. Two, most of these Asian economies (with the
exception of Malaysia and Indonesia) are net importers of weight, that is, their import bundles weigh far
more than do their export bundles. Three, China’s imports are getting heavier and exports are getting
lighter as China imports raw materials, transforms them, and shifts increasingly to high value exports.

In addition to affecting the ad-valorem transportation charge, reductions in weight/value make it easier to
shift from ocean to air shipping because it reduces the ad-valorem price differential between the two
modes. Consider this example. | want to import a $16 bottle of wine from France. Air shipping costs of $8
are twice ocean shipping costs of $4. Going from ocean to air increases the delivered cost by $4 or
25 percent. Now suppose my tastes improve and | want to import a $160 bottle of wine from France so that
the weight/value ratio of the product has dropped sharply. The shipping costs are the same, but now the $4
cost to upgrade to air shipping represents just a 2.5 percent increase in the delivered price. The consumer is
much more likely to use the more expensive shipping option when the effect on delivered price is smaller.

If we arrange goods along a continuum from heaviest to lightest, goods at the heaviest part of the
continuum tend to be ocean shipped, and those at the lightest part tend to be air shipped. This pattern can
be seen in the level of the ad valorem freight expenditures in Figures 2-7 and 2-8, where ocean shipping
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appears to be much more expensive than air shipping. It is not: the higher costs incurred for ocean shipping
are due to the fact that the average ocean-shipped manufactured good is 25 times heavier than the average
air shipped manufactured goods. As the relative price of air/ocean shipping falls, goods at the margin shift
from ocean to air shipping (Harrigan (2005) provides a formal model of this process). This point helps us
to explain several patterns of modal use shown in Tables 1-3 and 1-4. There we see that the UK and Ireland
use a very high ratio of air relative to sea transport. An important reason for that is that the weight/value
ratio of their trade is lower than other EU countries.

As a final point, recent research has shown clearly that, within product categories, high income households
buy higher quality goods. The result is that higher income countries import higher quality goods®. Rising
incomes affect demand for transport in three ways. One, higher quality goods have higher prices and
therefore a lower ad-valorem transportation cost for reasons just discussed. Two, as consumers grow richer,
so does their willingness to pay for precise product characteristics.. That in turn puts pressure on
manufactures to produce to those specifications, and be rapidly adaptable. Three, delivery speed is itself an
important characteristic of product quality, and will be in greater demand as income grows.

4.A.3. Time Costs

Delivery speed is an important characteristic of transportation quality, and increasingly, an important
characteristic of the quality of the delivered good. Time in transit doesn’t matter much for bulk
commodities and simple manufactures. But for goods like fresh produce and cut flowers, lengthy travel
times lead to spoilage. More generally, if there is uncertainty in demand plus lags between production and
final sales, firms may face a mismatch between what consumers want and what the firm has available to
sell. In the case of apparel, for example, firms are unable to predict in advance which fashions will be
especially popular, making the ability to respond quickly to revelation of market information an important
advantage. Evans and Harrigan (2003) show that clothing lines with high re-stocking rates are more likely
to be obtained from exporters closest to the US market. Aizenman (2004) argues theoretically and Schaur
(2006) shows empirically that the use of airplanes is an alternative solution to the timeliness problem when
foreign demand is uncertain. By using a mix of ocean and air shipping firms can respond rapidly to
demand shocks, essentially using airplanes as a real hedge for market volatility.

Hummels and Schaur (2008) estimate the value of time saving using US imports data that report the price
and quantity of air shipping relative to ocean shipping as well as time delays associated with ocean
shipping. The idea is that a firms” willingness to pay for more expensive air shipping is increasing in the
number of days saved with airplanes, and decreasing in the premium paid to air ship. The sensitivity of air
shipment to these factors can then be used to calculate a per day valuation for time savings that is product
specific.

Call this per day valuation for an product k, Tk Table 4-1 (taken from Hummels, Minor, Reisman, Endean
2007) reports Hummels-Schaur estimates for various goods. As with the weight / value ratio we can then
calculate the aggregate time sensitivity of a country’s trade bundle by multiplying the product specific time
cost by the share of that product k in the trade bundle. Since these shares differ across countries, the time
sensitivity of their trade bundle will also vary. Table 4-2 (taken from Hummels, Minor, Reisman, Endean
2007) reports the per day equivalents for the import and export bundles of various regional groupings.
Table 4-3 (taken from Hummels 2008) report the time sensitivity of the import and export bundle for a
number of Asian countries. The values are written in ad-valorem equivalents per day. A value of 0.77 for
Chinese exports means that each day of delay in transit is equivalent to a tariff of 0.77 percent, so that a 4
day delay is equivalent to a tariff of just over 3 percent ad-valorem.

Two things are notable about these figures. First, time sensitivity is much more important for the developed

5. Hallak (2005), Choi et al (2007).
6. Hummels and Lugovskyy (2005).
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compared to the emerging market economies. Second, the time sensitivity of the import and export bundles
are considerably different — developed markets export goods that are more time sensitive than the import,
while the emerging market do the reverse. Note that the import bundles of India and Indonesia are twice as
time sensitive as their exports. Of course, the numbers on time sensitivity in the last two columns of Table
4-1 are intended to capture aggregate tendencies, and do not reflect the sensitivity of particular sectors.
Malaysia, for example, ships extremely time sensitive products to the US as demonstrated by the very high
share of air shipping shown in the first two columns of Table 4-1.

Finally, Table 4-4 (taken from Hummels, Minor, Reisman, Endean 2007) reports the time costs of various
transport delays (calculated by the World Bank Doing Business Survey) and compares these to the applied
tariffs for each region. Total time costs are typically larger than tariffs, and arise from a combination of
delays at ports, customs, and inland transit. Note that these numbers entirely omit costs associated with the
international leg of the journey.

4.B The Changing Geography of Trade

The geography of trade, in this context, means both which partners a country trades with and what parts of
a country (internal v. external) engage in trade. Partner composition matters for two important reasons

First, whether a country trades with neighboring or perhaps continental partners. Second, whether
a country trades with near or distant partners.

Trading with neighboring or continental partners matters enormously because it enables the use of land-
based transport modes (rail, truck, pipelines). The revealed preference for land over other modes is
apparent in Table 1-2 which shows the prevalence of land use, when feasible, for Latin America and the
US. There are likely three reasons for this revealed preference. One, it is less expensive. For US imports
from Canada and Mexico it is possible to directly compare the cost of land, air, and ocean modes, and land-
based shipping incurs a smaller ad-valorem cost. Two, and perhaps related, land-based modes allow for a
more granular transportation network with direct connections between production origin and consumption
point. Three, land-based modes allow for smaller consignments. US imports data make clear that shipment
sizes are smaller and shipment frequencies are higher when land-modes are used. This is critical in cases
where initial scale is small or where demand is uncertain (more below).

Trade with near v. distance partners also matters for the choice of ocean v. air shipping when land-based
modes are not an option. Suppose | am trying to decide between air and ocean shipping in reach two
foreign markets, the first proximate to and the second distant from my exporter. How does the distance
affect my calculation of the appropriate mode to use? Exporters consider two costs, both rising in distance.
The first is the direct cost of transport, and the second is the time cost.

To measure the direct distance cost, one should compare the elasticity of air shipping costs with respect to
distance to the elasticity of ocean shipping costs with respect to distance. Hummels 2007 estimates that, in
1974, the distance elasticity for air shipping costs was almost three times that of ocean shipping (.44
compared to .15). In that year, doubling distance raised air shipping prices by 44 percent while only
raising ocean shipping prices by 15 percent. In other words, the direct effect of distance on the cost of
shipping represented a rising penalty on air shipping. However, Hummels 2007 also estimates that the
elasticity of air shipping costs with respect to distance fell steadily so that by 2004 it was virtually equal to
that of ocean shipping. In this case, both air and ocean costs are rising in distance at the same rate so that
distance does not affect the relative price.

Regrettably data to perform this calculation are not available after 2004. | surmise that the changing
distance elasticity has much to do with the very high oil prices in 1974 and the lower prices faced
thereafter. That is, the distance elasticity for air will be higher when oil prices are high. If this is correct,
then | would expect that very high fuel prices from 2004-2008 would result in a distance elasticity similar
to that in the 1970s.
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The other cost of distance is the time cost. Choosing air transport from the UK to France might save a
shipper 5 hours, while choosing air transport from China to France might save 5 weeks. How does a
shipper balance the direct cost against the time costs? The answer is product specific and provided by
Hummels and Schaur (2008) — see above. However, a general statement is that an air premium may be
worth paying to save 5 weeks, but not 5 hours. That is, at short distances the direct cost wins out while at
longer distances (and for time sensitive goods) the time cost dominates. This is likely why air shipping is
used far less extensively for intra-continental trade than for trade at a longer distance.

As a final point, geographic remoteness of another kind can be overcome by using airplanes. Ocean port
cities act as entrepots for interior regions of their own countries. These entrepot cities can be a bottleneck
choking off trade, especially for geographically large countries with economically important interior
regions. This becomes more pronounced in cases where ports vie for land and coastal access that retains
significant value for housing and public amenities. Trucks arriving at and departing these facilities also
compete with other users of roadways, leading to major highway congestion and significant pollution
effects. Air cargo that overflies congested ports can be an effective way to reach remote interior regions.
This can be seen clearly in US data, where the share of coastal facilities is shrinking in favor of direct
transport into the US interior’.

4.C. The Changing Organization of Production.
4.C.1.  Vertical Specialization and Global Supply Chains.

A hallmark of recent trade growth is the fragmentation of international production processes, also known
as vertical specialization, slicing up the value chain, or unbundling supply chains®. What it is called, it
simply means that production of certain manufactured goods takes place in multiple distinct stages and
these stages are increasingly geographically dispersed.

How important is this phenomenon? One way to measure the fragmentation process is to look at the share
of trade that occurs in goods labeled “parts and components”. This approach has been widely employed
and is useful, but it also leaves out intermediate goods (e.g. chemicals) that do not contain the “parts and
components” label. An alternative approach introduced in Hummels, Ishii and Yi (2001) is to employ
input-output tables that track use of imported intermediate inputs. Hummels and Puzzello (2008) use this
approach in conjunction with the Asian Input-Output data produced by IDE-JETRO for 1975-2000. Table
4-5 taken from their work, shows the growth in input trade from 1975-2000, both relative to gross output
and relative to total trade. The use of imported inputs as a share of gross output has grown enormously —
more than 300% in Malaysia, Thailand, and the Philippines. Input trade as a share of total trade is now 60-
70 percent for most of Asia.

Scholars have provided several theoretical explanations for the growth in fragmentation. Broadly speaking,
these theoretical treatments argue that each country enjoys a comparative advantage in a different stage of
production (R&D, production of various parts and components, assembly) and so in a world of frictionless
trade, each country would specialize in that stage. However, if moving goods (and people and ideas)
around is costly, then fragmentation will be costly. This creates a tension for firms — separating stages can
lower production costs for each stage but raise the costs of transport and coordination. When comparative
advantage is strong the first force wins out and fragmentation increases. When trade costs rise the second
force wins out and fragmentation decreases. Yi (2003) notes that because products engage in “round
tripping” — with inputs being shipped multiple times as components of complex manufactures are gradually
built up into an assembled final product — the impact of transport costs are multiplied by the number of
times a component in shipped. As a result, small reductions in costs over time can yield large increases in
fragmentation and trade as a whole.

7. Haveman and Hummels (2004)
8. The phenomenon appears to have as many names as authors writing about it.
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It should be said, however, that empirical evidence on the causes of rising fragmentation is fairly weak.
The most direct evidence (that this author knows of) comes from Hummels and Puzzello (2008), who
control for variation in expenditures by using industry to show that input trade is vastly more "home-
biased" than final goods trade. In addition, input trade is far more likely to take place with neighboring
countries and with partners that share a common language. However, all these effects were quite strong
from 1975-1995, they have weakened substantially from 1995-2000.

More speculatively, | would point to three key factors explaining the rise in fragmentation. First,
information technology makes it easier for firms to communicate information between stages of
production. This information could take the form of blue prints, quality validation, or inventory
management. Second, coordinating production requires moving managers and engineers between far flung
production plants, and this is greatly aided both by lower air passenger rates (through 2000), and by a
greater density of air connections. Third, timeliness in delivery is critical as entire factories can be
shuttered by the absence of key components and achieving timeliness in delivery is greatly assisted by
lower air cargo costs (again, through 2000).

These three points suggest that fragmentation puts a much larger strain on transport and trade infrastructure
than other types of production arrangements. Put another way, fragmentation is extremely transportation-
intensive. Fragmented products move multiple times rather than once. Fragmented products use airplanes
more intensively than container ships. Fragmented production processes require frequent shuttling of
executives and engineers around the globe. As such, these processes may be quite sensitive to rising fuel
costs after 2000 and greatly curtailed by it, though it will be some time before data are available to test this
hypothesis.

4.C.2.  "Small value" trade and Testing Markets

Recent theoretical and empirical research in international trade has begun to emphasize the importance of
extensive and intensive margins of trade expansion. A country can expand exports by trading larger
quantities of a given set of goods (the intensive margin), or by expanding set of goods that are traded (the
extensive margin). Higher trade costs can affect both margins®.

For example, suppose that exporting firms must pay a fixed cost of trade (for example, the cost of
collecting information about foreign markets or setting up distribution networks) and marginal costs of
trade (proportional to quantities traded). In this case, firms must sell a sufficiently high volume of exports
to justify paying the fixed costs. A fall in marginal costs of trade lowers delivered prices and expands
guantities demanded abroad. This has two effects: existing exporters can sell larger quantities (an increase
in the intensive margin), and more firms can now cover their fixed costs of trade and begin exporting for
the first time (an increase in the extensive margin). In contrast, a drop in fixed costs of trade leads to trade
expansion only along the extensive margin.

9. See Hummels and Klenow (2005) on extensive and intensive margin expansion and Hillberry and
Hummels (2007) and Eaton, Kortum, and Kramarz (2004) on the role of geographic frictions.
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Which of these are most important? In order to decompose trade growth in this manner, write the aggregate
value of a country c¢’s exports at time t as
Xtc =N c )?c

ikt jkt

(0.3)

c
Ik is the number of unique shipments of products k (measured at the 6 digit level of the Harmonized

c

System) to destinations j from exporter ¢ at time t, and X is the average value per unique shipment. If ¢
ships 10 distinct products apiece to each of 5 destination markets the number of unique shipments is 50%.
Exports could increase over time because country ¢ ships more goods, has more export destinations per
good or higher average value per shipment. (Note that it is also possible to separate N into the number of
products and number of destinations per product. However, at this 6 digit HS level of aggregation we see
very little growth in number of products traded in this period. As a result, changes in the number of unique
shipments for these countries and this time period are driven almost entirely by expansions in the number
of markets with which trade occurs.)

We can then express the log percentage change in total exports over time as the sum of the log
changes in the components, that is

XC ch 1 (':k 1
In—HL = In—2= 4 n 2=
X Njkt xjkt

This is useful because we can then assess the percentage contribution of each component to the total
change.

Table 4-6 provides this decomposition for Mexico's very rapid export expansion from 1991-2004. In this
period Mexican exports to the US increased dramatically, a log percentage change of 1.374. How did this
growth occur? If we define goods using the HS 6 classification, the answer is: primarily along the intensive
margin. The mean value per shipment grew by 1.145 log points, and number of goods grew by only .228
log points. That is, 83 percent (=1.145/1.374) of export growth was along the intensive margin and 17
percent was along the extensive margin. However, if one disaggregates down to 10 digit categories, then
the extensive margin growth becomes much more apparent. In this case, almost 30 percent of the growth is
in new products.

Table 4-7 (taken from Hummels 2008) provides a similar decomposition separately for imports and exports
of each Asian country. For simplicity | report only the log change in each variable. For example, the log
change in Chinese exports between 1995 and 2005 is In(675/161)=1.43. Of this 1.43, 0.80 came from an
increase in the number of unique shipments, and 0.63 came from an increase in average value per
shipment. Contrast this mixed growth with Thailand and Malaysia where almost all growth came via an
increase in the number of shipments rather than an increase in the average shipment. Conversely, almost all
the growth for Hong Kong and Japan came through an increase in average shipment size rather than an
increase in the number of unique shipments.

The calculation of the changes in average shipment size can be misleading — the average can rise because
all existing shipments get larger, or it could be that shipment size grows differentially at different points in
the size distribution. To show this distinction Table 4-7 also reports growth in the size of the median and
90™ percentile shipment. By comparing these to growth in the mean shipment we can understand where
trade growth is occurring.

Consider Chinese exports, where the number of shipments and mean shipment size are growing rapidly, as
are 90" percentile shipments, but median shipment sizes are falling. This indicates that China has

10. One could further decompose this into the number of products multiplied by the average number of
destinations per product.
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experienced a tremendous growth in new shipments but these tend to be very small, pushing down the
median shipment size. At the same time, established flows that were already large (90" percentile) in 1995
have grown larger still, and this increased the mean shipment size. The pattern across all reported countries
is similar — median shipment sizes are falling while mean shipment sizes are rising (or in some cases, both
are falling but medians are falling faster).

What do we learn from this exercise? For most of these countries we have export expansion occurring in
two very different ways — there are large and existing flows that are the principal drivers of aggregate trade
growth, but there are also a very large number of new entrants that, to date, do not yet represent a large
fraction of overall trade. This distinction matters for several reasons. One, the infrastructure needs of small
and medium size firms may be considerably different than those of large firms. They typically lack the
internal capacity for facilitating trade and must work through trade intermediaries to gather information
about foreign market opportunities, and to handle trade finance, transportation and distribution functions.
Two, small firms face higher shipment costs because they are unable to negotiate bulk discounts. Three, if
we take the fixed v. marginal cost view of trade costs, these new flows associated with small and medium
size firms are highly tenuous. Small increases in trade costs could kill off many exporting firms quickly.
Now, one could view this as a minor concern — these flows are small and their loss could be absorbed with
little impact on aggregate numbers — but this ignores the dynamic nature of new flows. Besedes and Prusa
(2003,2004) use survival analysis to show that new trade flows suffer high failure rates, but those that do
survive go on to ever-larger trade shares. That is, today’s success story was yesterday’s fragile newborn.

Putting all this together it suggests that nations are increasingly growing their exports by shipping new
goods to new markets. What are the characteristics of these new markets? Most firms begin producing only
for a local market, slowly expand sales within their own country, and some small fraction of these
gradually expand sales abroad. Of these who go abroad, they initially look to neighboring countries.
Because of this process, new and unexploited markets tend to be further away. When serving these distant
markets, firms face tremendous uncertainty about demand, quantities sold are likely to be very low
initially, and most trading relationships fail in a few years. All of these characteristics, initially small
guantities of uncertain demand in distant markets, are precisely the characteristics that make air shipping
particularly attractive. This suggests that airplanes may be an especially effective tool for firms wishing to
test new markets*’.

5. Looking Forward: Future Trends in the Short and Long Run

Guessing at future trends is always hazardous. | will start with the recent short term disruptions
due to the financial crisis and economic slowdown of 2008. | will then turn to long run trends and discuss
their implications for transportation prices and demand. It should be understood that this forward look is
not based on any formal forecasting model but rather based on the author’s qualitative evaluation of trends.

5.A. Short Run Trends

As this report is being written in Fall 2008, a severe financial crisis in the US has rippled outwards with
significant effect on world financial markets. At the same time, economic growth on the real side of the
economy is slowing. How will this affect trade and transportation demand?

Trade and the Business Cycle

Simply put, trade drops during recessions as income falls and the consumption share of income drops. This
can have a pronounced effect on those countries whose exports are tied closely to a single importing
market. For example, Mexico’s exports to the US tripled from 1994-2000, but declined for three years as a

11. Aizenman (2003) and Schaur (2006) examine the use of airplanes in hedging demand volatility.
Evans and Harrigan (2005) and Harrigan and Venables (2004) discuss the importance of demand
volatility in determining comparative advantage and industrial agglomerations.
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consequence of the 2001 recession in the US. These effects are more likely to be pronounced when the
recession is global, rather than isolated in a single country. When a country slides into recession by itself,
there is a quick remedy in the form of currency depreciation and export growth to stimulate aggregate
demand. But when multiple economies slide into recession simultaneously the prospects for an export-led
recovery are dimmed. This effect may be exacerbated by the tendency for economies sliding into recession
to look for any and all available means to boost output for their domestic industries. This makes short term
protectionist measures very attractive.

Oil Prices

Output responses will be more muted when prices adjust. Falling demand shows up in falling prices, and
nowhere is this more apparent than in the precipitous drop in oil prices in the second half of 2008. While
this channel should indirectly boost trade and transportation demand, it is clearly a second order effect
relative to the first order income shocks.
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The Composition of Trade

Two of the recent trade trends outlined above become more problematic when output is contracting and
income is dropping. First, Alessandria, Kaboski and Midrigan (2008) show theoretically and empirically
that “small value” trade, and the extensive margin of trade, is especially sensitive to demand declines. That
is, demand declines cause trade to contract, but the effect is especially pronounced for firms that had small
trade volumes prior to the contraction. They are focused primarily on the effect of large real exchange rate
depreciations but the point goes through for recessionary contractions. Second, speed is a luxury good.
Overnight delivery of goods may be an easy thing to give up when income is tight. This seems likely to
translate into a reduction in the demand for express air transport.

5.B. Long Run Trends

China and India will continue to grow

In the last decade China and India have experienced dramatic economic growth that has fueled a
tremendous rise in trade volumes within Asia and the rest of the world. The major drivers of that growth,
factor accumulation and technological progress, show no signs of abating. It is possible that China in
particular will rely less on export-led growth, but the scope for inward-looking growth is large as
development and infrastructure continues to spread inland. This may result in slower growth in export
volumes, but Chinese demand for imported commodities necessary for infrastructure development should
continue. This translates into demand for bulk carriers to move those commodities from production sources
in Asia, Latin America and Africa.

Oil prices will continue to rise

Barring discovering of major new oil reserves or alternative energy sources, rising consumption of energy
will push prices steadily upwards. The “International Energy Outlook 2008 produced by the US Energy
Information Agency forecasts a 50 percent rise in world energy consumption, with an 85 percent rise for
non-OECD countries. This outlook forecasts roughly linear increases in demand and supply, but with
demand growing faster. The result is forecasted to be rising oil prices, reaching as high as $186 by 2030.
(This forecast was authored prior to the dramatic run up in oil prices in the second quarter of 2008; it is not
known how that experience would translate into differences in the forecast.)

In short, this forecast calls for the steady increase in oil prices experienced between 2000-2007 (see Table
3-1) to continue for the next 25 years. This scenario includes no provision for rising taxation of fossil fuels.
Were global efforts to limit greenhouse gas emissions to result in significant fuel taxes one would expect
these price increases to be even greater.

Recalling the discussion in section 3, rising fuel prices result in higher transportation costs regardless of
mode. However, the elasticity of transportation costs with respect to fuel prices is much higher for
commercial aviation than for ocean-borne cargo. This means that, absent some unseen technological
innovation, rising fuel prices will continue to increase the relative price of airborne cargo.

US current accounts must come back into balance.

The US has for almost three decades run current account deficits, and these deficits have grown to
historically unprecedented magnitudes: over $800billion in each year from 2005, 2006, 2007. It is hard to
find an international economist who believes this situation can continue. At some point, net foreign capital
flows into the US will slow (perhaps aided by an increased perception of risk in US capital markets), the
US dollar will fall in value and the massive trade gap will narrow. This process is already underway in
2008, but seems likely to accelerate.
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Consider the difference in freight rates on routes to and from the US displayed in Table 3-1. Rates on Asia
to US routes are more than double rates for the return voyage. Rates on Europe to US routes are roughly
50 percent greater than rates on the return voyage from the US to Europe. While there may be additional
factors that drive this enormous disparity, the enormous US trade deficit seems a likely primary cause.
Indeed, the trade deficit may actually understate the imbalance in ocean cargoes, as US exports are
significantly more air-intensive than are US imports. Data on capacity utilization on US inbound v.
outbound routes were not available to this author. However, the macroeconomic facts on the trade deficit
along with the very large differences in rates on these routes suggests that containerships inbound to the
US steam at full capacity with significant slack capacity on return routes.

If, then, the US dollar were to depreciate and the US trade deficit to narrow or even reverse itself, the result
would necessarily be a size-able rebalancing on the cargo front. The obvious effect would be to equalize
the rate differential between inbound and outbound cargos. Less obviously, and perhaps more
speculatively, | expect that a narrowing of the US trade deficit would allow a reduction in ship capacity
deployed on these routes. To explain, consider a simple example. Suppose the US has 15m containers of
gross trade, with 10m containers imported and 5m containers exported through the combined Los
Angeles/Long Beach facilities. The imports would require 2000 round trips by 5000 TEU containerships,
with those same ships returning on westbound routes half empty. Now, suppose the US were to balance
trade, with 7.5m containers imported and exported, for the same 15m containers of gross trade. The same
gross volume of trade could be handled with 1500 visits of 5000 TEU ships for a 25% reduction in
shipping capacity.

Protection

There is ample evidence to show that reductions in tariff barriers to trade have resulted in sharp increases
in trade volumes. For example, Mexican exports to the US tripled in the 6 years after signing NAFTA, and
China’s exports to the world quadrupled in the 5 years after its WTO accession.

However, the forecast for further liberalization seems cloudy at best with the Doha round of WTO talks
now entering its eighth year of negotiation, and several preferential trade agreements similarly stalled. And
barriers once removed can easily become barriers reinstated. While it is hard to imagine many countries
pulling out of existing agreements, there is no shortage of disputes that could provide a pretext for
administered protection for governments so inclined. A short list of examples would include disputes over
product health and safety, intellectual property protection, and labor and environmental standards.

Predicting what will happen in this area is extremely difficult, but it would not surprise this author were we
to see significant backsliding on the trade liberalization front.

Firms and persons will pursue alternative channels for realizing gains from trade.

International trade economists point out that there are frequently multiple ways for an economy to enjoy
the gains from trade without actually engaging in merchandise trade itself. Consider some examples.
Countries with high capital/labor ratios will have a lower cost of capital and can gain from trade by
exporting capital-intensive goods while importing labor-intensive goods. Alternatively, the same gains
from trade can be accomplished by capital flows or migration than narrow gaps in capital/labor ratios.
Countries may also have a comparative advantage in certain goods because their firms enjoy a productivity
advantage in their production. Similarly, much trade is driven by consumer and firm love of variety, that is,
enjoyment of distinct differentiated goods produced around the world. In both cases firms can produce
those goods in their home markets and export them to consumers worldwide. Alternatively, they can trade
the technology itself (selling blueprints, engaging in FDI) so that the goods can be produced in the
consumers’ home markets anywhere in the world.
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The broad point here is that there are many ways to engage in international arbitrage, and firms will tend to
pursue the channel that is most efficient. Three factors point toward growth in channels other than
merchandise trade. First, starting with the Uruguay round of the GATT/WTO new trade agreements have
focused more on liberalization of investment, services trade, and intellectual property protection than on
liberalizing merchandise trade. Second, dramatic improvements in information technology allow firms to
share technology and coordinate production worldwide. Third, trade costs for merchandise trade seem
likely to rise, both transportation costs (due to oil prices) and political barriers to trade such as tariffs. A
consequence is that countries will enjoy the benefits of trade without physically moving merchandise.
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Table 1-1 — How Goods Mowe

World Trade Warld Trade
All Goods Manufaciures Chuantities of Mon-bulk cargoes US: Air share of trade valus
(2000 USSbn) Mo Tons (2000 USSon) lllon tons Billiam ton-miles excluding N America
Zcean Al Ccean Alr Imports Exports
Year
1851 178 oz
1855 S05 280 222 0.3
18a0 G623 1080 am 307 oy
1865 544 1840 453 434 1537 1.8 21 11.8
1870 1152 20805 g4 77 2118 4.3 121 18.8
1875 2341 3072 1307 TEZ 3.0 2810 7.7 12.0 18.3
18280 aria 3704 2008 1037 448 ar2o 138 138 278
1886 b | 3382 1853 1086 6.5 ave0 18.8 19.8 5.3
1820 4184 4008 2847 1285 8.4 4440 bk 245 423
1825 5442 4851 4041 1520 14.0 5385 47.8 331 443
2000 8270 G883 48288 2533 207 g7a0 ga.2 35.0 57.8
2004 2184 G758 G022 2585 234 8335 Ta.2 315 52.8
Annualized Growth Rates
fihale sampls 740 537 7.04 5.20 423 11.72 3.55 228
1975-2004 £.40 276 541 4.52 7.37 3.82 8.35 3.40 353

Motas:

1. World trade data from WTO, "International Trade Statistics, 2005" and authors calculations

. Warld air shipments from |ATA World Air Transport Siatistics

. World oeean shipments from UNCTAD Review of Maritime Transport

. US data from US Statistical Abstract, US Imports of Merchandise; US Exports of Merchandise

s R

© OECD/ITF, 2009



Forum Paper 2009-3:David Hummels

Table 1-2: Latin American Imports: Transport Mode
Selected LAC Countries and U5, 2005 (%)
From All Countries From LAC
Country Air Maritime Land Oekhers Air Karitime Land Oakers
Brazil 4.6 67.5 5.8 21 4 513 375 7.2
Colombia 27.9 59.0 BB 4.3 18.6 61.1 169 34
Argentina 17.2 52.9 136 6.3 10.6 43.1 43.8 2.5
Bolivia 14.4 0 B0.6 5.0 6.7 0 86.9 G.4
Chile 13.5 65.7 15.7 5.1 7.3 42.1 EFA 13.1
Ecuador 16.5 736 A 1.0 111 65.8 18.4 4.7
Mexico B2 20.5 55 16.3 53 66.4 1289 15.4
Peru 13.8 211 3.7 0.4 6.6 86 6.9 0.5
Paraguay 10.7 0 45.8 435 2.4 0 77 206
Uruguay 75 49.4 25.7 17.0 4.1 216 456.5 277
Venezuela 19.6 70.9 9.4 01 14.1 598 26.0 0.1
LAC* 15.8 49.2 25.7 9.2 23 452 373 9.2
us 216 51.6 26.7 -

Miote: Data for Argentina and Saliia & for 2004, * Simple awITage

Source: Moreira 2008 based on ALAD cata and UE Cergus Bureau.
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EU 27

Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria
Cyprus
Czech Republic
Germany
Denmark
Estonia
Spain
Finland
France
United Hingdom
Greece
Hungary
Irzland

ltaly
Lituania
Luxemburg
Latvia

Malta
Metherands
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Sweden
Slovenia
Slovakia

Table 1-3 European Import Values by Transport Mode

Value Share in 2007 {mil. Eura)

Change in Share 2000-2007

% Change in value 2000-2007

rail & rail & rail &
air Sea road other air se3 road other air sea road other
121 503 147 18.2 -7.0 B3 -0.5 -1.2 4 TE a9 24
168.2 232 23 223 -84 -1.2 3B 2 4 51 TE 114
21.7 251 8.8 4.2 -8.2 12.0 -3.8 1.1 10 100 30 115
20 524 34.0 10L6 =20 23 =) -8.3 71 1897 284 51
=] 200 0.0 0.2 -28 18.2 -15.7 13 Te -ga
8.5 01 G5.5 248 -22 55 -34 B3 118 75
24.5 408 3.0 168.2 -5.2 B0 4.1 0.3 12 TE 11 35
13.8 527 28.7 8.7 -1.2 -T.8 2.8 0.2 30 22 110 45
10.3 M7 51.8 8.1 23 0.3 4.5 22 130 B1 a4 182
2.1 7.8 T4 8.7 4.3 1.2 0.0 3.2 28 28 et 270
220 582 8.2 8.8 -5.4 1.2 -G.0 0.1 40 118 a7 e
18.4 5583 147 10L6 -9.4 15.7 -0.8 -8.3 -14 i ] -35
320 548 0.0 13.3 -10.5 15.0 0.0 <4 -14 57 [u] -15
2.1 8.1 135 1003 -1.8 -5.0 -0.1 6.6 B5 71 B3 407
212 0.5 57T 2018 168.7 143 318 775 149 =26
38.3 AT 5 2.4 4.3 =171 5.1 7.2 48 -37 1 58T 24711
8.5 B7.5 123 10L6 -5.8 T4 -5.8 40 -3 TE =] 153
4.5 513 33z 11.1 0z 40.7 88 317 1688 =ity 70 ]
B1.3 10.7 7.8 0.5 28.2 =21 -17.8 -8.2 282 125 -18 -82
8T 272 55.7 1.5 -1.0 18.8 =31 -12.5 140 627 1687 35
579 421 0.0 -TE T8 -0.1 -45 -28 -100
8.4 348 8.5 50.3 1.8 1.2 0.3 -34 102 i1 70 52
2.5 a7h 28.4 284 Dy 242 -188 -5.2 114 487 12 fa
=) 248 49 0.8 40 B4 -0.4 =31 -2 52 27 -7
53 4588 335 125 -1.8 g8 125 &3 133 280 121 36z
154 540 23.0 26 -14.8 5.1 52 1.8 -34 42 B2 237
8.0 44 8 43.5 =] -2.5 304 -258 1.7 B2 852 51 BS
14.5 287 259 282 123 =213 207 1882 53 85
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Table 1-4 Eurcpean Export Values by Transport Mode

Walue Share in 2007 Change in Share 2000-2007 % Change in wvalue 2000-2007
rail & rail & rail &

country  air Sea road other air sea road other air Sea road other

EU 27 251 43.7 258 57 -5.8 1.2 5.0 -0.4 20 52 a5 ko]
Austria 174 31.3 48.4 1.8 -7 5.8 0.4 0.8 30 128 24 221
Belgium 40.3 332 251 1.4 4.8 0.1 4.3 0.5 42 &0 g2 133
Bulgaria 4.4 424 47.8 5.4 1.0 8.8 -5.0 4.8 223 223 121 b ]
Cyprus 418 58.0 0.0 0.1 0.2 -108 0.0 142 51 47
Cz=ch Rep 13.2 15.8 842 7.0 4.8 -25.3 47 el 123 861
Germany 1.8 43.9 26.4 7.8 4.0 1.2 2.4 0.5 38 a8 78 T3
Denmark 228 51.2 ny 33 0.8 -5.3 33 1.4 41 24 81 135
Estonia 4.4 50.4 448 0.4 0.2 -101 11.1 -0.8 460 388 678 BE
Spain 14.8 5.2 15.2 38 0.2 -5.0 28 2.0 51 48 g5 258
Finland 226 43.2 307 34 -5.0 -1.8 10.8 -0.8 14 48 128 23
France 252 387 204 187 -3.2 52 21 4.1 2 3z e -2
United King 437 51.3 3.2 1.8 4.2 1.1 22 0.8 -2 10 254 103
Greecs 5.0 51.8 330 0.4 5.5 B8 -3.0 -0.1 41 &2 28 13
Hungary 16.2 0.5 T84 4.8 10.7 15.0 -28.2 245 288 48
Ireland B2.8 35.5 1.1 0.5 4.4 3.3 0.8 0.5 3 21 147 118463
ltaly 17.8 52.3 26.8 33 4.4 0.8 1.3 25 18 47 53 480
Lituania 30 238 62.3 11.1 -1.8 8.0 -11.0 2.8 188 634 28 52
Luxemburg 17.7 35.3 28.8 71 -1.8 1.8 -7 6.8 48 71 ar 3007
Latvia 4.0 224 70.8 27 03 -3 201 1.5 208 121 501 281
Malta T8 20.4 0.0 0.0 -7.0 7.0 0.0 44 -7 Ead
Metherland 26.3 438 28.7 32 -0.8 8.8 27 -7 B3 121 70 -14
Poland 4.4 28.8 G1.8 5.0 -1.8 21 4.3 4.8 160 278 277 T
Portugal 281 53.5 5O 0.1 T8 -2.2 -1.8 =37 150 78 45 87
Romania 25 53.8 311 12.7 0.7 -7.8 3.1 5.0 108 134 198 343
Sweden 23.0 434 1.8 1.8 -16.3 5.4 K= 1.2 -28 48 24 285
Slowvenia 4.3 11.0 802 4.5 0.0 10.7 -14.5 2.8 168 8625 123 1585
Slovakia 5.0 34.0 57.0 4.0 3.2 -25.0 0.5 1166 170 455
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Table 1-5 Euwropean Import Weights by Transport Mode

Weight 2007 (00D tonnes)

Weight Share 2007 (000 tonnes)

country air sed rail & road other air sed rail & road  other
EL 18430 5064247 574934 1553580 0.2 70.3 2.0 218
Austria 196 185713 18775 g2e40 0.2 181 12.2 &4.5
Belgium 702 275264 20254 58744 0.2 775 57 16.5
Bulgaria g | G0428 15231 11405 0.0 [ 17.5 13.1
Cyprus 21 12542 2 1 0.2 285 0.0 0.0
Czech Republic 83 22 24484 50821 01 0.0 40.4 58.5
Germany a1 438225 45802 474249 0.3 45.4 5.2 4.1
Denmark 120 Ba171 3e7a 28010 0.2 GG 4.1 281
Estonia 14 5545 13045 815 01 288 B67.2 47
Spain 770 TH1447 4703 45850 01 236 0.6 57
Finland 102 100048 45434 15183 01 G0.7 30.0 B2
France 1817 582923 21083 70585 0.2 268.2 31 104
United Kingdon G218 688015 B4 74207 0.8 8.5 0.0 Ba
Greecs el 124445 12881 12801 01 f=pel=] B8 BS
Hungary 251 10z 42284 53825 0.3 0.1 43.8 55.7
Irzland 204 48783 2049 ole] 0.4 o954 4.0 0.2
ltaly 878 BaTE08 25440 176848 01 214 2.3 18.2
Lituania 10 25841 28380 BT10 0.0 41.7 428 15.7
Luxemburg 257 287 248 5 171 18.1 63.4 0.3
Latvia 5 4030 15519 4661 0.0 18.6 84.2 18.2
Malta T 1263 [u} 0.5 285 0.0
Metharands 658 604108 12000 258822 01 G68.2 14 264
Peland 188 51589 2885 Ta514 041 23.0 41.4 35.5
Portugal 100 118648 G4 53 01 283 0.6 0.0
Romania 42 TEELE 21808 14381 0.0 3.2 253 1.4
Sweden 345 104080 22057 871 0.3 =R =] 17.3 0.5
Slowvenia 12 14517 14535 5720 0.0 383 38.8 23.0
Slowvakia 128 1981 44203 41782 0.2 22 50.1 47.4
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lable 1-6 buropsan bxport Weights by 1ransport Mode

Weight 2007 (00D tonnes) Weight Share 2007
country air s2a rail & read  other air 523 rail & road  other

44842 1457520 484402 103228 21 70.2 228 4.8
Austria 297 13832 0655 2088 0.8 285 G54 4.4
Balgium 25867 115340 31583 7408 1.8 735 201 4.8
Bulgaria 208 28075 14528 2858 5 52.1 37 5.7
Cyprus 168 1544 a 0 o8 802 0o 0.0
Czech Republic 270 2385 132874 1314 1.5 13.3 778 7.3
Germany 5341 178407 HYE3E 39237 1.7 55.6 ans 122
Cienmark 215 25024 4101 837 o7 B35 137 21
E=tonia 207 2850 4103 15 1.5 62.5 =] oA
Spain 12512 142640 12531 3380 7.3 834 7.3 2.0
Finland 205 42425 13658 405 04 747 240 0.8
France 13008 135875 40024 11380 6.5 67.5 203 5.7
United Kingdom 1868 151384 1201 1153 og ar.8 0.& 0.8
Gresce 811 3a7aes 10887 24 1.8 TG.6 218 0.0
Hungary 458 23 32674 2813 1.3 0.2 anT 7.8
Ireland 201 10085 lidi] 25 1.8 ar.z 0.& oz
ltaly 1884 188228 38252 2840 0.8 g1.2 167 1.2
Lituania 23 10837 2108 == o 54.5 40.4 448
Luxemburg @1 2224 72 408 1.8 G4.2 223 11.8
Latvia 108 3182 Zoa4 7 1.7 50.8 47.3 oA
Malta 18 385 0 .3 957 0.0
Metherlands 1833 155145 23284 11235 os 834G 105 51
Faoland 287 24781 42144 223 0.4 357 a7 3.2
Foriugal 1258 24853 5a4 7 47 820 33 0.0
Fomania 114 42704 24758 7814 2 T2.3 143 132
Sweden 873 Tav 27775 2238 os 7i8 253 20
Slovenia i 2418 10oa4 1828 o 210 a7 11.3
Slovakia 28 1104 11340 813 0.2 2.1 8.1 47
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EU 15

Austria
Belgium
Cyprus
Denmark
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Iceland
Ireland
Italy
Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden
United
Kingdom

Table 1-7 Modal Shares within Europe

Shares in 2006

Change in shares 1990-2006

Road
79.1

63.2
71.2
100.0
91.8
72.7
80.9
65.9
98.1
100.0
98.8
90.1
39.0
58.4
91.5
100.0
63.6
70.4
94.9
70.5
78.2
95.4
64.5

88.1

Rail
14.4

33.8
14.0
0.0
8.2
27.1
15.7
21.4
1.9
0.0
1.2
9.9
61.0
41.6
4.6
0.0
4.1
294
5.1
194
21.8
4.6
35.5

11.8

IwWw
6.5

3.0
14.7
0.0
0.0
0.2
3.4
12.8
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
4.0
0.0
32.3
0.2
0.0
10.0
0.0
0.0

0.1

Road
5.8

14.2
-2.0
0.0
0.8
-2.2
7.6
7.3
2.3
0.0
9.1
3.0
16.6
31.0
16.6
0.0
3.4
37.6
3.1
34.3
244
6.1
6.4

-1.9

Rail
-3.9

-11.1
-2.4
0.0
-0.8
3.3
-7.2
-3.2
-2.3
0.0
-9.1
-3.0
-16.0
-30.4
-11.9
0.0
0.9
-37.1
-3.1
-41.7
-24.4
-6.1
-6.4

1.9

IwWw

-1.9

-3.1
4.2
0.0
0.0
-1.1
-0.5
-3.9
0.0
0.0
0.0
-0.1
-0.6
-0.6
-4.5
0.0
-4.3
-0.5
0.0
7.4
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0

* Ok ok o

*

*

* First period of data is 1991.
Source: Eurostats
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Tahble 2-1 Ad-valorem Transportation Costs for the US, Latin American and the Caribbean

us Argentina  Bolivia Brazil Chile Ecuadar Paraguay  Peru Uruguay
Aggregate frelght expenditures
% of Imports value)
All exporters|  3.5% 5.9% BA% 5.T% 2.1% o9.1% 9.7% B.5% A%
OECD exporters|  2.6% 5.7% BE% 5.2% 685 BA% 9.9% B3 B.7%
MNon-OECD exporters 1.5% 6.2% B1% B.2% 9.6% 10.1% 9.4% B.6% 5.5%

Frelght: % of total trade costs 85.0% 31.3% 45.7% 31.0% 42 4% 45.5% 63.0% 39.5% 31.5%

Coetticient of wariation in &d-
valorem transportation costs
across goods 14 5.24 183 1.34 1.7 168 1.64 128 1.59

Coeffident of varlation in ad-
walorem transportation oosts
BLrOSs EXpOriers 0.89 .82 071 0.95 0.E1 0.86 a7z 082 0.59

source: Hummels, Lugovskyy, Skiba (2008)
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Table 2-2 — Changing Air Fares by Region

{annualized growth rates)

Shipping price
mer Kg (20008) Ad-valarem Air Freight Rate  Distance Premium
years 1873-80 1980-83 1973-80 1880-83 1873-83
All Routes 287 -2.52 437 -1.70 -0.68
Dleveloped Mation Routes
Morth Atlantic 1.02 -3.50 -0.08 -27T7 -1.37
Mid Atlantic 345 -3.38 -3.83 -2.55 -1.72
5 Aflantic 188 -3.82 -3.33 =311 1.23
Morth and Mid Pacific -3.43 -1.48 -10.22 -0.64 -0.42
South Pacific -2.48 -0.88 -0.35 -0.14 -0.41
Dleveloping Mation Routes
Morth to Central America 363 -0.72 -3.68 0.11 -0.57
Morth and Ceniral America to South Amenica 2.34 -1.34 -4.88 -0.44 -1.08
Europe to Middle East 4.80 -3.02 -2.57 -2.20 0.47
Eurcpe and ME to Africa 1.84 -2.34 -5.33 -1.51 -2.38
Eurcpe/ME/Africa to Asia/Pacific 3.32 -2.78 -3.25 -1.86 0.5a
Laocal Routes
Local Asia/Pacific 0.87 -1.82 -8.13 -0.89 -1.84
Local Morth America 1.63 -1.73 -6.52 -0.80 -1.09
Local Europe 4.51 -2.83 -2.54 -1.81 -1.38
Local Central America 0.o7 1.82 -1.11
Local South America 253 -2.25 -4.68 -1.42 0.58
Local Middle East 1.82 -1.48 -6.25 -0.63 -0.24
Local Africa 4.84 -2.43 -2.44 -1.80 -0.08
Motes:

(1) All series expressed in terms of annualized growth rates.
(2) Price per kg and ad-valorem freight rate series constructad using mean shipping distance within that route group

{3) Price per kg deflated using US GOP daflator. Ad-valorem rates constructed using a price per kg import price index.
(4) Distance premium eguals ratio of freight rates at distances egual to twice and one-half mean distance within that group

(5] Local series do not include domestic flights.
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East Asia & Pacific

Europe & Central Asia
High incame: OECD

Latin America & Caribbean
Middle East & North Africa
South Asia

Sub-Szharan Africa

East Asia & Pacific

Europe & Central Asia
High income: OECD

Latin America & Caribbean
Middle East & MNorth Africa
South Asia

Sub-Szharan Africa

Source: World Bank Doing Busingss Data, 2007 and author's caloulations
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Table 2-3 Inland Costs of Transporting One TEU Container

Imports
Total Inland Ports Other
519 2T% 30% 44%
1952 &0 9% 31%
04 A7 25% 28%
1385 42% 15% 43%
1303 45% 16% 39%
1242 A7 14% 39%
1996 A41% 32% 27%
Exports
Total Inland Ports Other
459 22% 32% 46%
1759 559% 10% 3%
872 48% 26% 26%
1044 A42% 17% 41%
a73 A44% 16% A0%
922 A6% 13% 41%
1587 AT% 22% 3%

45



Globalisation and Freight Transport Costs in Maritime Shipping and Aviation

46

Table 2-4: Ocean and Inland Freight (US5/TEL) 2005

Total Freight Rate Inland Freight Imternational Freight
Exporier Rate Share % Rate Share %
China 1408 385 28 1014 72
ndia 3428 1284 a7 2204 i ]
ndanesia 1633 Gas 42 B45 58
lapan 2148 857 40 1281 a0
Malaysia 1284 434 24 850 ili]
Korea 1855 1048 57 808 43
Thailand 1751 1047 &0 705 40

Source: De [2008)
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Table 3-1 Liner Rates on Major Trade Roules

period oil Asiaf05  USfAsia  EurfAsia  Asia/Eur Eur/US Simple
EB WB EB WB US/Eur EB WE Average
1098 160 1345 1119 1040 1183 1472 1284 1241
2098 147 1459 1015 859 1227 1477 1210 1210
g 98 142 1561 999 a73 1353 1397 1221 1234
40 98 129 1614 842 a07 1465 1308 1188 1204
1099 131 1619 73z T16 1512 1165 1100 1157
2099 17.7 2018 871 723 1525 1111 1045 1216
Q99 1.7 2203 i ] T30 1568 1040 1054 1236
40 99 246 2188 736 776 1612 1031 1127 1245
10 00 288 2126 751 664 15494 939 1148 1204
20 00 288 1953 852 710 1547 a%h 1198 1211
Q00 s 2041 939 793 1673 1022 1264 1289
40 00 320 1932 867 797 1618 o987 1255 1243
1001 288 1874 ’I7 a6 1566 o938 1290 1229
200 279 1745 869 Th0 1468 043 1236 1174
i 267 1624 01 688 1296 a90 1253 1092
40 01 204 1405 70 653 1154 a899 1223 1044
102 21.7  15%4 812 61 1073 912 1189 1030
2002 262 1469 807 646 1105 a6l 1156 1008
goz 283 1479 81z 694 1208 a&5 1191 1042
4002 282 1502 773 721 1287 774 1176 1039
103 31 1493 To4 706 1347 771 1212 1062
2003 290 1687 73z 755 1543 774 1341 1155
Qo3 30.2 1979 839 773 1653 778 1395 1236
4003 312 1s92 810 754 1662 795 1432 1224
1004 352 1850 202 733 1686 778 1437 1214
2004 384 1863 819 FE)! 1718 TaA 1425 1227
Q04 439 1946 ik 735 1826 a10 1436 1265
A 04 48.3 1923 6 T69 1838 B29 1471 1273
1005 49.7 1847 200 a01 17495 aa6 1544 1282
2005 53.1 1845 781 a21 1794 06 1655 1300
3005 %32 1904 215 815 1778 935 1725 1329
40 05 GO0 1R7R 825 a25 1709 1009 1815 1344
10 06 633 1836 815 793 1454 o495 1829 1287
2006 704 1753 828 a04 1408 1010 1829 1272
Q06 704 1715 839 a06 1494 1041 1954 1308
40 06 GO0 1671 777 792 1545 1066 1762 1269
1007 CHA | 1643 7T 755 1549 1032 1692 1235
2007 650 1675 765 T44 1658 1067 1653 1260
IQ 07 75.5 1707 Tan 777 1952 1115 1725 1343
4007 908 1707 704 o905 2054 1147 1766 1396
10 08 97.9 1715 861 Rt 2021 1193 1700 1411
o8 1240 1837 999 1061 1899 1326 1652 1462
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Table 4-1
Falue of Time Saving and Shave tn World Trade for Selected Products
Tariff Equivalent for
Share in World Value of Time
Description Trade (%) Baving Per Day (%)
Road vehicles {izcleding am-tushios vehiclus) 7 2
Cotfos, tez, cocoz, spicas, 12d monnfachirss tharoof 0.3 11
Talecom, sommd recerdi=g and reproducton 2pp and eqp. 44 s
Vegetaklas and Euir 13 s
Mator wehicls parts 24 k3
Cezwals and careal preparations 0e 23
Articles of appaml and cloching 2ccassories 37 a7
Powss gezsrating machiary and equipment 26 os
Taxtils yarz, fabrics, madeup articles, e, 23 =11
Office mackizes and automatic data processing machizas i4 53
Madicinal 2=d prarmacemtical products 29 a3
Foobwear 0.8 oz
Crada oil 30 -

Coal, ccke 2nd briguathus

0.3

Faailizers [sxcept crads of Gresp 272)

0.1

MNote: Categories correspond fo Stomderd Industrial Trade Classiflection Syatent (8ITC) two-diplt cateporivs. Selected cateparies have hean

Jurther disagprapared for purposes of illusration.

Table 4-2
Par-day Tarjff Eguivalents, by Region
Region Impaorts Exports

Hizh inceams: OECT 0.8 10
East Asia a=d Pacific 0.8 0.7
Eruzope and Canmzl Azia 08 0.7
Latiz Anarica amd Casibbaas 08 0B
Middls East & Noetk Africa 1.0 04
Sub-Saharas Africa 08 o8
South Asta 1.3 0.6
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Table 4-3 -- Time Sensitivity of Asian Trade

Air Share in Per Day

Expors to US Time Sensifivity

1965 2005 Imports  Exports
China 10.8 233 D.ea 077
Indonesia 8.3 4.0 1.00 0.568
India 47.1 41.4 1.50 0.78
Fyrgyz Repubfic 1.8 128 1.22 582
Malaysia 48.2 7.8 D.av 0.62
Phillipines 448 48.0 D.85 0.51
Thailand 254 41.2 0.7 0.84
Haong Kaong 41.4 385 D.74 0.81
Japan 278 258 0.57 1.14
Kaorea 48.2 M2 0.58 1.02
Singapors T8.2 T8.0 D.75 0.82
Tamwan 311 aFa D.68 0.81

Source:
1. COMTRADE, US Imports of Merchandise, author's calculations
2. Per day time costs based on Hummels 2007 "Time as a Trade Barrier”

;;;;‘;;::umu vz. Applied Tarifft, by Region fall valuer are percent ad-valoram)
inland Applied
Region Per-Day Transport | Customs Port Total Tariff
IMFORTS
High income: DECD 08 13 1z 21 4.6 7
East Asia amd Pactfic 08 13 33 1 1] .1
Euzope and Canmel Asiz s 63 40 16 128 47
Lati= Amarica ead Casibbazs s 21 31 37 L] 70
Middla East and Mord Africa 1.0 44 54 g 156 100
Sub-Sabares Africa s £3 B4 s 256 112
Souti Asia 1.5 130 67 54 %1 255
EXPORTS
High incems: OECT Lo i) 15 11 435 43
East Asia a=d Pacific 07 11 L7 Lo iz 32
Erzope 2nd Canmal Asia 07 7 9 0 £4 ekl
Lati= Ararica 2=d Caztbbgen 0E i 1E 12 7.1 i
Middle East and Morth Africa 04 12 iz 12 i3 27
Sub-Sabare= Africa 0e i3 .7 4.0 158 4.1
South Asza 0E iz 40 12 2% 6.3
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Table 4-5 Eelatve Importance of Inputs, Traded Goods

1975 1985 1990 1995 2000 oAt
ANES
{A) Unit Input Usages of Imported Intermediates (IT/G0. %)
Chinz - 1.5 1.7 28 33 1205
Indonesia 3.2 3.1 3.2 18 4.1 2038
Japan 20 2.2 19 20 24 19.8
Korsa B35 7.8 7.3 7.6 E7 23
Malaysia 42 9.1 10.0 16.0 24.7 486.1
Tarwan 6.7 93 12.5 15.2 126.2
Philippines 4.0 4.6 6.4 EO 16.0 3031
Smzapore 16.3 262 28.1 28.3 24.5 503
Thailand 3.1 5.1 10.9 12.0 13.7 3393
U.S. 0.7 1.1 1.2 1.8 22 2205
{B) Input Shave of Trade (TTTT, %)
China - 36.1 61.7 62.3 63.2 B0.8
Indonesia 88 512 387 45.6 487 279
Japan 71.8 61.1 51.7 47.3 436 -39.3
Korsa 67.2 69.7 67.4 64.0 71.1 58
Malaysia 89 46.0 362 453 1.4 934
Tarwan 59.1 64.6 63.1 63.3 -8.5
Philippines 41.5 66.5 474 46.2 63.1 5211
Smgzapore 4.2 62.4 538 58.7 61.8 141
Thailand 453 457 534 56.7 67.9 459
U.S. 433 29.8 24.7 312 339 -21.6
{C) Exported Inputs in Total Exports i%a)
Chinz - 64.9 52.1 446 367 434
Indonesia 9 o041 23L& 70.3 71.2 -18.0
Japan 53.5 36.8 425 511 55.0 28
Kovaa 7.2 41158 198 5l.4 64.7 37.0
Malaysia 65.6 86.7 734 63.0 62.1 -10.8
Tarwan - 352 416 54.5 67.4 914
Philippines 33.6 64.0 48.7 35.8 66.0 -21.0
Smeapore 492 522 48.0 50.7 66.9 359
Thailand 74.2 62.9 431 49.1 554 254
U.S. 70.6 66.7 61.3 58.9 61.5 -12.8
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Table 4-6 Decomposing Mexican Export Growth to US 1991-2004

Mexican Exports to US Rest of World Exports 1o US
Mumber  Mean valus Mumber  Mean valus Mumber
Exports HZ 8 per shipment HS 10 per shipment HS & HE 10
(nbimions)  products  (In thousands) products  in thousands) Produsts Products
1881 36.1 2387 12510 5821 8204 4881 14731
1042 8.3 2901 13536 5873 8638 4pg4 14741
1043 43.8 a7 14502 G122 7147 4088 14845
1084 53.8 329 17206 G772 750 4pg4 16325
1885 87.0 3414 18612 TaB4 8714 4004 16758
1006 8.0 3581 21087 8360 0434 5088 16007
1047 288 Ly 24424 Bass 10032 028 16527
1098 6.1 3635 20449 8808 11172 002 16287
1849 1112 3871 30297 8708 12775 5084 16311
2000 1347 Is4T 30044 B7ag 15423 5003 16371
2001 127.5 asae 36542 taad 14837 008 16345
2002 128.8 3640 36378 8738 14743 5185 16758
2003 120.8 3604 36085 8a3g 15004 5183 16783
2004 142.8 a7 303z8 87T 18328 5178 16771
Log percentage change
1881-2004 1.374 0.228 1.145 0.408 0.988 0.037 0.130
1881-1808 0.782 0.218 0.584 0.363 0.418 0.018 0.083
1986-2004 0.521 0.010 0.581 0.043 0.548 0.017 0.047
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Table 4-7 -- Decomposing Asian Trade Growth 1995-2005

China
Indanesia

India

Eyrgyz Republic
Malaysia
Phillipines
Thailand

Hong Kong
Japan
Horea

Singapare
Taiwan

China
Indonasia

India

Fyrgyz Republic
Malaysia
Phillipines
Thailand

Hong Kong
Japan
Horea

Singapors
Taiwan

Motes:

Log Change in Export

Shiprment Valus

Mumber of
Valua  shipments  Mean Median 20th pctile
1.43 0.80 0.83 -0.02 0.28
0.48 0.85 -0.18 -0.81 -0.47
0.28 0.80 0.18 -0.3z2 -0.02
D.26 0.81 -0.35 -1.84 -1.25
0.48 0.4z 0.03 -0.1z2 -0.04
0.53 0.35 0.18 -0.85 -0.43
0.48 0.51 -0.04 -0.85 -0.24
0.33 0.04 0.28 -0.81 -0.14
0.07 -0.08 0.13 -0.18 0.
0.62 0.2a 0.33 -0.33 -0.058
0.45 0.10 0.35 -0.2e 0.07
0.27 010 0.17 -0.37 -0.12
Log Change in Import
Shiprent Valus
Mumber of
Value  shipments Mean Median  B0th petile
1.42 0.32 1.03 -0.27 0.44
0.18 o.1a -0.01 -0.57 -0.38
1.27 0.64 0.83 -0.45 0.08
0.55 1.81 -1.28 -2.35 -1.68
0.22 0.1z 0.10 -0.2e -0.07
0.12 o.oa 0.03 -0.56 -0.43
0.34 0.34 0.00 -0.85 -0.28
0.24 011 0.13 -0.63 -0.35
0.24 0.1z 0.12 -0.37 -0.13
0.48 0.30 b.18 -0.70 -0.23
0.27 011 b.18 -0.58 -0.22
0.34 013 0.20 -0.82 -0.18

1. Source: COMTRADE database, authors calculations
2. First year of Phillipines data is 1828, First year of Taiwan data is 1287
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Figure 1-1
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Figure 2-1
Ad-valorem freight expenditures in US and New Zealand Imports
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Figure 2-3 US Air Carpo Price Indices
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Figure 2-4
Tramp Price Index
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Figure 2-6
Aggregate and Fitted Ad-valorem Air Freight for US
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Figure 2-7

Aggregate and Fitted Ad-valorem Ocean Freight for US
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Figures 2-8 & 2-9

Figure &-Trend in Import Airfreight after Controlling for Changes in Trade Compaosition.
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Figure 8-Trend in Import Ocean freight after Controlling for Changes in Trade Compaosition.
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Figure 3-1
Airfare Trend for US Inbound Travel
(Economy Class Services)
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Figure 3-2
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Figure 3-3
Mumber of Shippers on the Route to the US (logs)
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Figure 4-1 The Weight/Value of EU Trade, by EU Country
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Figure 4-2 Weight/Value for EU Trade — by Partner
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Figure 4.3. Weight/Value of Trade 1995-2005
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