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Context of the Study

¢ Debate on Colonisation & Economic Growth
* Debate on Colonial Origin Vs. Legal Origin

¢ My previous work on Colonisation

Why Should Colonial Origin Matter for Growth?

ULaw or legal institutions
UEducation or human capital institutions
Uinstitutions of Trade & Openness

UGeographical factors or ‘Selection Bias’

Objectives of the Paper

UQuestion 1: Does colonial origin matter for
growth in SSA?

UQuestion 2: If yes, what are its channels of
transmission? And if no, why does it not
matter?

Empirical Strategy
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Causal Mechanisms

Model Specification
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Data

Sample consists of 38 SSA Countries, we use 5-year

averages of all variables during 1960-2000, implying

N(38)>T(8)

* Dependent variable: log of per capita GDP Growth
(GROW)

* Regressors:

= |nitial Conditions: logPCGDP60

= Demographic Factors: GPO

= Macroeconomic Policy Environment: INFL, BMP,
ETHNIC, DNRES

Data
= Physical Capital Accumulation: INV

Trade & Openness: EXP, OPEN

= Education: AYS15

= Geography: LANDLOCK

= Exchange regime: DFCFA

Sample by Colonial Origin

I Former British 54 Coloie {6 COUNTRIES
Botswana, Gamoa, Ghana, Keya, Lesotho, Malawi, Maurtis, Nmiia, Nigeri, S eone, Sudan
Swazland, Tanani, Ugands, Lambi, Zimibve.

I FormerFrench S5 Colonies (15 COUNTRIES)
Benin, Buking Fao, Cameroon, CenirlAficaRepubli, Cr), Congo R, Cote D'l G, Guies
adagestar,Mal aturtaia, Mg, Senesa Togo.

I Former Portuguese, Blgan, talian orSpanish S5 Colnie (7 COUNTRIES)
Angol, Burndi, Congo Dem EuatoralGunea, Gunea-isay, Mozambigue,Somala

Summary Statistics
PANEL A - DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR FULL SAMPLE OF 38 FORMER SSA COLONIES
Variabi obe T Dave M hax

Colonial Origin & Growth in SSA, 1960-2000

Dependent Variable: Per Capita GDP Growth (Log)
Model 1 Model 2

Bcorg 1.094% 0.877
(0.537) (0.541)
Ocorg -0.526 -0.521
(0.786) (0.786)
Logpcgdp60 0.066 0.081
(0.452) (0.454)
Constant -0.449 -0.557
(3.275) (3.288)
No of Obs. 244 238
R-squared 0.03 0.02

The omitted category is French Colonial Origin (FCORG). Standard Errors are presented
in parentheses. 1% level of significance is denoted by ***, 5% by ** and 10% by *.

Colonial Origin & its Causal Mechanisms

AYs1s'  EXP'  OPEN® NV PROP'  ECOFREE®

BCORG 1373 9068 -1506 47327  1.019% 0.139*
(0263)  (2260) (2.437) (1.186)  (0.126) (0.081)

OCORG 0412 0401 7483  -0.409  -0.692**  -0.534"
(0288)  (2932) (4.881) (1.459)  (0.161) (0.125)

LOGPCGDP60 ~ 0.472% 15472% 3198*  -0.707  0.693*  0.522+*
0217)  (2069) (1727) (1.111)  (0.102) (0.064)

CONSTANT ~ -1552 -84.189"* -18012 13761*  -0.922 1192+

(1653) (15507) (12.992) (8.235)  (0.727) (0.451)

No. OBS 192 259 281 291 216 216
R-SQUARED 0.25 0.28 0.03 0.08 0.43 0.37
Robust standard errors are presented in parentheses. 1% level of significance is denoted by ***, 5% by ** and 10% by *.
(1) These results are robust to the exclusion of Botswana.
(2) Without Botswana, BCORG coefficient increases in magnitude and becomes significant at the 5%.
(3) Without Botswana, BCORG looses significance.




Determinants of Economic Growth in SSA, 1960-2000
Dependent Variable: Per Capita GDP Growth (Log)

Time Variant Exogenous Variables
PO ‘1572

Avsis 1208 11997
(0.487) (©.507)
Time Variant Endogenous Variables
NV 0.014 0.007
(0.085) (0.089)
Time Invariant Exogenous Variables
THNIC 0033 -0.031
(0.046) (0.056)
DNRES 1.968 1.96

LANDLOCK “0.413 “0.307
DFCFA 3687 5819
BCORG 5533 5.706
ocore 3456 3633

LoGPCGDPE0 -0.607 -0.365

CONSTANT 7.049 2823

Colonial Origin, Interaction terms & Growth in SSA
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Conclusions (1)

v'Colonial Origin does matter for growth in SSA

v'A recent British colonial history is superior to
a French one in fostering growth in the post-
colonial era

v'There is evidence that the superior
performance of British former colonies is
mainly due to higher educational attainment,
and not due to export advantage, investment
or ‘selection bias’

Conclusions (2)

OExports, Investment and Natural Resources
Endowment have been more detrimental to
growth in British former colonies during 1960-
2000.

O Need to contextualise analysis between
institutions & growth in specific historical &
cultural contexts

QCountry-country comparative analysis might
be more informative than cross-country
studies




