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~ 'lnentha 1413 “Economic Miracles” ¥a3langavias
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Table 1 13 Success Stories of Sustained, High Growth

Botswana 1960-2005 210 3.800

Brazil 1950-1980 960 4,000
China 1961-2005 105 1,400
Hong Kong, China* 1960-1997 3,100 29,900
Indonesia 1966-1997 200 900
Japan* 1950-1983 3,500 39.600
Korea, Rep. of* 1960-2001 1,100 13.200
Malaysia 1967-1997 790 4,400
Malta* 1963-1994 1,100 9,600
Oman 1960-1999 950 9,000
Singapore* 1967-2002 2,200 25,400
Taiwan, China* 1965-2002 1.500 16,400
Thailand 1960-1997 330 2,400

Source: World Bank, World Development Indicators.

*Economies that have reached industrialized countries’ per capita income levels.
**Period in which GDP growth was 7 percent per year or more.
***In constant USS of 2000.
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Middle Income Trap

2008 per capita income relative

to United States (log of %)
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Thailand in MIT
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Comparison with Others
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Why Trapped?: Industrial Policy
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Why Trapped?: Industrial Policy
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Not necessarily bad
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* $2lafa technological upgrading

* Industrial policy 4 relevant Tunasiuios
81lai address Usgiau technological upgrading U
WIDNAU

* langAvaz upgrade technology agdls

Nyt market failure luszdu macro wadzasilla
agals

Uy government failure luulaugdassy (1)
upgrading laaggls




W3auWeyu Productivity
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® Market Failure tW31%
Upgrading AB4n13n152UUN135 learning #inatiiag

M43l financing scheme 32AU macro # facilitate
learning

® Government Failure w91y

Industrial policy nalitin rent usianalidly gsood
(productive/development) rent

Bad economic institutions 519 unproductive/redistributive

rent

[12])




Growth-enhancing Governance

® Khan (2007) L@uaLlulAn growth enhancing governance
(GEG)

* GEG AsaUARUNNINNIT market-enhancing governance (MEG)
Feilanwalz Washington consensus

GEG ﬁamiﬁﬁﬁimﬁuwaiuﬂﬂiu‘%mﬁgiamaﬁLﬁua%ﬂq Growth
lulgneelinaiainauiuseansnanau

AN MEG ns1znalnmnananid market failure T304
technological upgrading luSuusenu long-term growth wilawil
USLANSNN

(4]




Growth-enhancing Governance

* Lifignsdnsanenives GEG UssinanUszauanuaisaliasnussnauidy
aonUuAneiy ulazdl GEG willauny

* Manuddny: wn GEG AiranisveneiamaAsegiia sinludediiivesuns
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Institutions for GEG

* Richard Doner (2009) L&uauuAAIINITIURIUNIUYBITTUUENIUUINTEUUH
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GEG and Thailand

* GEG Mmnsiuussmalneduagnglsu wazazUfguszuudaniiu
Lﬂswﬁnaama‘mwﬂm GEG fanannfnvuluyszwmelne?

* LaifluAden1ennuiled993ede MuddenlnalAesiigana Khan(2012)
Khan (2012) Astedanninnisiasusdamienisileswwesivelussey 10 Unda

Julenaweinisinig GEG insnzihausmsiduudswuauainsaidy leader
for growth g
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anlananfsAdmaAsYgnaves lilldnenn (rent-capture by
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* Ugsuliidnesa wsshislendlaseadegiuna

WA LULEIUNNINTNT/NNYNE biazlasiInN1TDulu
package Laagﬁu Acemoslu and Robinson (2011) 1580
U31nn130d1i31 Seesaw effect Foegiu

Washington consensus 784a1AuaisnT wuwtlagLigiavnaiive
faanisiinanisudedusnau uinaullegluliveiisunanis

NITLDINTONINNDY ﬂaWEJL%JUﬂ’]ﬁg\JIﬂGU']ﬂL"UIuLaﬂJ

N3EUNBANS1UIVRIFUUHIY political regime

* Khan (2012) szydnineiideyvuneinuluglrmasd
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