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FOREWORD

I am pleased to present the 2008 edition of the APO
Productivity Databook. This edition marks a clear
departure from the methodology and approach used
in the previous ones. Time series analyses and cross-
country comparisons are now at the heart of the data
presented. This has enabled assessments of the recent
progress made by APO member countries in the con-
text of past trends and indicative benchmarks, and
hence offers a fresh perspective on regional develop-
ment and growth. With a firmer grasp of the role and
sources of labor productivity growth, it is hoped that
this publication will serve as an informative guide for
national policymakers and respective national pro-
ductivity organizations in identifying priorities
among development goals and planning further pro-
jects that address their specific needs.

This publication is the tangible achievement of the
APO Productivity Databook Project, recently re-
embarked as a response to the increasing awareness
among member countries of the importance of inter-
nationally harmonized productivity data. During
the project, many data-related problems were sur-
mounted to bring this publication into fruition. This

Foreword

APO Productivity Databook 2008 therefore marks a
milestone in the APO’s plan to improve and expand
the productivity data and analyses available to
member countries.

This publication would not have been feasible if not
for the contributions of all 19 national experts who
provided the original national data. Gratitude is also
extended to the team of productivity specialists-cum-
authors of this publication at the Keio Economic
Observatory: Professor Koji Nomura, Ms. Eunice Y.
M. Lau, and Mr. Hideyuki Mizobuchi. They worked
painstakingly to ensure internal and international
consistency of data and made significant contribu-
tions to advancing our data analysis and methodolo-
gy. I hope that readers will enjoy referencing this
publication and find multiple uses for it.

Shigeo Takenaka
Secretary-General

Tokyo, March 2008
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B} iNnTRODUCTION

In today’s world, most economies are interrelated
through supply chains, trade, capital flows, and
migration. With the flow of goods and services and
factor inputs, a diffusion of embodied technology,
knowledge, and skills occur across countries, thus
facilitating economic growth and labor productivity.
As such, an international perspective is always help-
ful to our understanding of countries” economic per-
formances, especially in the case of small and open
economies. Through international comparisons,
widespread global or regional economic trends can
be distinguished from factors unique to individual
economies, and benchmark performances can be
identified and analyzed to focus on potential appli-
cations. In this manner, international comparisons
highlight the ways countries are able to learn from
and co-operate with each other.

1.1 Productivity Measurement at the APO

The Asian Productivity Organization (APO) is a
regional intergovernmental organization, estab-
lished in May 1961 as part of a productivity initiative
to drive greater economic development in the Asia
and Pacific region. The current APO membership
comprises Bangladesh, Cambodia, Republic of China
(hereafter ROC), Fiji, Hong Kong, India, Indonesia,
Islamic Republic of Iran (hereafter Iran), Japan,
Republic of Korea (hereafter Korea), Lao PDR,
Malaysia, Mongolia, Nepal, Pakistan, Philippines,
Singapore, Sri Lanka, Thailand, and Vietnam.

It works through a network of National Productiv-
ity Organizations (NPOs) that are designated as
official liaison bodies to implement APO projects
and propel national productivity movement in
their own countries. Serving as a think tank and
regional adviser for its 20 member countries, the
APO, through its secretariat based in Tokyo, con-
ducts research and surveys to identify common
needs in the drive towards productivity so as to
develop appropriate action plans that support its
member countries’ efforts in economic develop-
ment via productivity enhancement. Another key
function of the APO, among others, is to dissemi-
nate information and knowledge on productivity
tools and methodologies across the region through
seminars, conferences, workshops, and study
meetings.

In order to fulfill these critical functions, the APO in
2001 began to compile productivity data and related
indicators on its member countries. From this work

came the report APO Asia-Pacific Productivity Data
and Analysis 2001 (2001), which contained the data
for economic and social indicators with analyses
supplied by national experts. Subsequent reports
were published annually to 2004. This publication,
APO Productivity Databook 2008, is a successor to the
previous series, but it marks in some aspects an
important transition in the work of APO on produc-
tivity measurement. First, the focus of the current
APO Labor Productivity Databook Project has shift-
ed from individual country reports to international
and regional comparative analyses. Second, it pro-
vides a long-term perspective by presenting labor
productivity performance in the Asian countries for
the three decades since 1975.

Over the past decade, the importance and necessity
of constructing internationally harmonized measures
of productivity have been clearly recognized world-
wide, as represented in the publication of the OECD
manuals on measuring productivity (2001a) and cap-
ital services (2001b and the revised edition, forthcom-
ing), and in the establishment of multi-country
productivity databases such as the OECD Productiv-
ity Database (Schreyer et al., 2003) and the EUK-
LEMS (2007). Both the APO Secretariat and its
member countries fully appreciate the necessity for
better comparable measures of productivity. In
response, the APO has overhauled its endeavor for
the APO Labor Productivity Databook project in tan-
dem with the idea of a more comprehensive research
project on productivity database construction. As a
result, an independent project, the APO Productivity
Database (PDB) Project, was launched in the summer
of 2007. The ultimate goal of the PDB Project is to
examine the quality of national data in order to
ensure their internal and cross-country consistency
and to develop a productivity database using a har-
monized methodology, particularly for measuring
capital services and total factor productivity (TFP).
As such, a synergy with the APO Labor Productivity
Database Project would be an improvement over the
existing APO questionnaire on productivity. The out-
puts and findings of the PDB Project will also be use-
ful and complementary to the future publications of
the APO Productivity Databook series.

Furthermore, the fundamental outputs from the
two aforementioned APO projects on productivity
measures, namely, the Labor Productivity Data-
book and PDB Project, are expected to be extensive-
ly used by NPOs for a strategic review of their roles
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and functions. The APO has been making a great
thrust on the development of NPOs by launching a
special initiative for Development of NPOs, or in
short the DON strategy. Under the DON strategy,
NPOs are encouraged and supported in their devel-
opment of strategic roadmaps for their functions
and ways to relay effectively with the APO in
regard to existing productivity issues and concerns
prominent in their countries.

1.2 This Report: APO Productivity
Databook 2008

The aim of the APO Productivity Databook 2008 is to
provide a regional perspective on economic and
labor productivity performance among APO mem-
ber countries and show how they compare with
leading economies like the U.S. and EU. Compar-
isons are also made with the People’s Republic of
China (hereafter China), which is not an APO

1.3 List of Contributors

Authors of This Report

Dr. Koji Nomura

APO Productivity Database Project Manager
Associate Professor

Keio University

2-15-45 Mita, Minato-ku, Tokyo 108-8345
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Keio University
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Lecturer

Keio University
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National Experts Who Provided Data for
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Deputy Director (Officer in Charge)
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Sheer-e-Bangla Nagar, Dhaka 1207
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member. In this transitional period, measures and
analysis for labor productivity provided in this
publication are simple and basic due to data limita-
tions. The data issues will be more thoroughly
addressed and investigated in the PDB Project.

This project is directed and coordinated by Mukesh
D. Bhattarai and Yasuko Asano of the Research and
Planning Department (R&P), APO. The question-
naire to the national experts in the APO member
countries was discussed at the Coordination Meeting
held May 16 and 17, 2007, in Nepal. The data were
provided by the national experts (listed below in
Section 1.3) who participated in this Coordination
Meeting. The submitted data were examined by the
R&P as well as the Keio Economic Observatory
(KEO), Keio University, under the care of Koji
Nomura, who, in conjunction with Eunice Lau and
Hideyuki Mizobuchi, prepared the text and tables
for this publication.

Cambodia

Mr. Sophanna Chor

Adpvisor to Director

National Productivity Centre of Cambodia
Ministry of Industry, Mines and Energy
No. 45, Norodom Blvd., Phnom Penh

Republic of China

Dr. Gee San
Professor of Economics
Graduate Institute of Industrial Economics

National Central University
300 JungDa Road, Jungli, Republic of China
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Mr. Ritesh Chand Gosai

Quality Services Officer-Productivity Measurement
Training & Productivity Authority of Fiji

Lot 1 Beaumont Road, Narere
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] OVERVIEW

At any point in time, countries may be at different
stages of economic development, which is character-
ized by two key economic indicators: Gross Domestic
Product (GDP) per capita and the economic structure
of the country under concern. Most Asian economies
behave differently from the mature, leading
economies of the world since, among other things,
they are at different stages of economic development
and still for the most part are catching up with this
leading group. It is, therefore, possible to observe
double-digit growth rates in some Asian countries
that are several times higher than the norm observed
in the developed world. However, the region’s high
growth performance is also accompanied by volatility
as the fast pace of economic development exposes the
countries’ financial vulnerability while political insta-
bility is still a fact of life in some APO member coun-
tries. The time series therefore speaks of a history of
economic shocks, some of which were external (e.g.,
the Asian financial crisis of 1997/8) whereas some
were internal and confined to individual countries.

In understanding the relative performance of
economies, GDP per capita can be broken down
into two components: labor productivity and the
labor utilization rate. For this report, labor produc-
tivity is defined as GDP per worker and the corre-
sponding labor utilization rate is defined as the
ratio of the number of workers to population.
Growth in GDP per capita, therefore, can be
explained by growth in labor productivity and/or
in the labor utilization rate. Economies at an early
stage of development generally have larger scopes
for rapid growth in labor productivity and the
labor utilization rate than do mature economies
because, among other things, they can reap huge
gains from economic restructuring.

An improvement in aggregate labor productivity is a
combination of two effects. It could reflect productivi-
ty gains within the industry sectors (the intra-sectoral
effect) and/or the extent of resource allocation taking
place in the economy from low-productive industries
to high-productive industries (the inter-sectoral
effect). As the highly productive industries gain
weight in the economy, they tilt the performance of the
whole economy towards higher labor productivity.

For economies at an early stage of development, pro-
ductivity gains from structural shifts could be high-
ly significant. This brings us to the second key
indicator of stages of economic development, name-
ly the structure of the economy under concern. His-

Overview

torically, it is observed that economic development
is necessarily coupled with resource and employ-
ment mobilization from a low-productive agricultur-
al sector to a more productive manufacturing sector.
Industrialization and urbanization are two processes
that go hand-in-hand in economic development. As
an economy further matures, it undergoes a process
of de-industrialization and service industries
become the dominant sector accounting for 70% or
more of the economy.

The composition of an economy, therefore, not only
indicates its stage of economic development at a
given point in time; it also suggests the potential
scope for labor productivity growth that has yet to
be reaped. Studying the dynamics of structural
shifts, or the lack thereof, over time also helps our
understanding of countries” productivity perfor-
mances already achieved.

International comparisons of performance levels are
never a precise science and are fraught with measure-
ment and data comparability issues. Caution must,
therefore, be exercised in interpreting the results.
Furthermore, data used in this report to compile var-
ious economic indicators for regional comparisons
are as supplied by the national experts without the
authors’ adjustments. (See Section 5.2 for data
sources.) While efforts have been made to ensure the
internal consistency of the dataset for each country,
thorough investigation regarding data quality, defin-
itions, methodologies, and cross-country data com-
parability falls into the remit of the PDB Project and
has not been conducted for this report due to time
constraints. In addressing this shortcoming, caution
has been exercised in the construction of analysis in
this report and conclusions drawn are cross-refer-
enced against other similar studies. The magnitude of
economic indicators and differences, however, could
be subject to a higher degree of data uncertainty.

Bearing in mind these caveats, the main findings
from our analysis are as follows:

* After adjusting for the differences in purchasing
power, the combined PPP-GDP of APO19 coun-
tries is similar to that of the U.S. and to the EU15.
APO19 caught up with the U.S. in size in 1993. If
China is included, then the size of the Asian
economies in 2005 was nearly the size of the U.S.
and EU15 combined.

e In 2000-2005, the Asian economy based on PPP-
GDP grew faster than the U.S. economy by 3.5%
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per annum. China was the dominant force behind
this, accounting for 69.3% of the regional relative
growth, followed by India, which accounted for
20.2%. Japan was the only country in Asia that
grew more slowly than the U.S. during this peri-
od and was hence a drag on the region’s relative
growth against the U.S.

In contrast to the rest of the world (i.e., the U.S.
and EU15), which experienced a slowdown,
growth in the Asian economy strengthened dur-
ing the period 2000 to 2005 as compared with the
period 1995 to 2000, from 4.7% to 6.0% per annum.

China and India have been driving the regional
economy over the past decade, with the former
accounting for more than 50% of the regional
growth and the latter for around 19%. There were
faster growing economies in Asia during this time
but their sizes were too small to make a significant
impact on regional growth.

In terms of per capita PPP-GDP, Asia still trails the
level of the U.S. Per capita income in Japan, which
topped the Asian countries in 2005, was only 75%
that of the U.S. The relative per capita income in
the Asian countries as a group has been stable at
around 14% of the U.S. level over the past 25
years. The per capita income gap is still huge.

In the past 25 years, the “Asian Tigers,” namely
Singapore, ROC, and Korea, have been catching
up fast with the Asian leader, Japan, in terms of
per capita income. While Singapore and the ROC
have managed to close the gap completely, Korea,
starting from a much lower level, still has a 30%
gap with Japan.

Breaking down per capita income into compo-
nents of labor productivity and labor utilization,
the former seems to explain more the diversity
in the progress of the countries in closing the
income gap. We observed that the Asian coun-
tries that caught up fast with the U.S. in per capi-
ta income were also rapidly closing the labor
productivity gap with the U.S., and had both the
highest and a rising labor utilization rate over
the same period. For countries where there was
no catch up or saw a decline in relative per capi-
ta income, it was their productivity performance
that distinguished them.

In the past decade, labor productivity growth also
explained the majority of the per capita income
growth in most Asian countries. Yet, the role
played by employment rate should not be under-
estimated. In countries with positive labor pro-

ductivity growth and a rising employment rate,
the latter accounted for 30% of per capita income
growth on average.

Looking at the industry structure of the Asian
economies, we find that the more an economy
relies on its agricultural sector, the poorer the
country is, as measured by the relative per capita
income against the U.S. In other words, the lowest
income group is associated with the largest agri-
cultural sector and the highest income group with
the smallest.

We also find tentative evidence that each distinc-
tive stage of economic development is associated
with an industry sector. The lowest income group
has the largest agricultural sector, whereas the
highest income group has the largest service sec-
tor. The intermediate countries have the largest
manufacturing sector.

Looking at the long-term trend, evidence suggests
that Asia is mobilizing out of agriculture. Almost
all of the countries studied in this report display a
declining long-term trend in the agricultural share
of total value added, which has been accompanied
by a downward trend in the share of total employ-
ment.

Despite that, employment engaged in the agricul-
tural sector in Asia as a whole still accounted for
45% of total employment in 2005. The agricultural
sector is the only industry sector that has a higher
share than justified by its value added share in all
country groups (classified by income level). This
suggests that the agricultural sector is still highly
labor intensive and/or there is a high level of
underemployment, both of which imply low labor
productivity.

Breaking down economic growth into industry
origins, we see the dominance of manufacturing
in some of the fastest growing Asian economies.
In China, Korea, and Thailand, manufacturing
accounted for 40% or more of the countries’
respective economic growth between 1995 and
2005. But, on average, services play a more impor-
tant role in driving growth. The relative contribu-
tions of manufacturing and services in Asian
countries have changed little over the past decade,
at 23% to 24% and 57%, respectively.

Our findings affirm the divergence of growth pat-
terns in China and India, with the former relying
more on its manufacturing sector and the latter on
its service sector to drive growth. In the past
decade, while manufacturing was accounting for
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47% to 48% of economic growth in China, services
were accounting for more than 60% of economic
growth in India.

* The past decade saw labor productivity growth in
Asia accelerate from 4.5% on average per annum
for the period 1995 to 2000, to 6.8% for the period
2000 to 2005. Looking at its industry origins, ser-
vices accounted for 46% of labor productivity
growth on average between 2000 and 2005, while
manufacturing accounted for 36%. Agriculture
had the smallest contribution at around 7%.

* Preliminary evidence suggests that service sector
labor productivity growth in Asia has been large-
ly driven by potential IT-using industries. The ser-
vice sector is particularly prominent in India,
accounting for just under 90% of labor productiv-
ity growth for the whole economy in the recent
decade. Its service sector labor productivity was
growing at 5.6% on average per annum for the
period 2000 to 2005, of which 86% was accounted
for by potential IT-using subsectors.

* In line with other countries” experiences, aggre-
gate labor productivity in Asia has been predom-
inantly driven by the intra-sectoral effect, that is
productivity improvement within the industry
sector. Even so, the inter-sectoral effect, which
reflects changes in the allocation of production,
can contribute up to 10.0% to labor productivity
growth in Bangladesh, or it can be a drag on such
growth by up to 9.9% in Iran.

Asia is a diverse regional economy within which
countries have embarked on their own journeys of

Overview

economic development at different times and at dif-
ferent paces. When taking a snapshot of cross-coun-
try comparisons of various economic indicators for
recent years, we find that countries at different
stages of economic development fall into natural
groups by their broad similarities. Yet, nearly all are
making concerted efforts to move away from agri-
culture as reflected in the long-term declining trend
in total value added and total employment in the
region. In the process, labor productivity has
improved. Whether the origins are largely from
manufacturing or services, perhaps for most of these
countries it does not matter as much as the strong
correlation between labor productivity growth and
per capita income growth. The challenges that lie
ahead for the fast-growing economies in Asia are,
therefore, how best to manage their resources to sus-
tain growth, and how best to share the benefits of
economic growth more broadly, without derailing
their economic development efforts.

The analyses we have conducted in this report are
necessarily basic, limited by data availability and
quality. To deepen our analyses, country-specific
data will need to be both broadened and their qual-
ity improved. Inconsistent definitions and coverage
of the same statistics will hinder meaningful perfor-
mance comparisons across countries. Data harmo-
nization is, therefore, an important step that
requires significant effort and knowledge in con-
structing any international database. These issues
will be addressed within the newly launched APO
PDB Project.
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El EcONOMIC PERFORMANCE OF ASIAN COUNTRIES AND REGION

3.1 Economic Scale and Growth

International comparisons of performance level
require a common currency unit, and the U.S. dollar
is most widely used for that purpose. Individual
country currencies can be converted into a U.S. dol-
lar equivalent using either market exchange rates or
the rates that ensure purchasing power parities
(PPPs) bilaterally between individual countries and
the U.S. Market exchange rates are not preferred for
international comparisons because they may not
adequately reflect international price differences and
are subject to short-term fluctuations unrelated to
the real fundamentals of the economies under con-
cern. Further discussion is provided in Box 2.

A bilateral PPP is a conversion rate that equalizes a
country’s price level for a comparable basket of
expenditures with that in the U.S. (customarily the
benchmark country). For some countries, the market
exchange rates could hugely deviate from their
PPPs. In turn, international rankings of performance
level could differ a great deal depending on which
conversion rates are being used.

Therefore, the difference between GDP and PPP-
based GDP (hereafter PPP-GDP) in this publication
is that the former uses the market exchange rates for
currency conversion while the latter uses PPPs. The
pictures painted by these two different measures
cannot be more different. In 2005, all Asian countries
had undervalued market exchange rates relative to
their PPPs, except Japan which had a slightly over-

valued market exchange rate. The extent of under-
valuation for some of these countries was highly sig-
nificant. International comparisons using market
exchange rates therefore dwarf the size of these
Asian economies.!

Table 1 presents the rankings of GDP at current
market prices? for Asian countries in 1980, 2000,
and 2005, in comparison with the U.S. and EU as a
reference. Japan topped the rankings, followed by
China3 for all three years under comparison. In
2005, China’s GDP was equivalent to 50.1% of
Japan’s GDP or 18.3% of the U.S. India ranked
third with a GDP equivalent to only 17.7% that of
Japan and very similar to that of Korea, which
ranked fourth. The size of Asia’s GDP* was only
80.8% that of the U.S. The GDP at current market
prices for the APO19 and ASEANS8> were 62.5%
and 7.0%, respectively.

The rankings, however, change dramatically when
international price differences are properly account-
ed for. Table 2 presents the rankings of PPP-GDP at
current prices for Asian countries in 1980, 2000, and
2005.6 Based on PPP-GDP, China’s economy nearly
quadrupled and dominated the Asian region with a
GDP double that of Japan and equivalent to 72.1%
the size of the U.S. economy in 2005. This represents
remarkable growth considering that in 1980, the Chi-
nese economy was only 39.0% the size of the Japan-
ese economy. India’s economy is also more
accurately reflected as 94.3%, instead of 17.7%, the
size of the Japanese economy, and equivalent to 3.5

1 See Box 1 for the International Comparison Program of PPP-based GDP in Asian countries and Box 2 for the methodolo-

gy of estimating PPPs.

2 See Box 3 for the price concepts of GDP and the difference of coverage in GDP.

3 The growth of China has been a subject of controversy. Maddison (1998) has argued that China’s growth rate was overes-
timated by 2.4% per annum during the period 1952 to 1995. However, official estimates have recently been revised upward
to correct for an underestimation of the service sector for the period 1993 to 2004, while others continue to argue that
growth of China is overstated as a result of an underestimation of price inflation. In this report, data for China are taken
from the website of National Bureau of Statistics of China (http:/ /www.stats.gov.cn/), without the authors” own adjust-

ments.
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including Brunei and Myanmar.
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In this report, Asia is defined as the 19 APO member countries plus China (not including Hong Kong, which is a current
The ASEANS covers Cambodia, Indonesia, Lao PDR, Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore, Thailand, and Vietnam, not

The data source for the PPP estimates is the World Bank (2007). For details of their PPP program, see Box 1.
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BOX 1. International Comparison Program in Asia

ICP (International Comparison Program) is a global statistical
initiative that supports cross-country comparisons of Gross
Domestic Product (GDP) and its components, using Purchasing
Power Parities (PPPs) as a currency converter. ICP was first
established in 1968 as a joint venture of the United Nations,
University of Pennsylvania, and World Bank. The program began
as a modest project to undertake comparisons in 10 countries
in 1970. Further ICP rounds were conducted in 1975, 1980,
1985, 1990 (only partially), and 1993. By 1993, ICP had
expanded as a truly global statistical program, covering all
regions of the world with 118 countries participating. The lat-
est round was for 2005. Published in 2007, it brought 147
countries from six regions under the ICP fold.

Given its coverage, ICP is one of the most comprehensive and
complex international statistical undertakings today, involv-
ing the harmonization of methodologies, concepts, and defi-
nitions for price data collection, data validation, and
estimation. Each participating country is required to provide
national average prices for over 1,000 closely specified items,
grouped under 155 categories or basic headings. Tremendous
coordination efforts, with intensive consultations at every
level, have gone into ensuring that the basket of items is
comparable and representative, and that the compiled data
are of comparable quality.

A program of such scale requires an effective governance struc-
ture. ICP is owned and managed by a consortium of national,
regional, and international organizations, under the general
auspices of the ICP Executive Board, which is accountable to

the United Nations Statistical Commission. The Executive
Board, consisting of primary stakeholders, provides leadership,
determines strategic priorities and approves annual work pro-
grams and budgets. Under the Executive Board is the Global
Office in the World Bank, which manages the day-to-day coor-
dination of the program with five regional organizations pro-
viding the oversight of the countries in their regions. The
regions are Africa (51 countries), Asia and the Pacific (23 coun-
tries), Western Asia (11 countries), the Commonwealth of Inde-
pendent States (11 countries), and Latin America (10
countries). The global results include the five ICP regions plus
the 43 Eurostat-OECD countries, which have their own compar-
isons program conducted by Eurostat and OECD independently
from the global ICP management structure.

For the Asia and Pacific region, the Asian Development Bank
(ADB) is the regional office that conducts the day-to-day
management of ICP Asia Pacific through its ICP Regional Coor-
dinating Unit (RCU). The Regional Advisory Board is responsi-
ble for setting regional goals, priorities and objectives, taking
into consideration the statistical needs of regional agencies
and countries. ICP Asia Pacific constructs PPP estimates for 22
countries plus Hong Kong, China, with the Hong Kong dollar
as the base currency unit. It should be noted that Japan and
Korea are not included in ICP Asia Pacific. Since they are also
OECD member countries, they participated in the latest round
of ICP through the Eurostat-OECD PPP program (OECD 2006a).
For further information, see the ADB website
(http://www.adb.org/statistics/icp/icp.asp).

~

BOX 2. Purchasing Power Parities: Concepts, Methods, and Interpretations

PPPs (Purchasing Power Parities) are used as currency converters
in international comparisons of GDP and its components.
Although market exchange rates could be used to convert
national levels of economic indicators into a common currency
unit for comparisons, they have serious drawbacks and can be
misleading. On the one hand, market exchange rates are subject
to short-term, and at times substantial, fluctuations from spec-
ulative capital movements and government intervention. As
such, cross-country comparisons based on market exchange rates
could appear arbitrary, depending on which period of market
exchange rates are used. On the other hand, market exchange
rates could be fixed or managed by policy in some countries.
Therefore, the relative size of these countries will be partially
determined by a policy parameter, not the underlying economic
fundamentals. Furthermore, market exchange rates do not reflect
the relative price differences between countries particularly in
non-traded goods and services. Even within countries, price lev-
els differ across components of GDP. PPP conversions, in con-
trast, address all these drawbacks. By establishing purchasing
power equivalence, whereby one dollar purchases the same quan-
tity of goods and services in all countries in the reference year,
cross-country comparisons of economic aggregates based on
PPPs are in terms of physical levels of output, free of price and
exchange rate distortions.

Multilateral purchasing power parities are a form of exchange
rates expressed in a base currency, customarily the U.S. dol-
lar. They show the equivalent cost of a comparable basket of
goods and services, worth US$1 in the U.S., in the national
currencies of the respective countries. As such, international

price differences are fully accounted for. To capture the fact
that the levels of price differences vary between different
items and parts of the economy, PPPs are prepared using rel-
ative prices for a very large number of comparable goods and
services. Below is an outline of the steps used by ICP (dis-
cussed in Box 1) in constructing PPPs.

1. Specifying the common basket of goods and services for
price collection

PPPs are computed by obtaining average ratios of average
prices between countries for comparable items. The basket of
goods and services consists of 1,000-plus closely specified
items to represent GDP grouped into 155 expenditure cate-
gories called Basic Headings. Basic Headings are the lowest
level at which expenditure weights can be provided. They also
provide the framework for selecting the items for which nation-
al average prices will be computed. International comparisons
require that the prices of the same product in different coun-
tries be compared. That is, ICP has to work with a single list of
products that every country has to price. But each country has
its own expenditure pattern, which means individual country
lists of representative products will differ. The requirement of
comparability therefore demands all participating countries to
price some products that are representative of other countries
but not their own and consequently the overall list may not be
representative of any single country.

The process of drawing up the list of comparable products is
complex and time-consuming. To ensure that every country is

(continued on next page)
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BOX 2. Purchasing Power Parities: Concepts, Methods, and Interpretations

pricing the same item, ICP has developed a new methodolo-
gy, namely the Structured Product Description (SPD), which
provides a systematic way to define the price-determining
characteristics of items to be priced under each Basis Head-
ing. Tremendous efforts are often required for countries to
test the feasibility of pricing non-representative items in
their own markets before the lists of products, with their
detailed characteristics and descriptions, can be finalized for
price collection.

2. Data collection

Each participating country in ICP is required to provide nation-
al average prices for the 1,000-plus items specified in the prod-
uct lists. Often efforts in addition to the countries’ own
Consumer Price Index (CPI) programs are needed for two rea-
sons. First, the ICP product lists are likely to include some non-
representative items that would not have been included in
countries” own CPI measurement programs. Second, ICP requires
product prices to be national annual average levels, whereas
the CPI is designed to track changes in price levels over time.
This means that in many countries, CPI data are only collected
in the capital city. This may not be sufficient to estimate a
national annual price level, which may require a survey and
sampling framework to be extended to appropriately cover the
various outlets and regions of the country, that is, rural and
urban, formal and informal. Item prices are collected on aver-
age four times during the reference year.

3. Estimation of Basic Heading PPPs

Country PPPs in ICP are constructed using a bottom-up
approach of aggregating price ratios of individual items at dif-
ferent levels. As the first step, price ratios of items are aggre-
gated to their Basic Headings. The items within a Basic
Heading do not have weights, nor do the countries. Therefore,
PPPs are unweighted geometric means of the price ratios
between countries. The binary comparisons between two coun-
tries are then run through a series of computations to ensure
results are base-country invariant and transitive. That is, PPPs
for any country are base country invariant if they are the same
regardless of the choice of base country. PPPs are transitive if
the binary comparison between countries B and A is the same
as that obtained indirectly based on the comparison between
countries C and A, and countries C and B. There are several dif-
ferent methods to compute the Basic Heading parities. They
differ mainly in how they deal with missing data; the results
converge when the matrix is full.

4. Aggregation

The compilation of Basic Heading PPPs is followed by a proce-
dure to average these parities to higher levels of the GDP using
appropriate expenditure weights. Different aggregation meth-
ods are available to aggregate the Basic Heading parities, each
with strengths and weaknesses. The most frequently used pro-
cedures are the Elteto, Koves, and Szulc (EKS) method and the
Geary-Khamis (G-K) method. These differ mainly in how the
expenditure weights are used. The EKS method gives equal
weight to the two countries being compared, giving rise to
results that are not affected by the relative sizes of the coun-
tries, a desirable attribute. But a main drawback is that the
results are not additive. The GK method, on the other hand,
generates additive results, but it tends to overstate PPP-based
expenditures for poor countries.

The aggregated PPPs would have to be run through the com-
putational procedure to yield multilateral comparisons that
are base-country invariant and transitive. Taking the whole
preparation procedure together, it is important to note that
insufficient or poor quality data for some countries can affect
the results for all countries and not just the PPPs of the
countries concerned. This is why ICP puts so much emphasis
on ensuring comparable data quality across participating
countries. See Diewert (1999) for a comprehensive review on
the aggregation problem for international comparison.

5. Linking regions

Global PPPs in ICP are constructed in two stages: (1) region-
al PPPs are computed from the regional average prices on the
basis of region-specific baskets of goods and services; and
(2) linking countries between regions to yield a globally con-
sistent set of PPPs denominated in a common currency, cus-
tomarily the U.S. dollar. ICP has developed a new Ring
Comparison Methodology to link regions, with the aim of
approximating the results that would have been obtained
from a world comparison of prices of comparable-quality
items across all countries. It involves constructing PPPs of a
selected subset of “Ring Countries” from each region, using
a global basket of 1,000-plus items that reflect the world as
a whole. These countries are deemed representative of their
respective regions, and, at the same time, have available a
wide range of goods and services found in countries outside
their regions. The PPPs of the “Ring Countries” are then used
to produce a set of regional scalars to convert regional PPPs
to global PPPs.
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BOX 3. Price Evaluation of GDP

GDP can be valued using different price concepts: market prices,
factor cost, and basic prices. The SNA (System of National
Accounts) of the United Nations (1993) defines GDP at market
prices “from the expenditure side as total final expenditures at
purchasers' prices less total imports valued free on board (f.o.b.)
(and not at purchasers' prices including taxes less subsidies on
imports). Thus, although imports valued f.o.b. are valued in the
same way as exports, they are not valued consistently with other
final expenditures nor with the entries in the production
account, so that the identity between GDP from the expenditure
side and GDP from the production side breaks down. As import
taxes are not deducted along with total imports f.0.b. when cal-
culating GDP from the expenditure side, it follows that import
taxes must be added to GDP from the production side in order to
restore the identity. Thus, GDP at market prices as defined in the
System is the sum of the gross values added of all resident pro-
ducers at market prices plus taxes less subsidies on imports.”
(Para. 6.235) In Section 3, GDP at the aggregate level is defined
at market prices.

+ other taxes on production
(less subsidies)

For comparing GDP by industry, the concept of GDP based on
factor cost, which excludes all indirect taxes on production and
includes all subsidies, has been used in many countries. How-
ever, it is not explicitly used in the 1993 SNA. Rather the SNA
recommends using GDP at basic prices. GDP at basic prices
excludes “taxes on products” payable on goods and services
when they are produced, delivered, sold, transferred, or other-
wise disposed of by their producers, but includes “other taxes
on production,” consisting mainly of taxes on the ownership or
use of land, buildings, or other assets used in production or on
the labor employed, or compensation of employees paid. In
analyzing industry productivity performance, GDP at basic
prices is preferred as a measure of output. In Section 4, how-
ever, due to the constraint of the official data, GDP by industry
is valued using factor cost for countries such as India, Indone-
sia, Japan, and Singapore, and using basic prices for countries
such as Cambodia and Korea.

+ taxes on products
(less subsidies)

~

@
(GDP at factor cost)

L
(GDP at basic prices)

®
(GDP at market prices)

-

Table 1. Country Rankings by GDP in 1980, 2000, and 2005

1980 2000 2005

Japan 1,050,832 100.0 Japan 4,667,253 100.0 Japan 4,549,107 100.0
India 181,763 173 Korea 511,816  11.0 India 805,714 17.7
Iran 91,263 8.7 India 460,196 9.9 Korea 791,280 174
Indonesia 72,482 6.9 ROC 321,230 6.9 ROC 354,918 7.8
Korea 63,833 6.1 Indonesia 165,021 25 Indonesia 281,277 6.2
ROC 42,285 4.0 Thailand 122,725 2.6 Iran 189,782 4.2
Philippines 32,451 GAIl Iran 101,289 2.2 Thailand 176,222 39
Thailand 32,354 3.1 Singapore 92,717 2.0 Malaysia 131,016 2.9
Malaysia 24,013 23 Malaysia 90,320 1.9 Singapore 116,764 2.6
Pakistan 23,690 2.3 Philippines 75,907 1.6 Pakistan 110,017 24
Bangladesh 17,672 1.7 Pakistan 70,712 1.5 Philippines 98,375 22

Singapore 11,730 11 Bangladesh 45,469 1.0 Bangladesh 57,920 1.3

Sri Lanka 3,766 0.4 Vietnam 31,221 0.7 Vietnam 53,058 1.2

Fiji 1,202 0.1 Sri Lanka 14,849 0.3 Sri Lanka 20,876 0.5

Nepal 5,773 0.1 Nepal 8,714 0.2
Cambodia 3,651 0.1 Cambodia 6,195 0.1
Lao PDR 1,733 0.0 Lao PDR 2,880 0.1
Fiji 1,653 0.0 Fiji 2,730 0.1
Mongolia 946 0.0 Mongolia 2,095 0.0

(Regrouped) (Regrouped) (Regrouped)

Asia 1,955,856 186.1 Asia 7,977,316 170.9 Asia 10,037,358 220.6
APO19 1,649,336 157.0 APO19 6,784,480 145.4 APO19 7,758,939 170.6
ASEANS 173,030  16.5 ASEANS 583,294 125 ASEANS 865,786  19.0

(Reference) (Reference) (Reference)

China 306,520 29.2 China 1,192,836  25.6 China 2,278,419  50.1

us. 2,768,900 263.5 us. 9,764,800 209.2 us. 12,416,505 272.9

EU15 3,693,129 341.9 EU15 8,058,451 172.7 EU15 12,882,993 283.2

Unit: Millions of U.S. dollars at current prices
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Table 2. Country Rankings by PPP-GDP in 1980, 2000, and 2005

1980 2000 2005

Japan 1,069,127 100.0 Japan 3,322,697 100.0 Japan 4,008,335 100.0
India 432,400 404 India 2,402,084 723 India 3,779,029 943
Iran 112,840 10.6 Korea 759,113 228 Korea 1,069,000 26.7
Indonesia 107,115 10.0 Indonesia 599,013 18.0 Indonesia 847,604 21.1
Philippines 103,340 9.7 ROC 500,674 15.1 ROC 673,333  16.8
Korea 98,386 9.2 Thailand 388,197 11.7 Thailand 556,069 13.9
ROC 66,851 6.3 Iran 369,500 11.1 Iran 543,810 13.6
Thailand 63,670 6.0 Philippines 305364 9.2 Philippines 426,680 10.6
Pakistan 51,790 4.8 Pakistan 259,620 7.8 Pakistan 369,230 9.2
Bangladesh 45,456 43 Malaysia 197,080 5.9 Bangladesh 279,335 7.0
Malaysia 29,970 2.8 Bangladesh 191,881 5.8 Malaysia 275,822 6.9
Sri Lanka 13,430 1.3 Vietnam 158,307 4.8 Vietnam 255,670 6.4
Singapore 12,052 1.1 Singapore 94,672 2.8 Singapore 128,780 32
Fiji 1,511 0.1 Sri Lanka 59,616 1.8 Sri Lanka 80,174 2.0

Nepal 36,286 1.1 Nepal 49,128 1.2

Cambodia 22,053 0.7 Cambodia 38,375 1.0

Lao PDR 7,943 02 Lao PDR 12,080 0.3

Fiji 4,047 0.1 Mongolia 599 01

Mongolia 3,670 0.1 Fiji 5130 0.1

(Regrouped) (Regrouped) (Regrouped)

Asia 2,624,829 245.5 Asia 14,633,628 440.4 Asia 22,358,058 557.8
APO19 2,207,937 206.5 APO19 9,681,819 2914 APO19 13,403,580 334.4
ASEANS 316,147 29.6 ASEANS 1,772,630  53.3 ASEANS 2,541,081 634

(Reference) (Reference) (Reference)

China 416,892  39.0 China 4,951,809 149.0 China 8,054,478 2234

Us. 2,768,900 259.0 us. 9,764,800 293.9 Us. 12,416,505 309.8

EU15 3,226,700 301.8 EU15 9,539,711 287.1 EU15 11,850,064 295.6

Unit: Millions of U.S. dollars at current prices

times that of the Korean economy.” The growing
dominance of the Chinese economy in the region can
be seen in Table 2. Although there was little change
in the country rankings between 2000 and 2005, all
Asian countries shrank in size relative to the Chinese
economy.

The combined size of the Asian economies is now
80.1% larger than the U.S. economy. Even excluding
China, the APO19 has overtaken the U.S. in econom-
ic size. Given that the EU158 is very similar in size to
the U.S., the APO19 is comparably larger than the
EU15. Moreover, if China is included in the compar-

7 Note that the coverage of GDP can differ among countries. A key aspect is to what extent countries adopt the 1993 SNA
recommendations, which can affect the GDP measures. In particular, countries are proceeding at different paces in incor-
porating into their national accounts (1) consumption of fixed capital (CFC) on public infrastructure, (2) capitalization of
software and other intangible assets, and (3) FISIM (financial intermediation services indirectly measured). For example,
in the current system of national accounts in Japan (JSNA), the official GDP includes (1), a part of (2), but not (3). The esti-
mated CFC on public infrastructure accounted for about 1.6% of GDP in JSNA in the 1990s. Also custom software and pre-
packaged software purchased by producers is treated as an investment in the JSNA but own-account software is still
excluded. If own-account software is capitalized, the Japanese GDP would increase by 0.5% to 0.7% for the period 2000 to
2005. FISIM is also excluded but a trial estimate has been published in JSNA for reference and puts the impact of its inclu-
sion on GDP at 2.0% to 2.9% per annum for the period 2000 to 2005. The GDP for Japan in this publication is based on the
official estimates. Country specific data issues for Asian countries will be studied thoroughly in the APO Productivity
Database project for constructing more harmonized estimates of output and factor inputs.

Also, it should be noted that the contribution of the informal sector may vary greatly from country to country, distorting
international comparisons of economy size based on official statistics. See Box 4 for more discussion of the informal sector.

8 In this publication, the data source for the EU15 and the U.S. in the whole economy comparisons is the OECD, National
Accounts of OECD Countries, Main Aggregates. The data source for the U.S. in the industry comparisons is the website of the
Bureau of Economic Analysis (http://www.bea.gov/). The EU15 covers Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, Ger-
many, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Luxemburg, Netherlands, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, and the U.K.
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BOX 4. Informal Sector and Measurement

Loosely defined, the informal sector is a collective term refer-
ring to all legal economic transactions that are not captured by
the National Accounts. (Illegal economic transactions are
referred to as the underground economy.) They are omissions
from economic surveys, which, if not adjusted for, will lead to
an underestimation of GDP and in turn the economic welfare of
the people. The size of the informal sector varies from one
economy to another. It is likely to be bigger, for example, in a
country where the tax-collecting mechanism is immature. It
can also depend on the organizational behavior of the econo-
my with respect to the ways people are inclined to conduct
economic activities.

The existence of an informal sector can distort international
comparisons of GDP-related indicators in three ways:

1. The impact of its omissions is not uniform across countries;

2. Countries can proceed at different paces in estimating and
incorporating the informal sector into their National
Accounts; and

3. Methods used to adjust for the informal sector are not har-
monized.

In interpreting the results of international comparisons, there-
fore, we should be mindful of the impact and the treatment of
the informal sector in the country group under study and how
it might affect the findings. By definition, it is difficult to col-
lect direct data on the informal sector. Adjustments for the sec-
tor are usually based on indirect methods, such as by observing
the mismatch between expenditures and incomes, or
incomes and employment.

The concept of the informal sector itself has evolved
over time. During the 1950s and 1960s, there was a

micro-enterprises owned by informal employers who hire one or
more employees on a continuing basis; and own-account oper-
ations owned by individuals who may employ contributing fam-
ily workers and employees on an occasional basis. This
definition was adopted by the System of National Accounts
(United Nations, 1993). In recent years, experts have started
to use the term “informal economy” as a broader concept that
incorporate certain types of informal employment that were not
included in the ICLS definition of the “informal sector.”

Preparing statistics of the informal sector is a difficult task.
The methodology used to measure the informal sector’s contri-
bution varies across countries. In 2002, the ILO published its
estimates of the informal sector’s contributions to non-agricul-
tural GDP. India, for example, calculates the informal sector’s
contribution from the results of two surveys. Employment in
the informal sector is calculated based on worker responses to
questionnaires in the Employment and Unemployment Survey.
The value added per worker is computed from data in the Infor-
mal Sector Survey.

According to the ILO 2002 estimates, the contribution of the
informal sector was significant with countries in sub-Saharan
Africa recording the biggest share. The average contribution
was 31% in Asia and 41% in sub-Saharan Africa. However, since
the methods of estimation vary across countries, further inves-
tigation is necessary. The ILO has driven the debate on the
informal sector for a long period. Two particular ILO publica-
tions (2002a and 2002b) are good references for this problem.

Table B4. Informal Sector Contribution to Non-Agricultural GDP

Country Percentage

. . . Sub-Saharan Africa 41%
common view to economic development that in the .
. s Benin (1993) 43%
process of economic growth, the traditional sector was .
. Burkina Faso (1992) 36%
comprised of petty traders and small producers, and .
. . Burundi (1996) 44%
the range of casual jobs would be absorbed into the
Cameroon (1995-96) 42%
formal economy. However, by the early 1970s, the
s : Chad (1993) 45%
Kenya employment mission of International Labour il
o . . Cote d’Ivoire (1995) 30%
Organization (ILO) recognized that the traditional sec-
; . Ghana (1998) 58%
tor had not just persisted but even expanded to . .
. X . . . Guinea Bissau (1995) 30%
include profitable and efficient enterprises as well as
. s Kenya (1999) 25%
marginal activities. To capture such a phenomenon, the ;
o . Mali (1989) 42%
Kenya mission decided to use the term “informal sec- . 0
” " .. ” Mozambique (1994) 39%
tor” rather than “traditional sector” for the range of . o
small-scale and unregistered economic activities. Niger (1995) 4%
Senegal (1991) 41%
There was a debate over the role of the informal sector Tanzania (1991) 43%
to economic development. By the 1980s, the focus of Togo (1995) 55%
the informal sector debate expanded to include the Zambia (1998) 24%
changes that were taking place in developed countries. Asia 31%
The larger presence of the informal sector sparked a India (1990-91) 45%
growing interest in statistics on the informal sector Indonesia (1998) 31%
among international organizations. The Fifteenth Philippines (1995) 32%
International Conference of Labor Statisticians in 1993 Korea (1995) 17%

defined the informal sector as all unregistered or unin-
corporated enterprises below a certain size, including:

Source: ILO (2002b)

~
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Figure 1. Current PPP-GDP during 1975-2005: Relative to U.S.

ison, the size of Asian economies in 2005 was nearly
equal to that of the EU15 and U.S. combined. On this
basis, the Asian economy is one to be reckoned with.

Figure 2 presents the country origins of the Asian eco-
nomic expansion between 2000 and 2005, measuring
individual country contributions to regional economic

growth relative to the U.S. The Asian economy based
on PPP-GDP grew 3.5% faster annually than the U.S.
economy in this period. The impact of China was the
most dominant and explained 69.3% of the regional
relative growth. This was followed by India, which
accounted for 20.2% of the relative expansion.® Those
countries, which had been hardest hit by the Asian
financial crisis in 1997-1998, recovered from the reces-
sion and showed positive contributions to the region-
al relative economic growth. During the 2000 to 2005
period, Japan was the only economy in the Asia-Pacif-
ic Region to grow more slowly than the U.S,, as reflect-
ed in its negative contribution to regional relative
growth. Although the Japanese economy eventually
did escape from its long recession in the late 1990s, the
speed of recovery has been very modest.

Figure 1 traces the time path of the changes in the
size of the EU15, APO19, and Asia (APO19 +
China) relative to the U.S. (=100) since 1975. While
the APO19 has been expanding for the past three
decades and caught up with the U.S. in the early
1990s, the EU15 has experienced a decline in its rel-
ative size over the same period, from 120.0% the
size of the U.S. economy in 1975 to 95.4% in 2005.
The difference in fortunes for the two regions is
even more pronounced when China is included in
the Asian group. In Figure 1, we can clearly see the
impact of China, with its recent impressive growth
performance, which accounts for most of the accel-
eration in the Asian group’s overtaking process
from around 1990.

9 The comparison of economic performances between China and India has been of great interest (e.g., Malenbaum (1956),

Weisskopf (1975), Oshima (1987), and Bosworth and Collins (2007)). In the postwar period, India’s economic growth was
inferior to that of China. (For the period 1975 to 2005, a comparison of per capita PPP-GDP between both countries is
shown in Figure 5.) Weisskopf (1975) observed that the average annual rate of growth of real output in China from 1952
to the early 1970s ranged from between 4% to 6% and the corresponding figure for India was 3.5%. He insisted that the
most crucial difference had been in the political-economic conditions that had characterized China since Liberation and
India since Independence. In contrast to the revolution in China, the attainment of Independence in India brought about
no major redistribution of power between previously dominant and dominated classes.
The routes of the rapid economic growth of both countries in the last two decades can be traced back to their respective
economic reforms. China started its industrial reforms in the late 1970s and the Indian government started its liberal eco-
nomic reforms in the 1980s. Li (1997) studies the impact of Chinese economic reform on economic growth and Rodrik and
Subramanian (2004) and Kochhar et al. (2006) studies the impact of Indian economic reform.
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Figure 2. Country Origins of Regional Relative Economic Growth to U.S. during 2000-2005

Table 3. Country Rankings by Real GDP Growth for the Periods
1995-2000 and 2000-2005

1995-2000 2000-2005

Cambodia Cambodia

Vietnam 6.9 Mongolia 7.5

Singapore 6.1  Vietnam 7.1

Lao PDR 6.0 India 6.7

ROC 5.6 LaoPDR 6.0

India 56  Iran 54

Bangladesh 51 Bangladesh 52

i/r[;; 5;1;1;: ig I];:Eiﬁ;r? i? Table 3 presents the rankings. of

Nepal 46 Indonesia 4.6 economic growth of the Asian

Kames 43 Korea 45 countries for the recent decade.

Iran 40 Malaysia 44 The pace of the region’s growth

Philippines 3.9  Philippines 44 picked up in 2000-2005, averag-

Pakistan 3.2 SriLanka 3.9 ing 6.0% per annum compared

ilorgalll 2 Shigzpee e with 4.7% in 1995-2000. The

Fiji 2RSS Sk reverse was true in the U.S. and

Japan . L0 N?p al 30 Europe where growth slowed in

Indonesia 0.6  Fiji 2.4 )

Thailand 04 Japan 15 the second half of the period

from 4.1% to 2.5% in the U.S. and

(Regrouped) (Regrouped) o o - .

Asia 17  Asa 60 from 2.8% to 1.6% in EU15. With-
APO19 31 APO19 42 in the Asian region, the perfor-
ASEANS 24 ASEANS 4.9 mance was again dominated by

(Reference) (Reference) China, which achieved spectacu-

China 83  China 9.1 lar growth of 8.3% and 9.1% on

Us. 41 US. 25 average per annum in the peri-

EU15 S 16 ods of 1995 to 2000 and 2000 to

Unit: Average annual growth rate 2005, respectively. Together with
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Figure 3. Country Contributions to Asian Economic Growth

its size, it contributed to over 50% of the region’s
growth in both periods as shown in Figure 3.

In terms of contribution to growth, India ranked
second to China, accounting for around 19% of the
region’s growth in both periods. China and India
have clearly been driving the regional economy
over the past decade. Although there were faster-
growing economies than India, such as Cambodia
and Vietnam, they were too small in size to make a
significant impact on the region’s economic
growth. In contrast, Japan's growth performance
was lackluster when compared to the region’s
vibrant growth, but due to its size, Japan still
ranked third as seen in Figure 3, making a contri-
bution of around 5% to the region’s growth in both
periods.

3.2 Catching Up in Per Capita GDP

Asia is a populous region. China and India alone
account for more than one-third of the world’s pop-
ulation. (See Box 5.) Performance comparisons based
on whole economy GDP do not take into account the
population size and can in turn exaggerate the well
being of countries with large populations. Per capita
PPP-GDP, which adjusts for the differences in the
population size, is more commonly used for interna-
tional comparisons of performance. On this measure,
the U.S. sets the standard for emulation.

As can be seen in Figure 4, no Asian country came
close to the U.S. in terms of PPP-GDP in 2005. Japan,
which topped all Asian countries in 2005, had a level
comparable to the EU15 but only 75% that of the U.S.
Following Japan came the Asian Tigers:10 Singapore

10 The Asian Tigers consist of Singapore, Korea, ROC, and Hong Kong. Hong Kong, however, is not included in this study.
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and the ROC (both at around 71% the level of the
U.S.) and Korea (at 53%). China’s per capita PPP-
GDP was only 16.6% the level of the U.S. while
India’s was 8.1%. The per capita income level of the
APO19 was 14.3% that of the U.S. When including
China, the level only slightly increased to 15.2%.
Thus, the income gap between the US. and the
majority of Asian countries was sizeable. By this
measure, Asia still has a lot of room to catch up with
the world leader.

Table 4 shows the rankings of per capita PPP-GDP
in 1980, 2000, and 2005. Japan’s per capita income
has been at the top of the Asian group but its level
is only around 75% that of the U.S. The snapshot
comparisons in Table 4 suggest that Japan's per
capita income relative to the U.S. has been quite
stable over the past quarter of a century. Yet, this
masks the fact that Japan continued its catching-up
process up to 1991, as shown in Figure 5, when its
per capita income reached 87% that of the U.S.
before starting to decline and falling back to a level
of around 75% in recent years. In three of the four
Asian Tigers, namely Singapore, the ROC, and
Korea, per capita PPP-GDP increased dramatically
between 1980 and 2005. Singapore’s per capita
PPP-GDP used to be 54.7% and the ROC’s was
41.0% that of Japan in 1980. However, in 2005, per
capita PPP-GDP in both countries reached a level
very close to that of Japan.

Figure 5 plots Asian countries” per capita PPP-GDP
relative to the U.S. for the period 1975 to 2005. It
shows that APO19 as a group has achieved little in
terms of catching up with the U.S., with its relative
per capita income stable at around 14% that of the
U.S. for the period. Yet, this conceals the interesting
dynamics of individual countries in the region. Most
of Japan’s catching-up was achieved by early
1970s,11 which falls outside the period covered in
this report. A similar process was seen taking place
in Singapore and the ROC in the past quarter of the
century with their relative income improved from

41.0% and 30.7% that of the U.S., respectively, in
1980, to around 71% in 2005. These two countries
had also closed the income gap with the region
leader, Japan, from 54.7% and 41.0%, respectively, in
1980, to 94% in 2005. Korea’s relative per capita
income has also been rising, from 18.7% of the U.S.
level in 1975, to 53.0% in 2005, or from 25.9% to
70.8% of Japan’s level. China’s progression was also
noticeable. Over the period 1975 to 2005, its relative
income to the U.S. improved from 3.1% to 16.6%.
India’s progression was less impressive, improving
only from 5.8% to 8.1%.

A study by the OECD (2006b) suggests a negative
correlation between income level'2 and growth rate,
enabling low-income countries to catch up with the
high-income group. Between 1950 and 2005, it is
observed that there was negligible catch up with the
US. in most of the high-income countries (i.e.,
<0.1% annually) and medium catch up in the medi-
um-income group (i.e., £1.1% annually). Only coun-
tries in the low-income group were capable of rapid
catch up (i.e.,, >1.1% annually) but not all managed
to do so in their catch-up process. Of the 13 countries
in this group, only seven (including Japan and
Korea) managed to achieve fast catch up while six
stagnated in terms of relative GDP per capita level.

Table 5 summarizes the relationship between eco-
nomic level and the speed of catch up in the Asian
group. Economic level is measured by a country’s
real per capita income relative to the U.S. at the start
of the series, that is 1975, or from whichever year the
data first became available for the individual coun-
try under concern.13 Countries are grouped accord-
ing to their income level: Group-L1 with income at
or above 70% of the U.S.,; Group-L2, from 20 to
under 70%; Group-L3, from 8 to under 20%; and
Group-L4, below 8%. Likewise, countries are also
grouped according to the speed of their catch up
with the U.S.: Group-C1, at 2% per annum or above;
Group-C2, from 0.5% to under 2%; Group-C3, from
-0.5% to under 0.5%; and Group-C4, under -0.5%.

11 Jorgenson and Nomura (2007) have found that the levels of Japan's per capita GDP and Total Factor Productivity in 1960
were only 25.5% and 52.4% of the U.S. level, respectively. They also indicate that the manufacturing sector was the main
contributor to the catching-up process of the Japanese economy in the 1960s and that the U.S.-Japan TFP gap for manu-

facturing sector had almost disappeared by 1990.

12 Here, OECD defines income groups as follows: high-income group are those with per capita income 60% or above that of
the U.S.; medium-income group, 40-60%; and low-income group, below 40%.

13 For most countries, the starting year is 1975. Others have a different starting year due to data availability constraints: ROC
(1980), Lao PDR (1984), Vietnam (1986), Mongolia (1989), Nepal (1990), and Cambodia (1993).
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Table 4. Country Rankings by Per Capita PPP-GDP in 1980, 2000, and 2005

Japan 9,133  100.0 Japan 26,178  100.0 Japan 31,372  100.0

Singapore 4,993 54.7 Singapore 23,504 89.8 Singapore 29,660 94.5

ROC 3,742 41.0 ROC 22,475 85.9 ROC 29,571 94.3

Iran 2,869 31.4 Korea 16,149 61.7 Korea 22,207 70.8

Korea 2,581 28.3 Malaysia 8,388 32.0 Malaysia 10,557 33.6

Fiji 2,364 25.9 Thailand 6,238 23.8 Thailand 8,586 27.4

Malaysia 2,159 23.6 Iran 5,588 21.3 Iran 7,834 25.0

Philippines 2,139 234 Fiji 4,993 19.1 Fiji 6,064 19.3

Thailand 1,363 14.9 Philippines 3,977 15.2 Philippines 5,004 16.0

Sri Lanka 911 10.0 Sri Lanka 3,228 12.3 Sri Lanka 4,076 13.0

Indonesia 729 8.0 Indonesia 2,920 11.2 Indonesia 3,867 12.3

Pakistan 654 7.2 India 2,381 9.1 India 3,398 10.8

India 647 7.1 Vietnam 2,039 7.8 Vietnam 3,076 9.8

Bangladesh 518 5.7 Pakistan 1,798 6.9 Cambodia 2,775 8.8

Cambodia 1,739 6.6 Mongolia 2,339 75
Nepal 1,567 6.0 Pakistan 2,336 7.4
Mongolia 1,524 5.8 Lao PDR 2,133 6.8
Lao PDR 1,521 5.8 Bangladesh 2,039 6.5
Bangladesh 1,498 57/ Nepal 1,900 6.1

(Regrouped) (Regrouped) (Regrouped)

Asia 1,113 12.2 Asia 4,430 16.9 Asia 6,357 20.3
APO19 1,602 17.5 APO19 4,710 18.0 APO19 6,020 19.2
ASEANS 1,003 11.0 ASEANS 3,794 14.5 ASEANS 5,059 16.1

(Reference) (Reference) (Reference)

China 425 4.7 China 3,969 15.2 China 6,940 22.1

UsS. 12,186 133.4 UsS. 34599 1322 us. 41,890 133.5

EU15 9,038 99.0 EU15 25,239 96.4 EU15 30,503 97.2

Unit: U.S. dollars at current prices per person
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Figure 5. Per Capita Current PPP-GDP during 1975-2005: Relative to U.S.
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Figure B5a. World Population by Region, 2005

According to the United Nations Population Database (UNPD),
the world’s population was estimated at 6.5 billion in 2005, of
which Asian countries accounted for 60.5%. The region is by far
the most populous in the world. China and India account for
20.2% and 17.4% of the world’s population, respectively. Coun-
tries covered in this report, excluding Fiji which, according to
UNPD, belongs to the Oceania region, make up around 90% of
the Asian population.

Figure B5c shows the average annual population growth rate by
region against that of the world at five-year intervals. World
population growth peaked in 1965-1970 at 2% per annum, and
since then it has been slowing. Based UNPD’s medium projec-
tion variant, this trend will continue and population growth
will decline from 1.24% per annum in 2000-2005 to 0.36% a

BOX 5. Population of Asian Countries

China
(Reference)

20%

India
17%

Figure B5b. China and India as
Percentage of World Population, 2005

Rest of the World
63%

year by 2050. Africa is the region with the fastest growing pop-
ulation. Its population growth, which peaked at 2.89% per
annum in 1980-1985, has been above that of the world and is
projected to remain so until the end of the projection period in
2050, when the rate is expected to be 1.17%. Asia used to grow
faster than the world population, but no longer. For the period
2000-2005, Asia’s population growth was already on par with
that of the world population. It is projected to slow even more
and stay below the world’s growth rate at 0.18% by 2050. As a
result, by 2050, Asia’s population relative to the world is pro-
jected to shrink from the present 60.4% to 57.3%, while
Africa’s relative population will expand from the current 14.2%
to 21.7% by 2050. Europe is the only region projected to have
a shrinking population. For further details, see the UNPD web-
site: http://esa.un.org/unpp/.

B.0%
o= World =a== Africa
m—— Asia === EUrope
25% 4o T NN === |_atin America == North America
== Oceania
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1.5% A
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Figure B5c. Average Annual Population Growth by Region at Five-Year Intervals
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Table 5. Country Groups Based on Economic Level and the Pace of Catch Up to U.S.

Annual rate to catch up to the U.S.

(C1) (C2) (C3) (C4)

GDP Level to U.S. 2% < 05% <to <2% ~05% <to <0.5% ~0.5% <

(L1) Japan,

70% < EU15 (reference)

(L2) :

20% < to < 70% ROC, Singapore Fiji, Iran

(L3) Korea, Thailand Malaysia Philippines

8% < to <20% ' . v

(L4) Cambodia, Vietnam, India, Indonesia, Bangladesh, Mongolia,

< 8% China (Reference) Sri Lanka, Lao PDR Nepal, Pakistan

The annual catch-up rates are estimated based on the data during 1975-2005 (periods for some countries are limited due to
data availability).

The GDP level is defined as the ratio of per capita PPP-GDP between each country and the U.S. at the start of the data series for
each individual country.

From Table 5, we can see that economic level does not income level ranges from 3.1% (China) to around 30%
fully explain the catch-up process. Of the 20 Asian (Singapore and the ROC) of the U.S. level at the start
countries, seven achieved very fast catch up, but their of the period. Some countries with the lowest income,
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Figure 8. Sources of Per Capita Income Growth during 2000-2005

namely, Bangladesh, Nepal, Mongolia, and Pakistan,
have failed to achieve much catch up. Three coun-
tries, namely, The Islamic Republic of Iran (hereafter
Iran), the Philippines, and Fiji, experienced deteriora-
tion in their relative income level against the U.S. but
they were in the middle-income group. Japan was the
only Asian country with a high-income level at the

start of the period. But like EU15, Japan failed to
achieve further catch up with the U.S. from 1975.

To further understand the diverse performance in the
Asian group, PPP-GDP per capita can be broken into
two components, namely labor productivity (defined
as PPP-GDP per worker in this report) and the corre-
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sponding labor utilization rate (i.e., number of work-
ers to population ratio, or the employment rate, in this
report). Figure 6 shows the percentage point differ-
ences in per capita PPP-GDP, labor productivity, and
the employment rate with respect to the U.S. in 2005.
Most of the Asian countries display a huge per capita
income gap with the U.S., which is predominantly
explained by their relative labor productivity perfor-
mance. Most countries also have employment rates
that fall short of the U.S., substantially in the case of
some countries, reinforcing their poor productivity
performance. Notwithstanding, a handful of coun-
tries, that is China, Nepal, Cambodia, Thailand, Singa-
pore, and marginally Vietham and Japan, had higher
employment rates than the U.S., counteracting the
negative impact of their productivity performances. In
Sections 3.3 and 3.4 below, we take a closer look at the
time profiles of these two variables relative to the U.S.

Figures 7 and 8 focus on explaining a country’s per
capita income growth by its compo-
nents: namely labor productivity
growth and the change in the employ-

ment rate for the periods of 1995 to ROC
2000 and 2000 to 2005, respectively. Japan
For most countries in Asia, the major- Singapore
ity of per capita income growth can be Korea
explained by labor productivity rather lem
than the change in employment rate. Malaysia
On average, Asian countries’ per capi- -
ta income grew by 2.8% a year
Fiji

between 1995 and 2000, and accelerat- onioni
Hippines

ed to 3.7% a year between 2000 and .pp
2005. China’s improvement was the S Lank.a
most impressive, achieving per capita Indonesia
Pakistan

income growth of 7.4% and 8.4% a
year on average, respectively. Over ldig

95% of that growth can be explained Bangladesh
by labor productivity. Perhaps this is Vietnam
not surprising given that China’s Mongolia
employment rate is already high at Cembmaala
0.59 (see Figure 11). Between 2000 and Lao PDR
2005, in only two countries, namely Nepal

Cambodia and Iran, did the change in
employment rate play a larger role
than labor productivity growth in per

uU.S.
(Reference)

capita income growth. This should APO19
not, however, lead us to underesti- Asia
mate the role played by changes in (Referaneg)
employment rate. In countries with ASEANS

positive labor productivity growth
and rising employment rates, the con-
tribution of the latter to per capita
income growth was 30% on average.

Japan had a worsening employment rate in both
periods. With an aging population, this pattern may
well persist. To sustain per capita income growth,
labor productivity growth will have to accelerate in
order to counteract the negative effect of its employ-
ment rate.

3.3 Labor Productivity

Labor productivity can be measured in a number of
ways. The preferred measure is GDP per hour
worked to adjust for different work pattern across
countries and across time. As the number of hours
worked is not available, labor productivity in this
report is measured in terms of GDP per worker,
which tends to favor countries with longer working
hours in the comparisons, other things being equal.
(See Box 6 for measurement of labor inputs.)

Figure 9 shows the rankings of labor productivity in
2005. The U.S. once again set the benchmark perfor-

(Thousand U.S. dollars)

Figure 9. Labor Productivity in 2005
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Labor volume can be expressed in three measurement units: num-
ber of persons in employment, number of filled jobs, and total
hours actually worked. Total hours worked is seldom observed
directly but derived from multiplying the first concept of labor vol-
ume by average hours worked per person per year or the second
concept by average hours worked per job per year. Given the vari-
ations in working patterns and employment legislation both over
time and across countries, total hours worked, if accurately mea-
sured, offers the most time-consistent and internationally compa-
rable concept of labor volume. This is the primary underlying
reason for the importance of choosing total hours actually worked
in productivity analysis, but in reality, due to the difficulty in accu-
rately estimating average hours actually worked, it is not always
available or comparable across countries. The large variety of data
sources, definitions, and methodologies available in estimating
these labor market variables often leads to a fragmentation of
labor market statistics of an individual country concerned, dubious
data quality, and incomparability across countries. Here we
attempt to outline some of these intricate measurement issues.

Data on labor volume come from two main statistical sources, with
respective strengths and weaknesses:

1. Establishment surveys are surveys of firms with stratified sample
frames by the size of establishments. The concentration of total
employment in a relatively small number of establishments means
that this sampling strategy is cost effective in delivering high-pre-
cision labor market estimates with fairly small sampling error.
Questionnaires are designed to be close to the concepts used in
company administration. This has both strengths and weaknesses.

On the one hand, data collected are of high quality and accuracy.
On the other hand, changes in legislation and regulations could
be a source of instability to the definitions, and in turn the data
collected. Furthermore data that companies do not collect for
administrative purposes, such as unpaid hours and worker charac-
teristics, are unavailable. This greatly limits the varieties of labor
market data that can be collected through establishments.
Employment as measured is necessarily based on jobs rather than
on persons employed, as persons holding multiple jobs with dif-
ferent establishments cannot be identified and will be counted
more than once. Information on hours is on paid hours rather than
hours actually worked. Certain categories of employment, most
notably the self-employed, are not covered. Sometimes small firms
or the public sector are also excluded. As a result of these limita-
tions, labor market data from establishment surveys often require
a raft of adjustments for omissions and for definition modifica-
tions during the compilation process.

2. Household-based Labor Force surveys (LFS), in contrast, have
full coverage of the economy, although they sometimes incorpo-
rate age or geographic exclusions and may have imperfect cover-
age of the armed forces and other institutional households.
Nonetheless, they provide valuable data on certain employment
groups such as the self-employed and unpaid family workers, and
on the rate of multiple job holding. Employment status in LFS is
independently determined and is not subject to the criteria used
in company records. Most countries follow the International Labor
Organization (ILO) definitions. As they are surveys from the socio-
economic perspective, they also provide rich data on worker char-
acteristics that are relevant to productivity analysis.

The major weakness of the LFS, however, is data precision. LFS
relies on the recollection of the respondents and their response
also depends on their perception. Response errors could, there-
fore, arise from confusion of concepts and imprecise recollection
of the respondents on work patterns and pay during the reference
week. Another source of errors originates from proxy response,
which relies on the proxy’s perception and knowledge of another

BOX 6. Measuring Labor Volume

household member. A high level of proxy response could, there-
fore, reduce the reliability of data collected. Lemaitre (2001) cites
results of other studies indicating that LFS tends to overestimate
annual hours worked per person employed (total economy).

It should also be noted that the industry classification in LFS
could be different from that used in the National Accounts or
enterprise surveys, if it is based purely on the declaration of the
respondents. The growing number of agency and contract work-
ers, after a trend of downsizing and outsourcing, for example,
could have aggravated this problem as it is highly possible that
workers are confused about the actual industry sector for which
they work. In some countries, systems have been put in place
to link information on the names and addresses of workplaces
to the business register in order to better determine the indus-
try coding, but a complete matching is not always achievable.
Such inconsistency in industry classification is not a trivial
problem for industry productivity analysis, which confronts
labor market data with other production data from National
Accounts in productivity calculations, and hinders LFS from
being more widely used in this context.

As far as hours of work is concerned, there are six main concepts of
hours of work that are estimated in various sources of labor statis-
tics: actual hours, usual hours, contractual hours, legal hours, paid
hours, and hours offered (by employers). Among them, actual hours
is the concept that matches most closely to the data requirements of
productivity analysis. Conceptually, they are paid hours (i.e., normal
hours of work plus any paid overtime hours) minus hours paid but not
worked (due to annual leave, public holidays, sick leave, maternity
leave, etc., and meal breaks, and travel time to work), plus unpaid
hours of work over and above contractual hours. LFS collect data on
actual hours worked and usual hours (i.e., normal hours during a typ-
ical workweek of the year, plus regular overtime worked whether paid
or unpaid), whereas enterprise surveys (and other administrative
sources) record contractual hours, paid hours, and hours offered by
employers. Actual hours worked, therefore, can be estimated directly
(as in LFS) or derived from other concepts of hours worked using an
appropriate methodology of adjustments.

In summary, there is no one perfect data source to obtain a measure
of labor volume. The common practice of statistical offices has been
to combine information from both establishment and household sur-
veys, with a view of making use of the most reliable aspects of each
of the surveys. This seems to be the most promising avenue forward
in improving the quality and consistency of data on labor input. How-
ever, statistical offices could still differ a great deal in their method-
ologies, especially in estimating the annual average hours worked per
job/per person, depending on their starting points, namely LFS data
or enterprise data. All these have to be taken into account in inter-
national comparisons of productivity.

Finally, in productivity analysis, ideally, labor volume should be
quality adjusted in order to reflect workforce heterogeneity. An
hour worked by, say, a junior doctor is different from an hour
worked by an experienced consultant, but in a pure hours-of-work
count, they are treated as the same and contribution of skill level
to output cannot be properly measured. To adjust total hours
worked for quality will require information on worker characteris-
tics so as to distinguish the workforce into different types, which
are then weighed by their marginal productivity, approximated by
their respective shares of the total compensation. Deriving a qual-
ity adjusted labor input measure is a data-demanding exercise.
Even if LFS provide the required information, we often run into the
consistency issues discussed above, and sample size problems as
we break down the workforce into fine categories. This is why qual-
ity adjusted labor input volume is not yet available in many coun-
tries ready for use in productivity analysis. For the UK experience,
see Holmwood, Lau, Richardson, and Wallis (2005).
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Table 6. Country Rankings by Labor Productivity in 1995, 2000, and 2005

Japan 44,809 100.0 ROC 52,753  100.0 ROC 67,726 100.0

ROC 38,468 85.8 Japan 51,547 97.7 Japan 63,064 93.1

Singapore 36,393 81.2 Singapore 45,993 87.2 Singapore 55,511 82.0

Korea 27,643 61.7 Korea 35,882 68.0 Korea 46,771 69.1

Iran 19,444 43.4 Iran 22,470 42.6 Iran 27,665 40.8

Malaysia 18,787 41.9 Malaysia 21,142 40.1 Malaysia 27,438 40.5

Fiji 11,731 26.2 Thailand 12,405 23.5 Thailand 15,772 23.3

Thailand 11,446 25.5 Fiji 12,175 23.1 Fiji 15,274 22.6

Philippines 9,031 20.2 Philippines 10,996 20.8 Philippines 14,310 21.1

Sri Lanka 8,028 17.9 Sri Lanka 9,448 17.9 Sri Lanka 11,811 17.4

Indonesia 6,651 14.8 Pakistan 6,957 13.2 Indonesia 8,927 13.2

Pakistan 6,296 14.1 Indonesia 6,668 12.6 Pakistan 8,543 12.6

India 4,860 10.8 India 6,133 11.6 India 8,458 12.5

Bangladesh 4,052 9.0 Bangladesh 5,200 9.9 Bangladesh 6,556 9.7

Mongolia 3,617 8.1 Mongolia 4,329 8.2 Vietnam 6,012 8.9

Vietnam 3,154 7.0 Vietnam 4,209 8.0 Mongolia 5,987 8.8

Nepal 3,128 7.0 Cambodia 3,727 7.1 Cambodia 4,871 7.2

Cambodia 2,887 6.4 Nepal 3,665 6.9 Lao PDR 4,613 6.8

Lao PDR 1,718 3.8 Lao PDR 3,069 5.8 Nepal 4,443 6.6

(Regrouped) (Regrouped) (Regrouped)

Asia 7,688 17.2 Asia 9,614 18.2 Asia 13,538 20.0
APO19 10,576 23.6 APO19 12,084 22.9 APO19 15,006 22.2
ASEANS 7,738 17.3 ASEANS 8,588 16.3 ASEANS8 11,273 16.6

(Reference) (Reference) (Reference)

China 4,630 10.3 China 6,869 13.0 China 11,809 17.4

UsS. 57,612  128.6 UsS. 70,162  133.0 UsS. 86,238 127.3

Unit: U.S. dollars at current prices per worker

mance, which was 27.3% above the best performer in
Asia. The ROC led the Asian group but Japan's per-
formance, at 93.1% the level of the ROC, was not sig-
nificantly different from the leader. Singapore and
Korea took the third and fourth places with produc-
tivity levels of 82.1% and 62.1% that of the ROC,
respectively. They were followed by Iran and
Malaysia, which achieved similar labor productivity
levels at around 40% that of the ROC, or 32% of the
U.S. level. Thereafter, the Asian group displayed a
long tail of countries with labor productivity levels
of less than 20% that of the U.S., pulling down the
average performance of the group to 16 to 17% of the
US. level. Included in this long tail were China and
India, with productivity levels that were 13.7% and
9.8% of the U.S. level, respectively.

For the period 1995 to 2005, Asia as a group achieved
little change in its labor productivity relative to that of
the U.S. (See Table 6.) The most significant movers
during this period were the ROC and Korea, both of
which gained 6 percentage points against the U.S. Rel-
ative to the lackluster performance of Japan, an aver-
age labor productivity growth of 4.7% a year between
1995 and 2000 was sufficient for the ROC to overtake
Japan by 2000, improving its relative performance
against Japan'’s level from 85.8% in 1995 to 107.3% in
2005. China and India, the two giant and fast-emerg-

ing economies in Asia, started off with similar labor
productivity in 1995. But one decade later, China is
showing early signs of pulling ahead of India. In 1995,
labor productivity in China and India was around 10
to 11% that of Japan, or just under 10% when mea-
sured against the U.S. By 2005, China’s labor produc-
tivity was 18.7% that of Japan while India’s was only
13.4%, or 13.7% and 9.8% that of the U.S., respectively.
China’s labor productivity growth accelerated from an
annual average of 7.1% for the period 1995 to 2000, to
8.1% for the period 2000 to 2005. These compare with
1.0% and 1.8% in Japan, and 2.3% and 1.8% in the U.S.
over the same period.

Figure 10 shows labor productivity level relative to
the U.S. (=100) for the Asian countries. The same
grouping as in Section 3.2, based on the speed of
catch up with the U.S. in per capita income, is used
here. Broadly speaking, countries that are catching
up fast with the U.S. in per capita income (Group-
C1) are also fast in catching up in labor productivity
(Figure 10.1). Similarly, countries with deteriorating
relative income (Group-C4) are also found to be
deteriorating against the U.S. in labor productivity
(Figure 10.4).

In Figure 10.1, we see two subgroups in Group-C1
countries. The first group is made up of Singapore,
the ROC, and Korea, which made the most progress

—@—
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Figure 10. Labor Productivity Level during 1975-2005: Relative to U.S.

in catching up with the U.S. in terms of labor produc-
tivity. The ROC emerged to lead Asia in labor pro-
ductivity after overtaking Japan (shown in Figure
10.3) in 2000. The second subgroup is made up of
Thailand, China, Vietnam, and Cambodia, which
remained at a low level of productivity when com-
pared with the U.S. However, China shows signs of
a promising start of its catch-up process, while Thai-
land’s earlier progress appears to have been stalled
by the Asian financial crisis of 1997-98, and is slow-
ly recovering the lost ground.

Figure 10.2 shows the performance of the Group-C2
countries, which managed an annual catch-up rate
of 0.5% to under 2% in per capita income against
that of the U.S. Malaysia has the highest relative
income as well as relative labor productivity in this
group. During the period 1975 to 2005, its relative
labor productivity improved from 19% to 32%
against that of the U.S. The other three countries
have also managed to edge upward slightly in their
relative labor productivity: India from 7.4% of the
US. level in 1975 to 9.8% in 2005; Indonesia from

6.3% in 1976 to 10.4% in 2005, and Sir Lanka from
10.2% in 1980 to 13.7% in 2005.

Countries that managed little catch up against the
U.S. in per capita income (Group-C3) are also coun-
tries with rather stagnant labor productivity against
the U.S. (Figure 10.3). Japan is the exception as its rel-
ative labor productivity performance peaked around
1990, although since 2000 the subsequent decline
was halted.

Figure 10.4 shows that countries with declining per
capita income against that of the U.S. (Group-C4 coun-
tries), namely Fiji, Iran, and the Philippines, also have
declining relative labor productivity. Iran has experi-
enced the most drastic decline. In three decades, its rel-
ative labor productivity was nearly halved from 60.4%
of the U.S. level in 1975 to only 32% in 2005. Over the
same period, Fiji declined from 27.9% to 17.7% of the
US. level, while the corresponding figures for the
Philippines were 20.5% and 16.6%, respectively.

It should be emphasized that labor productivity is
only a one-factor or partial-factor productivity mea-

—@—
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ALP (average labor productivity) is
defined as the ratio of real GDP over the
number of employed persons in this pub-
lication. But if not bounded by data lim-
itations, ALP is more properly measured

ALP at the aggregate level can be
decomposed into effects of (1) capital
deepening (capital input per hour
worked), which reflects the capital-labor
substitution, (2) labor quality, which
captures the rising proportion of hours
by workers with higher marginal prod-
ucts, and (3) Total Factor Productivity
(TFP). In other words, these three fac-
tors are key in fostering labor productiv-
ity. Investment in non-financial capital,

120% -
100% -
using hours worked as the denominator. 80% 17~
60% -
40% -
20% -

0%

—20% A

BOX 7. Labor Productivity and Total Factor Productivity

A N

human capital (education and training),
and knowledge (research and develop-
ment), for example, should lead to an
acceleration of ALP growth if they bring
about capital deepening, improvement
in labor quality, and TFP.

1960-71

Figure B7 presents the contribution of these three factors to
ALP growth in the Japanese economy between 1960 and 2000
in Nomura (2004). In the period of Japan’s high economic
growth between 1960 and 1971, TFP growth was a main con-
tributor to the high ALP growth of over 8% per annum. During
the period 1971 to 1985, the improvement in labor quality
compensated the slowdown of TFP growth and explains the
22% of the growth in ALP. In the period of “lost-decade” of the
1990s, capital deepening was a unique engine for improving
labor productivity.

-

T ————-AaA  b]hL

1971-85 1985-91 1991-2000 1960-2000

Source: Nomura (2004)

Figure B7. Decomposition of ALP Growth in Japan during 1960-2000

In countries starting to catch up, the marginal productivity of
capital is likely to be higher than in developed countries,
reflecting the lower level of their initial accumulation. There-
fore, the additional investment would enhance economic
growth more effectively. But beyond a certain level, diminish-
ing marginal productivity sets in and makes it difficult to sus-
tain the high growth rates at the initial stage of the catch-up
process. Then, the role of TFP in achieving further economic
growth becomes more important. Measuring TFP for Asian coun-
tries is our next step.

J

sure and does not provide a full perspective of pro-
duction efficiency. An observation of low labor pro-
ductivity could suggest production inefficiency but
it could also be a mere reflection of different factor-
input-intensities in the chosen production method
optimal to the given set of factor prices faced by the
economy under concern. By observing relative
movements in labor productivity alone, it is not easy
to distinguish which is the case. In populous Asian
economies, which are relatively abundant in low-
skilled labor, production lines may be deliberately
organized in such a way that could utilize this abun-
dant, and hence relatively cheap, resource. It follows
that the chosen production method is most likely to
be (low-skilled) labor intensive with little capital,
manifested in low labor productivity. In today’s

world where production lines are increasingly glob-
alized, we observe that production lines and supply
chains are being redesigned and reorganized to
enable offshoring of low-skilled parts to the emerg-
ing economies and further specialization in the more
mature economies at the high-skilled end. This is
why economists analyze total factor productivity
(TFP), which is GDP per unit of combined inputs, to
get a more complete picture of countries” production
performances.

Having said that, labor productivity is still the one
productivity measure that directly ties in with per
capita income. Improving labor productivity is, there-
fore, a crucial step in raising the per capita income
level of a population. For low-income economies, this
linkage is particularly important, and among other

—@—
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BOX 8. Impact of IT in Economic Growth

IT (information technology) was highlighted in a series of stud-
ies as the main contributor to the U.S. economic resurgence since
the latter half of the 1990s (e.g., Oliner and Sichel (2000), Jor-
genson and Stiroh (2000)). The direct impact of IT on labor pro-
ductivity was transmitted through the channels of IT capital
deepening and TFP growth in IT-producing industries. Productivi-
ty growth in the IT-producing industries was steadily rising in
importance, generating a relentless decline in the prices of infor-
mation technology equipment and software. This decline in IT
prices was rooted in the developments in the technology that
were widely understood by technologists and economists, partic-
ularly the continuous improvement in the performance/price ratio
of semiconductors captured by Moore’s Law. The diffusion mech-
anism of advances in IT was two-fold. First, advances in semicon-
ductors generated continuing price reductions for a given level of
performance. These price reductions drove demands for interme-
diate inputs in semiconductor-using industries such as comput-
ers, communications equipment, and a host of others. Second,
the industries that used semiconductors as inputs generated fur-
ther price declines that drove investments in IT equipment like
computers and telecommunications equipment. As a conse-
quence, the performance of products and
services embraced by businesses, house-
holds, and governments was improved at
a reduced cost. Advances in equipment
production augmented the downward
pressure on prices, steadily redirecting the
rising IT investment flow toward its most
productive uses.

Figure B8a presents the contribution of IT
capital to total capital input for the econ-
omy as a whole for the U.S. and Japan. In
the 1980s, IT capital contributed 31.9%
of the growth of total capital inputs in the
U.S., as measured in Jorgenson, Ho, and
Stiroh (2005), but only 13.5% in Japan, 0%

50% +

40% +

30% A

20% -

10% A

60% ---—-------—-

impact on labor productivity growth in Japan. Of the 2.0% aver-
age annual growth in labor productivity, 21.8% was attributed to
IT capital deepening and 19.3% to TFP growth in IT-producing
industries, giving a combined IT contribution of over 40%. This
was modest, however, when compared with the U.S. experience
over the same period. Of the 2.2% average annual growth in labor
productivity, Jorgenson, Ho, and Stiroh (2005) attributed 45.2%
of it to IT capital deepening and 18.6% to TFP growth in IT-pro-
ducing industries. This gave a combined IT contribution of over
60%, compared with only over 40% in Japan. The divergence was
largely explained by the difference in the role of IT capital deep-
ening. That Japan was in fact undergoing a recession during the
period under concern might help explain the difference.

For the Asian countries excluding Japan, Lee and Khatri (2003)
found that the contribution of IT to economic growth in the
late 1990s was mainly from capital deepening (measured based
not on capital services, but on capital stock). As shown in Fig-
ure B8h, the accumulation of IT capital stock exceeds that of
non-IT capital in Hong Kong, Korea, the Philippines, and Sin-
gapore. Lee and Khatri (2003) expect the bulk of the benefits
from IT in Asia will accrue in the future.

as measured in Jorgenson and Nomura 1960 1965
(2005). Since 1995, the Japanese econo-
my has rapidly shifted its capital alloca-
tion from non-IT capital to IT capital. The
contribution of the IT capital rose to
42.5% by 2000, approaching 46.0% in the
U.S. During 1995-2000, IT had a sizeable
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Figure B8a. IT Capital Contribution on Total Capital Input:

Comparison of the U.S. and Japan
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Lee and Khatri (2003) for the countries except Japan (1995-1999, measured by capital stock).

Jorgenson and Nomura (2005) for Japan (1995-2000, measured by capital services).

Figure B8b. Decomposition of Labor Productivity Growth in Asian Countries
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things, raising TFP is one way of raising

labor productivity.14 (See Box 7.) Cambodia : : : : : 0.57
Following the observation of labor produc- Thailand ; ; ; ; ; 0'541
tivity resurgence in the U.S. in the mid- Singapore : : : : N 0.53
1990s, the role of information and Vietnam : : : : : 0.51 i
communication technology (ICT), and its Japan ! ! ! ! 050 |
potential, in productivity growth has been | ' |
extensively explored in recent economics Korea 0.47 |
literature. (See, for example, Oliner and Lao PDR 0.4:6 i
Sichel (2000), Jorgenson and Stiroh (2000), ROC 0.44 |
and Jorgenson, Ho, ar.ld. Stlroh (2005).) 'It Indonesia 043 | |
was observed that initially TFP gain ! ! ! ! ! !
brought about by ICT was largely confined Nepal ; ; ; 043 | i
to the ICT-producing sector. The U.S,, India : : : 1040 | 3
which had a sizeable ICT-producing sec- Fiji : : : 040 !
tor, was well placed to reap a handsome el w w w 0.39 | |
TFP gain from the technology advance- ; ; ; ; ; ;
ment in ICT. (See Box 8.) Into the 2000s, Malaysia | | | ?'38 | |
evidence suggests that TFP gain is begin- Philippines : : : 0.35 i i
ning to emerge through ICT-using sectors Sri Lanka : : o 0.35 | i
as a légged effect after years of mtens'lve Bangladesh ! ! “oEs | |
ICT investment. Unlike technological 1 1 1 ! 3 i
advancements in the past, which was = ; ; ?'28 3 3 3
largely confined to manufacturing, ICT is a Pakistan : : 0.27 i i |
technology that can permeate the service 000 040 020 030 040 050 060
sector and bring about significant produc- China | | fy
tivity gains in, for example, wholesales (Refereacg) P
and retails, banking and finance, and (Reference) %
transportation and telecommunications. Asia !
Given the weight of the service sector in APO19 i
the economy (see Table 8 for the Asian - - - - - - -

. . . . C . 0.00 0.10 0.20 0.30 0.40 0.50 0.60
countries), its potential and implications
for economic development and productiv- Figure 11. Employment Rate in 2005
ity gains therefore could be immense.
3.4 Labor Utilization to ensure consistency with the definition of labor pro-

ductivity used here.
Labor utilization is defined by the OECD as hours

worked per person in the population. But since data
on hours worked were not available for this report,
labor utilization is defined as the employment rate
(i.e., the number of workers relative to the population)

Figure 11 compares Asian countries with the U.S. on
the basis of their employment rates, and on this indi-
cator the U.S. does not top the ranking. Rather,
China leads the Asian group with an employment

14 Since labor productivity is a product of TFP and capital deepening, if we only look at labor productivity, it is not imme-
diately obvious which factor is more important for economic growth. In his seminal work, Young (1995) argued that TFP
played a small role in the rapid economic growth of the newly industrializing countries (NICs) in East Asia, which last-
ed for 30 years since the late 1960s. Rather, capital deepening was the factor fostering the growth in these countries.
Young's paper started the debate on the sources of Asian economic growth. Subsequently, Collins and Bosworth (1996)
and Kim and Lau (1996) incorporated more Asian countries into their studies and their findings reinforced Young's point
except in the case of China. In contrast to other Asian countries, China’s growth has been spurred on by an improvement
of TFP. The average annual growth rate of output per worker was 6.0% in China for the period 1973 to 1994, out of which
TFP growth accounted for 3.3 percentage points. In East Asian countries, the average annual growth rate of output per
worker was 4.2% during the same period, of which TFP growth accounted only for 1.0 percentage point. Young (2003)
showed that even when taking the shortcomings of official statistics into account, TFP growth still explained a significant
part of Chinese economic growth. According to Young’s estimates, China’s non-agricultural output per worker grew an
average of 3.6% per annum during the period 1978 to 1998, out of which TFP growth accounted for 1.4 percentage points.
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rate that was 21% higher than the U.S. in 2005. Five
other countries also had employment rates above
that of the U.S. They were Cambodia, Thailand, Sin-
gapore, and marginally Vietnam and Japan.

Figure 12 charts Asian countries’” employment rates
relative to that of the U.S. under the same grouping
as in Figure 10 and in Section 3.2. It is clear that
Group-C1 countries (Figure 12.1), which have the
fastest catch-up speed in per capita income against
the U.S,, also have had the highest and rising relative
employment rates among the Asian countries in the
past three decades. By the end of the period, five out
of seven countries had overtaken the U.S. Group-C2
countries (Figure 12.2) have the second-highest rela-
tive employment rate as a group, hovering around
80% of the U.S. level, with a mild catch up during the
period. Sri Lanka was the only country to lose pace
with the group following the mid-1980s, although it
gradually restored lost ground from 2000 onward.

The patterns for Group-C3 and Group-C4 display
less uniformity. Countries differ both in terms of
the relative employment rate and its change over
time. Japan in Group-C3 (Figure 12.3) maintained a
high relative employment rate against the U.S.
despite its slowly declining trend. With its rapidly
aging population, Japan's employment rate is like-
ly to decline further. The employment rates for
Bangladesh and Pakistan have been low and flat.
Together with their very low and flat relative labor
productivity against the U.S., they managed little
catch up with the U.S. in per capita income. For Fiji
and the Philippines in Group-C4, Figure 12.4 sug-
gests that most of the negative catch-up rate in the
relative per capita income against the U.S. is
explained by their labor productivity performance
and not their employment rates, which were simi-
lar to those countries in Group-C2.
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BOX 9. Real Income and Terms of Trade

Terms of trade is the relative price
of a country’s exports to imports, 12%

Improvements in a country’s terms i Productivity lDome§t|c product price
f trade. as well as improvements 10% -1 m Terms of trade m Labor input

9 T, . p m Capital input ®Real income

in a country’s productivity growth, g9, | oo R

raise domestic welfare. While pro-
ductivity growth raises domestic =~ 6% -
income, an increase in export
prices relative to import prices
allows a country to purchase more 5o,
import goods without producing

4% |

ds. H 0% ]
more export goods. However, cap- 0% gy I I — I
turing the impact of the change in 2ol
. -— °° gy g Sy M g M Sy f—————— =
terms of trade on the welfare gain 1960-1970 1970-1980 1980-1990 1990-2003 19602003

is not straightforward. Some
researchers use real income
(instead of real GDP), which is
nominal GDP divided by consump-
tion price (Diewert, Mizobuchi,
and Nomura 2005) (Diewert and 6%
Lawrence 2006) or by domestic
expenditure price (Kohli 2004), as

a welfare measure in order to 5% -
properly capture the impact of the
change in terms of trade. For
example, Diewert and his coau-
thors decompose the real income
growth in Australia and Japan into 3%
several components, namely, pro-
ductivity growth, domestic prod-
uct price, terms of trade, labor
input, and capital input. Figures
B9a and B9b list the average
annual contributions to real
income growth by these compo-
nents for Japan and Australia, 0%
respectively.

Source: Diewert, Mizobuchi, and Nomura (2005)

Figure B9a: Decomposition of Real Income in Japan during 1960-2003
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The evidence suggests that over a T
long period, productivity growth
plays the largest impact on wel-
fare gains and changes in the
terms of trade have a relatively
small impact in both countries.
For the period 1960 to 2003, the terms of trade changes
accounted for -0.03 percentage points out of 4.4% growth in
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Source: Diewert and Lawrence (2006)

Figure B9b: Decomposition of Real Income in Australia during 1960-2003

over a shorter period when there are large fluctuations in a
country’s terms of trade, for example in the periods 1970 to

real income in Australia and 0.04 percentage points out of
3.68% growth in Japan. However, there is evidence that the
terms of trade changes could have a more important impact

1980 and 1980 to 1990. In particular, the negative impact dur-
ing the period 1970 to 1980 reflected the significant deterio-
ration of the terms of trade induced by the oil shocks.
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1 INDUSTRY PERFORMANCE

4.1 Industry Structure and Economic
Development

In Section 4, we discuss the industry origins of eco-
nomic growth and labor productivity growth in the
Asian countries. Industry structure is a key indicator
of an economy’s stage of development. At one end of
the spectrum are predominantly agricultural and
rural-based economies, whereas at the other end, the
agricultural sector is negligible and the service sector
instead is the dominant economic base. In the middle

Table 7. Economic Level Based on 2005 Income

Per capita PPP-GDP
level relative to U.S.

70% <

Group-L1

ROC, Singapore, Japan

is a stage where manufacturing is the main driver of
the economy. By analyzing the industry structure of
the Asian economies, we can clearly trace the path of
economic development and identify country group-
ings based on similar characteristics.15

Table 5 in Section 3.2 introduces a country grouping
according to stages of development (as measured by
per capita PPP-GDP relative to the U.S.). Table 7
regroups countries based on the same set of criteria
as in Table 5 but applied to countries” 2005 income

Countries

Group-L2 20% < to < 70% Korea, Thailand, Malaysia

Group-L3 8% < to <20% China (Reference), India, Indonesia, Sri Lanka, Fiji, Iran,
Philippines

Group-L4 8% < Cambodia, Vietnam, Lao PDR, Bangladesh, Mongolia,
Nepal, Pakistan

*The grouping criteria are the same as in Table 5.
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Figure 13. Industry Composition of Value Added in 2005

15 Some countries are omitted in different parts of this section due to data non-availability. As a result, an analysis of APO19
or Asia as a group is not feasible. Available data also do not start from the same year, complicating time series analysis.
Furthermore, in this section, we focus only on growth, and not on level, comparisons.
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Figure 14. Trends of Value Added Share in Agriculture Sector during 1975-2005

Table 8. Industry Share of Total Value Added by Country Group in 2005

Agriculture Manufacturing Service Other industries

Group-L1 1.1% 24.0% 68.9% 6.1%
Group-L2 7.3% 30.9% 47.9% 13.9%
Group-L3 14.3% 21.1% 50.6% 14.1%
Group-L4 28.0% 15.5% 42.9% 13.6%

U.S. (Reference) 1.0% 12.4% 77.6% 9.0%

*Country groups are given in Table 7.
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levels. The difference in countries’ relative per capi-
ta incomes between the two tables reflects the
impact of their catch-up efforts since 1975 or the
beginning year of the data series in this publication
for the countries concerned.

During this period, we saw the ROC and Singapore
move from Group-L2 to Group-L1 to join Japan;
Korea, Thailand, and Malaysia move from Group-L3
to Group-L2; and China, India, Indonesia, and Sri
Lanka move from Group-L4 to Group-L3. Cambo-
dia, Vietnam, Lao PDR, Bangladesh, Mongolia,
Nepal, and Pakistan failed to make progress from
their Group-L4 position and the Philippines was
also stagnant in Group-L3. Fiji and Iran were the
only two countries to actually see their relative per
capita income against the U.S. drop.

Figure 13 shows the industry composition of the
Asian economies in 2005 and ranks countries by
the share of their agricultural sector in total value
added. Industries are classified into four groups:
agriculture, manufacturing, services, and other
industries.1¢ Figure 13 indicates a negative correla-
tion between the size of the agricultural sector and
the relative per capita income against the U.S. In
other words, the more an economy relies on its
agricultural sector, the poorer the country is. In
Figure 13, it is observed that Group-L4 tops the
ranking by the size of the agricultural sector, fol-
lowed by Group-L3, and then Group-L2. Group-L1
together with the U.S., included here as the refer-
ence country, have the smallest agricultural sectors
among the Asian countries.

Table 8 shows the non-weighted average industry
structure of different country groups by their per
capita incomes. The first thing to note is that the ser-
vice sector accounts for the largest share of the econ-
omy in all country groups.

Secondly, each sector is associated with a distinc-
tive stage of economic development. Group-L4, the
poorest income countries, has the largest agricul-
tural sector. For Group-L2 it is manufacturing and
for Group-L1 it is services. If Figure 13 is ranked by
the size of service sector, the U.S. will top the table
at 77.6%, followed by Group-L1 countries, namely
the ROC (70.7%), Japan (69.9%), and Singapore
(66.1%). Fiji is an exception with a large service
sector share (65%) relative to its per capita income
level. Similarly, if Figure 13 ranks the size of man-

ufacturing sectors. It is observed that Group-L2
countries are close to the top in the rankings but
with a few exceptions. China (a Group-L3 country)
by far has the biggest manufacturing sector among
Asian countries with a share of 42.0%. Group-L2
countries follow with Thailand at 34.8%, Malaysia
at 29.5%, and Korea at 28.4%. Singapore (a Group-
L1 country) and Indonesia (a Group-L3 country)
also have manufacturing sectors similar in size to
Group-L2 countries at around 28%.

Thirdly, Asian countries differ from the U.S. indus-
try structure in the relative importance of manufac-
turing and services, even in Group-L1 countries,
where manufacturing accounts for 24.0% of the
economy’s value added, compared with 12.4% in the
U.S. The U.S. economy is highly skewed towards the
service sector accounting at 77.6% of the total value
added, compared with an average of 68.9% in the
Group-L1 countries. This suggests that Asian
economies could experience further deindustrializa-
tion and a shift in prominence towards services as
they continue to mature.

Figure 14 shows how the share of the agricultural
sector in total value added shrank over time in the
Asian economies. This could reflect the actual
decline in the agricultural output and/or the rela-
tively rapid expansion in other sectors. Despite the
wide spread, the downward trend is unmistakable,
even for Group-L4 countries. With the exception of
Iran, the share of the agricultural sector displays a
long-term declining trend in all countries, albeit at
different paces. Looking at the available data, the
relative decline of the agricultural sector was most
rapid in Korea, from 27.1% of total value added in
1975, to 3.4% in 2005. In many countries, the share of
the agricultural sector was more than halved
between 1975 and 2005: for example, from 31.7% to
13.4% in Indonesia, from 37.9% to 18.3% in India,
and from 48.3% to 20.1% in Bangladesh. In China,
the share of the agricultural sector peaked at 33.1%
in 1982 and shrank to 12.6% by 2005.

Despite the relative decline of agriculture’s share in
total value added, employment in the sector for Asia
as a whole still accounted for 45% of total employ-
ment in 2005. Figure 15 shows countries” industry
shares in total employment and ranks countries by
the size of employment in the agricultural sector.
The negative correlation between the share of the
agricultural sector and economic development is not

16 The agriculture sector is composed of agriculture, forestry, fishing, and hunting. The service sector is composed of all the ser-
vice sectors such as wholesale, retail, transportation, information, finance, education, health care, entertainment, accommoda-
tion, restaurant, and government. The other industries sector is composed of mining, utilities, and construction.
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Figure 15. Industry Share of Total Employment in 2005

Table 9. Industry Share of Total Employment by Country Group in 2005

Agriculture

Manufacturing

Service Other industries

Group-L1 517 % 18.65% 66.84% 9.34%
Group-L2 24.84% 17.34% 50.19% 7.64%
Group-L3 47.18% 18.28% 29.51% 5.04%
Group-L4 55.79% 10.83% 27.34% 6.04%
U.S. (Reference) 1.10% 10.67% 81.77% 6.47 %

*Country groups are given in Table 7.

as clear as in Figure 13, which plots industry share in
total value added. Table 9 gives the industry struc-
ture (in terms of employment) by country group. The
agricultural sector is the only industry sector among
all the country groups that has a higher employment
share than justified by its share in value added. This
suggests that agriculture is still highly labor inten-
sive and/or there is a high level of underemploy-
ment in the sector in Asia, both of which imply that
labor productivity level is low compared to other
industry sectors.1”

Looking at the trend of employment share over time
(Figure 16) suggests that the relative decline in the

share of agriculture in total value added has been
accompanied by a downward trend in its share in
total employment. This downward trend is unmis-
takable in most countries plotted in Figure 16. How-
ever, the decline in share does not always reflect an
actual fall in employment for the agricultural sector.
Rather, it could reflect total employment rising faster
than employment in agriculture. Among the Asian
countries in Figure 16, only the ROC, Japan, and
Korea have been experiencing a consistent fall in
actual employment in the agricultural sector, where-
as for Bangladesh, Iran, Cambodia, and India, actual
employment has been rising. Other countries such as

17 Gollin, Parente, and Rogerson (2004) and Caselli (2005) demonstrated the negative correlation between employment share
of agriculture and GDP per worker. They showed that the agricultural sector was relatively large in poor countries and
that agricultural sector labor productivity was lower than that in other sectors. Thus, it can be said that the more work-
ers there are in the agricultural sector of a country, the less the total output of that country.
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Figure 16. Trends of Employment Share in Agriculture Sector during 1975-2005

China, Thailand, and Malaysia alternate between
positive and negative employment growth. Vietnam,
however, has seen actual employment in agriculture
falling for five consecutive years.

As shown in Figure 16, the decline in agricultural
employment share has been rapid in some countries.
Between 1975 and 2005, employment share in agri-
culture shrank from 45.7% to 7.9% in Korea, and

from 15.4% to 5.2% in Japan. Employment share in
agriculture also fell rapidly in the ROC from 24.9% in
1978, to 5.9% in 2005. In all of these countries, the
decline reflects an actual fall in employment in the
agricultural sector. In China, the share has declined
from 70.5% in 1978, to 44.8% in 2005. Indonesia and
the Philippines are the two exceptions, having
recently reversed the downward trend, and in
Bangladesh, the trend has been halted.

—@—



4.2 Industry Origins of Economic Growth

In Section 3.1, we saw that as a region, growth in Asia
accelerated between 2000 and 2005, averaging 6.0%
per annum, up from 4.7% between 1995 and 2000. In
contrast, economic growth in the U.S. slowed over
the same period, from an average of 4.1% per annum
between 1995 and 2000, to 2.5% between 2000 and
2005. Japan was the only economy with slower
growth than the U.S. between 2000 and 2005. China
and India have been the two main drivers among the
Asian economies, accounting for 50% and 19% of the
region’s growth, respectively. But looking at the
industry composition, the origins of economic
growth in China and India are quite different. For the
period 1978 to 2004, Bosworth and Collins (2007)
found that China’s economic growth was fueled by
industry sector expansion,!8 whereas for India, eco-
nomic growth was led by service industry expansion.
Our findings support their conclusion.

Figures 17 and 18 present the industry origins of
average economic growth per annum in Asian coun-
tries for the periods 1995 to 2000 and 2000 to 2005,
respectively. China was the fastest-growing econo-
my in the region for both periods, and the manufac-
turing sector was the main driver accounting for 47 %
to 48% of economic growth. The service sector, on
the other hand, accounted for around 41% of eco-
nomic growth. Thailand and Korea are the two other
countries where the manufacturing sector accounted
for more than 40% of economic growth. Such domi-
nance of the manufacturing sector is above the norm,
albeit the contribution of the manufacturing sector in
most other Asian countries was also significant,
accounting for a quarter or more of economic growth
between 2000 and 2005.

Services play an equally, if not more, important role
in Asian economic growth. Services made the

Industry Performance

biggest contribution to economic growth in all Asian
countries except China and Lao PDR. Thailand is
another exception with manufacturing and services
making roughly equal contributions. In contrast to
the industry composition of China’s growth, the
story behind India’s recent growth has been about
services, accounting for 64.2% of economic growth
for the period 2000 to 2005, compared with 14.9% for
manufacturing. Modern information and communi-
cation technology has allowed India to take an
unusual path in its economic development, bypass-
ing a stage when manufacturing steers growth. Eco-
nomic growth in the ROC was also dominated by the
service sector, accounting for 69.0% of growth for the
period 2000 to 2005. (For a more detailed breakdown
of the service sector, see Figure 21.)

For some Asian countries, agriculture is still the
biggest sector. The three countries where the agri-
cultural sector has the largest share in total value
added are Lao PDR, Cambodia, and Nepal (Figure
13). For the period 2000 to 2005, agriculture in Lao
PDR, Cambodia and Nepal had the highest contri-
bution to economic growth among all Asian coun-
tries, accounting for 25.0%, 25.3%, and 36.4% of
growth, respectively.

Comparing the industry origins of economic
growth between the periods 1995 to 2000 and 2000
to 2005 is complicated by the impact of the Asian
financial crisis of 1997-98 on some of these coun-
tries. Indonesia and Thailand are considered to
have been hit the hardest by the crisis. Both coun-
tries experienced little growth on average per
annum between 1995 and 2000, with the service
sector acting as a drag on the economy. Excluding
these two countries, however, the relative contri-
butions by industry to economic growth have been
stable in Asia between the periods 1995 to 2000 and
2000 to 2005 as a whole.

18 The industry sector in Bosworth and Collins (2007) is equivalent to manufacturing and other industries in this report.
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BOX 10. Industry Output and Its Aggregation

Industry GDP at current prices is the value added by industry.
It is estimated by the difference between nominal gross output
and total cost of intermediate inputs. In the U.S., value added
by industry is also estimated based on high-quality source
income data in GDP-by-industry accounts and total intermedi-
ate inputs by industry are estimated as a residual. The BEA
(Bureau of Economic Analysis) has developed a method that
ranks the available source data based on measures of coverage
and consistency, among other factors, and then estimates a
balanced set of annual I-O accounts and GDP-by-industry
accounts that incorporate the resulting weighted average of
these source data (Lawson, et al. 2006).

Real industry GDP is often derived as the difference between
gross output and intermediate inputs at constant prices. This
procedure is called “double deflation.” However, the introduc-
tion of a chained-index destructs the additivity of a constant
price series and makes it difficult to simply apply double defla-
tion. Thus, the countries that introduced a chained-index apply
the modified version to constructing the real industry GDP. In

~

Japan, ESRI (Economic and Social Research Institute, Cabinet
Office) started to use the Chained-Laspeyres index in December
2004. Based on this index formula, it follows three steps in
every period to construct the real industry GDP. First, current
prices and corresponding quantities are normalized so that the
prices of the previous year are one. Second, constant price
gross output and constant price intermediate input are con-
structed by applying the Laspeyres quantity index. Then, the
real industry GDP is constructed by applying double deflation
to gross output and intermediate input in constant prices.

The industry GDP is aggregated into the GDP for the whole
economy, so that we can describe the industry origins of value
added and productivity growth. The nominal GDP is the sum of
nominal industry GDP across all industries. In Section 4, the
real GDP is defined as a translog index over industry GDP:

AInV = 5 wj AlnVj where V is the real GDP, V; is the real
industry-GDP, and wj is the two-period average share of indus-
try GDP in aggregate GDP at current prices.

- J
Table 10. Industry Contribution to Economic Growth, 1995-2000 and 2000-2005
Ag : 8 : Other ind €
10.5% 24.4% 57.0% 8.1%
1.8% 19.9% 75.0% 3.3%
8.8% 23.3% 57.2% 10.7%
1.0% 7.5% 90.6 % 0.8%

*Excludes outliers Thailand and Indonesia, and as well as Pakistan due to data non-availability for 1995-2000.

Table 10 contrasts industry’s contribution to economic
growth for the periods 1995 to 2000 and 2000 to 2005
as well as between the U.S. and the Asian average
(which is an arithmetic mean of all countries excluding
outliers Thailand and Indonesia, and Pakistan due to
data non-availability for 1995 to 2000). The relative
contributions of manufacturing and services changed
little between the two periods, around 23% to 24% and
57%, respectively. While the contribution of agricul-
ture has been reducing, from 10.5% to 8.8%, that of
other industries (i.e., mining, utilities, and construc-
tion) has been rising, from 8.1% to 10.7%.

Comparing the Asian profile with that of the U.S,,
the major difference is in the contributions of agri-
culture and services. In the U.S., agriculture plays a
much less significant role in economic growth,
accounting for 1.8% of growth for 1995 to 2000 and
1.0% in for 2000 to 2005, compared with 10.5% and
8.8%, respectively, in Asia. U.S. economic growth
has been highly skewed towards services, account-
ing for 75.0% of growth for 1995 to 2000 and 90.6%
for 2000 to 2005, compared with 57% in Asia.

4.3 Labor Productivity Growth by Industry

Section 3.3 discusses labor productivity performance
in level terms, and identifies a large gap between
Asia as a whole and the U.S. In 2005, the best per-
formers in Asia achieved productivity levels that
were 40% to 70% that of the U.S. Yet, Asia collective-
ly was dragged down by a long tail of countries with
labor productivity of less than 20% the U.S. level,
pulling down the average performance of the group
to a level of 16% to 17% that of the U.S. In growth
terms, however, Asia’s performance far exceeded
that of the U.S., allowing the countries to close the
level gap with the U.S. gradually over time.

Between 1995 and 2000, labor productivity growth
in APO19 was 2.7% per annum on average, com-
pared to 2.3% in the U.S. Including China, the
Asian average became 4.5%. For the period 2000 to
2005, labor productivity growth accelerated in
Asia to 4.3% on average per annum for APO19 or
to 6.8% if China is included. Meanwhile, labor pro-
ductivity growth decelerated to 1.8% on average
per annum in the U.S.

—@—
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Table 11. Country Rankings by Labor Productivity Growth by Industry during 2000-2005

Other industies

Malaysia 5.8 Mongolia 10.0 Philippines 6.0 Fiji 6.3
Cambodia 47 Iran 9.9 India 5.8 India 49
Korea 4.6 Korea 6.7 Indonesia 4.6 Singapore 3.3
Vietnam 4.0 Malaysia 5.3 Bangladesh 3.1 Sri Lanka 2.9
Indonesia 2.6 Indonesia 4.8 Iran 2.5 Korea 15
ROC 25 Japan 43 Malaysia 22 Japan 14
Sri Lanka 24 ROC 3.8 Vietnam 19 Bangladesh 14
Thailand 23 Fiji 3.7 Fiji 17 ROC 0.3
India 1.8 Bangladesh BI5) Sri Lanka 1.2 Malaysia 0.1
Iran 1.5 Vietnam Bi5) Singapore 1.1 Thailand -11
Japan 11 Thailand 2.6 ROC 1.0 Philippines -23
Philippines 0.5 Philippines 24 Korea 1.0 Indonesia -4.1
Fiji 0.0 Singapore 1.1 Mongolia 0.9 Vietnam -4.8
Mongolia -03 Cambodia 0.9 Japan 0.9 Iran -5.0
Bangladesh -0.3 India -1.2 Thailand 0.2 Mongolia -52
Singapore -10.9 Sri Lanka -17 Cambodia -6.1 Cambodia =92
(Reference) (Reference) (Reference) (Reference)

China 5.0 China 8.9 China 5.9 China 47
us. 25 Us. 513 Us. 2.0 Us. -1.3

Unit: Average annual growth rate (percentage)

Table 11 presents the country rankings of labor
productivity by industry!® for the period 2000 to
2005. The average labor productivity growth
across countries was 1.6% in agriculture, 4.0% in
manufacturing, 2.0% in services, and -0.3% in
other industries. Note that China was in the top
three for all industry sectors. Manufacturing
remains the sector that offers the biggest potential
for productivity growth, with the fastest achieved
rate of 9% to 10% per annum, compared with the
6% achieved in the service sector.

Figures 19 and 20 show the industry origins of the
average labor productivity growth per annum in
1995 to 2000 and 2000 to 2005, respectively. Of the
countries presented, China experienced the fastest
growth in labor productivity for both periods. Not
only that, productivity growth accelerated between
the two periods, from 7.1% to 8.1%, compared with
decelerated growth between the two periods in the
U.S., from 2.3% to 1.8%.

Among all industry sectors, the agricultural sector
has made the least contribution to labor productivi-
ty growth, at around 7% in the first half of the 2000s.
This is somewhat expected. As mentioned earlier,
for most Asian countries, the agricultural sector has

the smallest weight in the economy (see Table 8) and
slower productivity growth than manufacturing
(see Table 11).

The manufacturing sector has been traditionally the
driving force behind productivity growth. This is cer-
tainly the case in most of the Asian countries. For the
period 2000 to 2005, manufacturing accounted for
around 36% of labor productivity growth in Asia. The
manufacturing sector is particularly important in
Korea, accounting for 75.6% of the average annual
labor productivity growth between 1995 and 2000 and
65.4% between 2000 and 2005. For China, the figures
were 55.1% and 49.6%, respectively. For Thailand,
Malaysia, and Japan, manufacturing accounted for
63.0%, 50.0%, and 46.5% of respective average annual
labor productivity growth between 2000 and 2005.

Traditionally, it has been difficult for the service
sector to materialize productivity growth, but
modern advancements in information and commu-
nication technology have changed that. A lot of IT-
intensive users are in the service sector, which is
capable of capturing the productivity benefits aris-
ing from IT utilization. Recently, we have observed
the growing importance of services in explaining
productivity growth in the Western economies. In

19 Labor productivity in Table 11 is defined simply as per-worker GDP at constant prices by industry. The industry decompo-
sition of labor productivity growth for the whole economy (v) in Figures 19 and 20 is based on the equation
v = Wjvj* where the weight is the two-period average of value added share. This decomposition is defined by the adjusted
labor productivity growth (v{¥) in which the growth of, the number of workers as a denominator of the labor productivity (v*)
is weighted by the reciprocal of the ratio of the real per-worker GDP by industry to its industry average. Thus, the industry
contribution (wjvi¥) is emphasized more in industries in which the per-worker GDP is higher than the industry average, in
comparison with the impact of Wjv; using the non-adjusted measure of labor productivity growth (vj) in Table 11.
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Figure 21. Composition of Labor Productivity Growth in Service Sector during 2000-2005

Asia, the service sector had a bigger contribution
than manufacturing for the period 2000 to 2005,
accounting for around 46% of average annual labor
productivity growth. The contribution of the ser-
vice sector was particularly prominent in India,
accounting for just under 90% of labor productivi-
ty growth, while the contribution of the manufac-
turing sector was negative for both periods. The
service sector was also highly significant in
Bangladesh and in the Philippines in the first half
of the 2000s. Its role in the ROC should not be over-
looked either, as the contribution of the service sec-
tor to labor productivity growth was just over 60%
in the latter half of the 1990s, although it fell to 44%
between 2000 and 2005.

Available data allows us to examine for the period
2000 to 2005 the service sector labor productivity
growth of certain countries according to the four
subsectors of (1) Community, Social, and Personal
Services, (2) Financing, Insurance, Real Estate, and
Business Services, (3) Transport, Storage, and Com-
munication, and (4) Wholesale and Retail Trade and

Restaurants and Hotels, as presented in Figure 21.20
Except for the first subsector, the other three sectors
are potentially IT-using industries. Tourism is also
important in many of these countries, and is likely to
impact subsector (4) the most. With the exception of
Iran and Malaysia, Community, Social and Personal
Services played the least role in accounting for ser-
vice sector labor productivity growth in all coun-
tries. In the ROC, Sri Lanka, and Vietnam, it even
had a negative contribution.

Among the countries presented, India experienced
the fastest growth in service sector labor productivi-
ty at 5.6% on average per annum, of which 86.0%
was explained by the three IT-using subsectors. The
ROC is an interesting case. Although its service sec-
tor labor productivity growth at 1.1% a year was
modest, its Financing, Insurance, Real Estate, and
Business Services sector outperformed other coun-
tries, achieving a growth of 1.7 percentage points to
counteract the drag posed by the Community, Social,
and Personal Services sector.

20 Note that the measures for labor productivity in service sector are different between Figure 21 and Table 11, due to the
difference in method to aggregate the measures from the industries within the service sector. A translog index is used in
Figure 21, but not in Table 11 due to a lack of data for some countries.
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Figure 22. The Intra- and Inter-sectoral Effects in Labor Productivity Growth during 2000-2005

Labor productivity growth for the whole economy
can be decomposed into the inter-sectoral effect,
reflecting the change in the allocation of production,
and the intra-sectoral effect.2l Aggregate labor pro-
ductivity growth is predominantly explained by the
improved performance within each industry sector
(the intra-sectoral effect), but a small effect could
arise from the inter-sectoral effect, which is positive
when the high performance industry is growing big-

ger in the economy. Figure 22 shows the decomposi-
tion of the intra- and inter-sectoral effects for the
Asian countries, where as expected, the intra-sec-
toral effect dominates the overall labor productivity
growth. Even so, the inter-sectoral effect can con-
tribute up to 10.0% to labor productivity growth in
Bangladesh or can drag labor productivity growth
by up to 9.9% in Iran.

21 Here, labor productivity growth is decomposed into the intersectoral effect (first part) and the intrasectoral effect (sec-
ond part, evaluated using the industry structure at the initial period) based on the equation for the period 2000 to
2005, where labor productivity by industry is defined in footnote 19. If there is an increase of value-added share in
industry with higher productivity growth from 2000 to 2005, the intersectoral effect would be positive. In the case of
no change in value-added allocation among industries or of no difference in labor productivity growth among indus-

tries, this measure is zero.
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BOX 11. Level Comparison of TFP by Industry

A level comparison of TFP by industry is a hard task to implement
due to a number of difficulties in the price comparison of KLEM
(capital, labor, energy, and materials) inputs and output. Thus,
Section 4 provides not a level comparison, but a growth compar-
ison of labor productivity by industry. Recently, Jorgenson and
Nomura (2007) provided a comparison of TFP levels between the
U.S. and Japan and allocated the gap to individual industries.
They carefully distinguished the various concepts of PPP and mea-
sured them within the framework of a U.S.-Japan bilateral input-
output table. They also measured industry-level PPPs for KLEM
inputs and output for 42 industries common to the U.S. and
Japan, based on detailed estimates for 164 commodities, 33
assets, including land and inventories, and 1,596 labor cate-
gories. They found that the U.S.-Japan productivity gap shrank
during three decades of rapid Japanese economic growth between
1960 and 1990. The Japanese manufacturing sector achieved par-
ity with its U.S. counterpart by the end of the period. With the
collapse of the Japanese economic bubble at the beginning of the
1990s, the U.S.-Japan productivity gap reversed course and
expanded to 79.5% by 2004. This can be attributed to rapid pro-

TFP Gap

0.0 02 04 06 08 10 12 14 16
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1.41 31.
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37. Education
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38. Research
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32. Electricity
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13. Petroleum Refining

22. Other Electrical Machinery
Communications Equipment
Water Transportation

29. Air Transportation

39. Medical Care
24. Other Transportation Equipment

8. Woods and Related Products
41. Public Administration

25. Precision Instruments
14. Leather Products

27. Railroad Transportation

15. Stone, Clay, Glass
10. Paper and Pulp

16. Primary Metal

12. Chemical Products

21. Electronic Components
9. Furniture and Fixture

26. Miscellaneous Manufacturing

35. Finance and Insurance

11. Printing and Publishing

17. Metal Products

30. Other Transportation and Storage

1. Agriculture, Forestry, Fishery

40. Other Services
34. Wholesale and Retail

ductivity growth in the IT-producing industries in the U.S. during
the late 1990s and the sharp acceleration of productivity growth
in the IT-using industries in the U.S. between 2000 and 2004.

Figure B11 presents industry-level TFP gaps and the contributions
of each industry to the overall TFP gap for 2004. Industries are
ordered by the magnitude of their contributions to the TFP gap in
each year. The first column in each figure gives the U.S.-Japan
TFP gap, defined as the ratio of TFP in Japan to TFP in the U.S.
Note that TFP gaps for Public Administration and Household sec-
tors are zero by definition, since the outputs of these industries
consist entirely of KLEM inputs. The second column gives the con-
tribution of each industry to the aggregate TFP gap, using the
Domar weights. In 2004, Motor Vehicles made the largest contri-
bution to Japanese TFP, relative to the U.S. Wholesale and Retail
Trade and Other Services, two industries largely sheltered from
international competition, accounting for 25.1% and 22.5%,
respectively, of the lower TFP level of the Japanese economy.
Allocating the productivity gap to its origins at the level of indus-
tries is the first step in formulating policies to reduce the gap.

Industry Contribution
-5 -3 -1 1

1.79
1.62

=5.18
-5.76

Source: Jorgenson and Nomura (2007)

Figure B11. Industry Origins of the U.S.-Japan TFP Gap in 2004
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PPP-GDP at Current Prices

Unit: Billion U.S. Dollars

ﬁ 1] (1}

R 5 5

5 5 E K

(-] o — =
1975 246 n.a. n.a. 09 260.8 525 916 606.7 495 n.a. 14.0
1976 293 n.a. n.a. 0.9 2805 58.8 114.0 667.1 57.9 n.a. 16.5
1977 346 n.a. n.a. 1.1 319.9 67.9 197 740.6 67.7 n.a. 18.9
1978 36.5 n.a. n.a. 12 362.0 76.7 118.5 834.4 792 n.a. 216
1979 427 n.a. n.a. 14 3715 90.6 1192 9533 916 n.a. 256
1980 455 n.a. 66.9 15 432.4 107.1 1128 1,069.1 98.4 n.a. 30.0
1981 516 n.a. 778 18 503.1 126.1 1170 11,2039 1143 n.a. 351
1982 56.1 n.a. 85.3 18 553.3 181.3 1402 1,3125 130.1 n.a. 394
1983 60.7 n.a. 9.1 18 615.9 1513 1642 1,386.4 1498 n.a. 435
1984 66.4 n.a. 1103 20 665.3 183.4 167.7  1,4833 168.0 2.3 487
1985 705 n.a. 1194 19 724.4 196.0 176.4  1,606.5 185.0 24 496
1986 752 n.a. 1359 2.1 7763 2119 1638  1,690.9 209.2 2.6 513
1987 80.1 n.a. 157.0 20 831.8 2293 1659  1,8036 238.8 2.6 555
1988 84.5 n.a. 175.8 2.1 9452 2395 1608  1,991.7 2733 2.7 63.2
1989 89.9 n.a. 198.0 24 10475 2659 1772 21766 302.8 3.2 715
1990 98.8 n.a. 217.4 26 1,495 2999 2093 23785 3433 3.5 80.9
1991 1055 n.a. 242.0 26 12015 3317 2439 25440 388.7 38 918
1992 128 n.a. 267.0 28 11,2980 367.9 2601 26279 421.0 41 102.2
1993 120.2 1.8 2919 30 13953 438.7 2619 26949 4571 45 1149
1994 128.0 13.1 3203 32 | 1,523.9 481.7 2664 2,782.0 506.6 5.0 128.2
1995 136.4 14.2 347.9 34 16743 532.8 2791 28933 564.3 5.4 1436
1996 145.4 15.3 377.0 36 18404 584.4 3046  3,046.2 615.3 5.9 161.0
1997 1657 16.4 408.0 36 1,946.0 622.1 3202 314789 654.7 6.4 1757
1998 166.1 17.4 4317 36 20914 546.5 3326 31204 616.6 6.7 164.6
1999 1712 19.9 463.3 40 22596 558.7 3439 31622 684.8 73 1772
2000 1919 221 500.7 40 24021 539.0 3695 33227 759.1 79 197.1
2001 2072 243 501.4 42 2,588 636.9 3923 3,4093 807.2 8.6 202.5
2002 2197 263 537.1 44 27315 676.4 4292 34788 878.6 9.3 2148
2003 2359 291 5729 46 3,021.0 726.1 469.0 35985 9242 10.0 2314
2004 256.0 328 629.6 49 33584 789.4 5058  3,797.1 993.4 11.0 254.6
2005 2793 38.4 6733 51 37790 8476 5438  4,0083  1,069.0 12.1 275.8
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2 A - 23 43 23

= & = n & = =5 55 | 55
1975 n.a. n.a. 27.0 54.1 5.6 7.6 305 n.a. 2102 1,624.0 1,948.9
1976 n.a. n.a. 30.0 62.3 6.4 7.9 3.3 n.a. 2187 18098 21543
1977 n.a. n.a. 33.1 70.0 7.3 9.1 4.2 n.a. 2503 20143 2,351
1978 n.a. n.a. 38.3 78.7 8.5 10.2 48.6 n.a. 2977 22769 25936
1979 n.a. n.a. 43.1 90.1 10.1 11.8 55.5 n.a. 3534 25445 2,913.0
1980 n.a. n.a. 51.8 103.3 12.1 13.4 63.7 n.a. 4169 27689  3,226.7
1981 n.a. n.a. 61.1 116.9 14.5 15.5 738 n.a. 486.1 3,105.4 3,537.4
1982 1.4 n.a. 69.1 128.5 16.4 17.5 824 n.a. 576.6 32295 37884
1983 1.6 n.a. 76.7 136.1 18.5 18.7 90.5 n.a. 659.6  3,508.8  4,005.9
1984 1.7 n.a. 83.6 130.9 20.8 19.8 99.3 n.a. 7727 39026  4,258.3
1985 1.9 n.a. 927 125.0 21.2 215 1071 n.a. 8915 41875 45016
1986 2.1 n.a. 100.0 1322 22.1 229 115.5 442 1,008.7 44277 47346
1987 2.3 n.a. 109.4 141.7 249 238 130.0 470 11527 47021 5,002.7
1988 2.5 n.a. 121.8 156.5 28.8 25.6 152.4 512 13327 50639 5394
1989 25 n.a. 132.7 1725 328 26.8 1774 57.0 1,430.2 54417 5,807.9
1990 3.0 18.1 144.0 184.6 37.3 29.5 204.9 622 15711 57572 62143
1991 24 215 156.5 189.9 411 32.1 230.2 68.3 1,777.7 5,946.9 6,559.7
1992 22 211 172.5 195.0 447 34.4 2545 759 20579 6,286.8 6,790.8
1993 22 22.5 179.5 203.7 51.1 375 281.8 839 24244 66043 69200
1994 2.3 233 190.2 217.1 58.2 40.3 313.6 932 27905 70175 72624
1995 29 25.7 203.7 2319 64.2 43.0 349.6 1042 31515 73423 76034
1996 3.1 27.4 217.6 250.1 70.5 46.0 377.3 116.1 35399 77623  7,906.6
1997 3.2 28.0 2235 267.5 717 49.6 378.3 1276 39037 82509 82659
1998 34 30.9 231.8 268.9 774 52.1 342.3 136.5 42188 86946 86423
1999 3.6 320 243.7 282.0 84.2 55.3 362.7 1451 4,556.2 9,216.2 8,957.6
2000 3.7 36.3 259.6 305.4 94.7 59.6 388.2 1583 49518 97648 95397
2001 3.8 37.8 270.8 318.2 94.7 59.5 406.2 1733 54834 10,0759 10,0184
2002 4.0 39.7 284.4 338.2 100.3 63.0 435.3 1888 61263 104176 10,470.1
2003 44 42.4 304.6 362.1 105.3 68.2 474.4 2068 69042 10,9185 10,8201
2004 5.0 453 332.5 394.6 117.5 73.8 516.8 2293 77,7874 116792 11,363.4
2005 6.0 491 369.2 426.7 128.8 80.2 556.1 255.7 89545 12,4165 11,850.1
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Growth Rate of PPP-GDP at Current Prices

Unit: Percentage

-E © (1]

= = S Y

5 5 E K

(- (&) - =
1975 — — — — — — — — — — —
1976 17.4 n.a. n.a. 8.2 7.3 11.4 21.9 13 15.6 n.a. 16.5
1977 16.7 n.a. n.a. 12.0 13.1 14.3 48 10.4 15.7 n.a. 13.6
1978 52 n.a. n.a. 8.7 12.4 12.2 -1.0 11.9 15.7 n.a. 132
1979 15.8 n.a. n.a. 19.5 26 16.7 0.6 13.3 14.5 n.a. 16.9
1980 6.1 n.a. n.a. 7.0 15.2 16.7 B3 115 12 n.a. 15.9
1981 12.6 n.a. 15.2 15.1 15.1 16.3 36 11.9 15.0 n.a. 15.7
1982 8.5 n.a. 9.2 -0.1 95 36.3 18.1 8.6 13.0 n.a. 1.7
1983 79 n.a. 1.9 -0.3 10.7 -18.1 15.7 55 14.1 n.a. 99
1984 9.0 n.a. 13.8 11.8 17 19.2 2.1 6.8 11.5 n.a. 1.2
1985 6.0 n.a. 79 -1.7 8.5 6.6 5.1 8.0 9.6 79 1.9
1986 6.5 n.a. 13.0 9.7 6.9 78 7.4 5.1 12.3 6.9 3.3
1987 6.3 n.a. 14.4 -4.1 6.9 79 1.3 6.4 13.3 1.2 8.0
1988 54 n.a. 11.3 43 12.8 43 =31 99 135 1.2 12.8
1989 6.2 n.a. 1.9 10.9 10.3 105 9.7 8.9 10.3 17.1 12.4
1990 94 n.a. 9.4 8.9 9.3 12.0 16.6 89 12.6 10.3 12.4
1991 6.6 n.a. 10.7 0.0 44 10.1 15.3 6.7 12.4 75 126
1992 6.6 n.a. 9.9 8.9 1.1 10.4 6.4 32 8.0 8.9 10.8
1993 6.4 n.a. 8.9 49 12 17.6 0.7 25 8.2 8.0 1.7
1994 6.3 10.9 9.3 7.1 8.8 9.4 1.7 32 10.3 9.9 10.9
1995 6.3 8.3 8.3 44 94 10.1 46 39 10.8 8.8 1.4
1996 6.4 7.1 8.0 6.6 95 9.3 8.7 5.1 8.7 8.6 1.4
1997 6.8 7.1 79 -05 56 6.2 5.0 3.3 6.2 8.3 8.7
1998 6.5 59 5.7 2.3 12 -13.0 38 -09 6.0 5.0 -6.5
1999 6.4 13.3 7.1 99 17 22 33 1.3 10.5 8.5 7.4
2000 8.0 10.3 78 0.5 6.1 70 12 5.0 10.3 78 10.6
2001 17 9.8 0.1 4.4 75 6.1 6.0 26 6.1 8.0 2.7
2002 59 7.7 6.9 4.8 54 6.0 9.0 2.0 8.5 7.5 5.9
2003 7.1 10.3 6.4 30 10.1 7.1 8.9 34 5.1 79 74
2004 8.2 12.1 9.4 1.7 10.6 8.4 75 54 7.2 8.8 9.6
2005 8.7 15.5 6.7 38 11.8 7.1 12 54 7.3 9.8 8.0
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1975
1976
1977
1978
1979
1980
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005

Mongolia

n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
95
9E
8.6
11.2
6.1
8.4
09
19.0
-24.0
=1.7
-0.8
4.4
26.0
42
5.6
46
46
3.2
34
5.3
9.0
13.3

n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
16.8
=20
6.7
4.4
8.9
6.2
2.1
10.0
3.4
12.7
4.1
4.8
6.6
6.8
8.0

Pakistan

10.6
10.0
14.5

18.4
16.6
12.2
10.4
8.6
10.3
16
9.0
10.7
8.6
8.2
8.4
9.7
4.0
5.8
6.9
6.6
2.1
36
5.0
6.3
4.2
49
6.8
8.8
10.5

Philippines

14.0
116
11.8
135
13.7
12.3
9.5
57
=39
4.6
56
6.9
98
9.7
6.8
29
26
4.4
6.4
6.6
16
6.7
0.5
48
79

6.1
6.8
8.6
78

Singapore

12.4
136
15.0
17.0
18.0
18.3
12.8
12.0
11.7
1.6
43
12.1
14.2
13.3
12.6
9.8
8.4
13.4
13.0
9.9
9.4
9.7
0.3
8.4
11.7
0.1
5.7
49
10.9
9.2

Sri Lanka

137
11.9
14.3
12.8
14.3
12.2
6.7
59
8.2
6.3
35
13
48
9.7
8.3
7.0
8.6
1.2
6.5
6.7
75
50
59
75
-0.3
59
79
18
8.3

L EUETT

14.5
155
16.6
13.2
13.7
14.7
1.1
9.3
9.3
16
16
11.8
15.8
15.2
14.4
11.6
10.0
10.2
10.7
10.9
16
0.3
-10.0
5.8
6.8
45
6.9
8.6
8.6
13

n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
6.2
8.4
10.8
8.8
9.2
10.6
10.0
10.6
11
10.8
9.5
6.7
6.1
8.7
9.0
8.6
9.1
10.3
10.9

(Reference)

4.0
13.5
17.3
17.2
16.5
15.4
17.1
13.4
15.8
14.3
12.3
13.3
14.5

7.1

9.4
12.4
14.6
16.4
14.1
12.2
11.6

9.8

78

1.7

8.3
10.2
1.1
12.0
12.0
14.0

(Reference)

10.6
7.0
5.6
6.0
14
12
5.6
32
5.6
49
6.1
45
5.6
6.1
5.2
5.8
5.8
3.1
3.3
4.7
6.7
6.1

—~~
(/]
(5]
c
()]
-
(]
Y
(]
oz
~

10.0
8.9
9.7

116

10.2
9.2
6.9
56
6.1
56
5.0
55
16
7.3
6.8
5.4
B15
1.9
48
46
38
4.4
45
36
6.3
49
4.4
3.3
49
42
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Per Capita PPP-GDP at Current Prices

Unit: U.S. Dollars

FR: =

EZ

| 5 £

(--] (&) —
1975 315.8 n.a. na. 15078 4357 4433 27469 54200 14024 na. 11375
1976 366.9 n.a. na.  1598.0 458.4 4480 33180 58987 1613.8 na. 13113
1971 4235 n.a. na. 17693 5113 506.7 33778 64869 18587 na.  1466.2
1978 436.1 n.a. na. 18946 566.0 561.4 32395 72438 21414 na. 16358
1979 499.4 n.a. na. 22465 568.2 6503 31478 82068 24392 na. 18917
1980 518.3 na. 37418 23640 646.9 7290 28691 91331 25807 na. 21594
1981 573.5 na. 42763 27027 736.2 8336  2,85.6 10,2109  2950.7 na. 24592
1982 612.5 na. 46057 26472 7925 11721 32802 11,0646  3,308.2 na.  2,689.8
1983 649.3 na. 5111.8 25857 863.5 9572 36773 115985  3,753.8 na. 28925
1984 695.2 na. 57832 28494 913.1 11351  3601.6 123295 41587 660.2  3,149.9
1985 7232 na. 61806 27569 973.1 11865 36425 132718 45331 6949 31228
1986 756.7 na. 69685 29718 10208 12587 32603 13,8989 50754 7235 31407
1987 789.2 na. 79583 28620 10706 13361 31920 147544  5738.0 7109 33112
1988 817.6 na. 88109 29676 11907 13883 29971 162262  6502.3 698.3  3,667.7
1989 852.4 na. 98208 32558 12916 15114 32091 176663 71333 803.8  4,047.7
1990 908.5 na. 106554 35338 13875 16717 36924 192415  8,008.3 864.1 44717
1991 950.9 na. 11,7425 35141 14195 18183 42048 204994 89775 9039 49480
1992 998.3 na. 128372 38219 15039 19740 43941 21,094 96233 9595  5,366.2

1993 1,0462 10858 139054 39763 15854 23272 43449 215698 103425 1,0104 58744
1994 10953 11742 151246 42282 16981 25141 43490 222087 113474 10858 63725
1995 1,148.1 1,2387 162913 43302 18296 27351 44870 230416 125140 11557  6,942.0
1996 1,2039 12940 175143 46230 19723 29472 48286 242030 135153 12291 76053
1997 1,2694 13610 187629 45184 20452 371214 50093 249523 142459 13053 81082
1998 13347 14206 196883 45718 2155 27106 51406 246723 133203 13431 74189
1999 1,403.2 15955 209702 49963 22839 27403 52560 24,9643 14,690.1 1,433.0  7,800.5
2000 14982 17392 224753 49935 2381.0 29201 55879 26,178.2 16,1486 15205  8,388.2
2001 15954 18864 223789 51252 25158 30632 58751 26,7778 17,0454 16186 84318
2002 1,669.1 20049 23851.2 53763 26039 32098 63689 272876 184495 17160 87574
2003 1,768.3 21845 253444 54983 28242 34003 68976 281801 193119 18292 92374
2004 18933 24243 77,7494 58931 30790 36484 73660 29,7134 206782 19659 99537
2005 20391 27752 295706 60636 33977 38667 78336 313720 222070 21328 10,556.6
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1975 n.a. n.a. 394.8 12868 24926 5594 737.0 n.a. 2306 75195 5,555.5
1976 n.a. n.a. 427.0 14349  2,784.0 577.5 831.3 n.a. 2359 8,300.5 6,120.7
1977 n.a. n.a. 458.9 1569.2 31472 651.9 948.3 n.a. 265.8 9,146.0 6,666.0
1978 n.a. n.a. 515.5 1,719.6 3,611.1 7213 1,093.9 n.a. 3117 10,229.4 7,320.1
1979 n.a. n.a. 561.8 19153 42256 816.3 1,220.6 n.a. 365.0 11,306.1 8,193.2
1980 n.a. n.a. 653.7 21387 49929 910.7 1,362.8 n.a. 4249 12,185.7 9,037.7
1981 n.a. n.a. 745.6 23715 5,712.0 1,043.3 1,545.8 n.a. 489.1 13,533.2 9,876.6
1982 n.a. n.a. 813.0 25466 62128 1,151.2 1,692.5 n.a. 5729 13,9404 10,5574
1983 n.a. n.a. 869.8 2,630.7 6,918.0 1,213.6 18215 n.a. 647.0 15,0082 11,1474
1984 n.a. n.a. 9135  2,468.1 7,630.9 1,271.8 1,960.8 n.a. 7480 16,548.7 11,835.0
1985 n.a. n.a. 976.1 2,301.1 17,7412 1,3595  2,076.1 n.a. 851.0 17,6002 12,490.9
1986 n.a. n.a. 10144 23742 80879 1,422.7 2,200.2 7233 948.7 18,4385 13,110.9
1987 n.a. n.a. 1,0696 24847 8,9915 14509 24337 753.3 10675 19,407.0 13,825.1
1988 n.a. n.a. 1,490 26645 10,106.0 15392 28044 802.8 12152 20,7113 14,866.0
1989 1,183.6 n.a. 1,210.7 2,869.8 11,2078 15929 32132 880.2 1,2848 22,0473 15,9375

1990 1,394.6 9916  1,2740 29748 122264 18156  3,668.7 9428 13920 23,0636 16,9788
1991 1,085.3 11496 13478 29822 13,1054 19505 40682 10150 15554 235073 17,8417
1992 1,0136 11009 14486 29839 138349 20688 44418 11083 17799 245086 18,390.5
1993 9995 11498 14731 30407 154175 22256 48583 12043 20747 25409.1 18,665.4
1994 10274 11743 15245 31636 17,0215 23577 53418 13161 23637 266697 195347
1995 13107 12531 15942 32998 1872228 24887 58851 14471 26431 275738 20,399.6
1996 13473 13026 16612 34785 192151 26299 62876 15867 29397 288139 21,157.6
1997 1,405.1 12984 16630 36375 204650 28008 62425 17177 32111 30,2611  22,063.1
1998 14504 14018 16812 35774 19,7198 29068 55934 18090 34385 315188 23,0173
1999 14973 14164 17259 36733 21,2711 30388 58683 18941 36813 330282 237874
2000 15243 15673 17984 39766 235042 32283 62375 20391 39688 345995 25,238.8
2001 15547 15970 18387 40491 228933 31742 64812 22024 43620 353146 26,386.0
2002 1,618.1 16388  1,895.7 42189 240165 33169 68931 23687 48395 36,1259 274314
2003 1,7504 17125 19948 44254 251625 35433 74529 25562 54183 37,5451 28,1843
2004 19768 17927 21408 47221 27,7256  3,789.8 80507 27947 60730 397718 294225
2005 23393 1,8998 23357 50045 296604 40764 8586.2 30764 69403 41,8836 30,503.4
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PPP-GDP at Constant Prices

Unit: Billion U.S. Dollars - Year 2000 Prices

ﬁ 1] (1}

R 5 5

5 5 E K

(-] o — =
1975 701 n.a. n.a. 2.3 686.9 166.0 2412 16074 1303 n.a. 36.8
1976 728 n.a. n.a. 2:3 698.6 179.8 2840 16713 1441 n.a. 411
1977 749 n.a. n.a. 2.5 749.2 198.0 2803 1,7447 1568.5 n.a. 443
1978 80.3 n.a. na. 25 7921 208.5 2594 18367 1732 n.a. 472
1979 83.4 n.a. n.a. 2.8 750.6 2218 2408 19374 185.0 n.a. 517
1980 84.3 n.a. 1237 28 800.8 2409 2090 19920 182.2 n.a. 55.5
1981 875 n.a. 1316 30 8517 258.8 1981 2,050.4 1934 n.a. 53.4
1982 89.8 n.a. 136.0 28 882.9 2599 2238 21071 207.6 n.a. 62.9
1983 935 n.a. 1473 2.7 945.4 270.1 2520 21417 230.0 n.a. 66.8
1984 98.5 n.a. 163.0 29 984.4 2899 2480 22079 248.6 3:3 720
1985 1015 n.a. 172 28 10398 2987 2531 2,320 265.5 35 nz2
1986 105.9 n.a. 190.8 30  1,090.1 316.9 2299  2,388.7 2937 3.7 720
1987 109.8 n.a. 2144 28 11366 333.2 2267 24794 326.3 3.6 759
1988 1120 n.a. 2323 28 12487 353.4 2124 2,647 361.1 3.5 83.4
1989 147 n.a. 252.0 30 13332 3803 2256 27872 385.4 4.0 910
1990 121.4 n.a. 266.4 32 14087 408.7 256.4 2,932 420.7 43 992
1991 1253 n.a. 286.5 3.1 14226 4374 288.7 30304 460.2 45 108.7
1992 130.8 n.a. 309.1 33 15023 466.9 301.0  3,05958 487.3 48 1183
1993 136.4 13.3 330.3 34 15786 498.5 2963 3,067.4 5171 5.1 130.0
1994 142.2 145 354.9 36 16885 536.4 2952 31013 561.3 55 1420
1995 148.7 15.5 371.7 36 18181 580.6 3031 31614 612.8 5.9 156.0
1996 165.4 16.3 401.7 38 1,961 625.7 3246 32700 655.6 6.3 1716
1997 163.5 172 4276 37 20396 654.4 3356 33124 686.1 6.7 184.1
1998 1722 18.1 4475 38 21678 567.8 3448 32434 639.1 7.0 1706
1999 180.8 203 4734 41 23088 571.2 3514 32352 699.7 75 181.0
2000 1919 22.1 500.7 40 2,402 539.0 3695 33227 759.1 7.9 197.1
2001 2023 237 489.6 41 2,521 621.9 3831 33293 788.2 8.4 197.7
2002 2111 252 515.5 43 26214 648.8 4118 33379 843.2 8.9 206.3
2003 2223 274 538.4 43 28413 679.8 4412 33942 869.3 9.4 2176
2004 2353 301 575.3 45 30779 711.0 4636 34993 9104 10.0 233.4
2005 2492 341 596.9 46 33619 754.1 4839 35790 948.6 10.7 2454
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1975 n.a. n.a. 7.0 142.6 14.9 18.8 80.3 n.a. 551.4 42769 51733
1976 n.a. n.a. 147 155.1 15.9 19.2 87.8 n.a. 5426  4507.0 5,404.1
1977 n.a. n.a. 716 163.8 17.1 19.9 96.5 n.a. 5834 47170 55546
1978 n.a. n.a. 83.9 172.3 18.6 21.7 106.4 n.a. 651.9 49819 57258
1979 n.a. n.a. 87.0 182.0 20.3 232 1121 n.a. 7012 51404 59344
1980 n.a. n.a. 95.9 1914 22.3 24.6 117.9 n.a. 7956 51280  6,013.7
1981 n.a. n.a. 103.5 197.9 245 26.0 1249 n.a. 7951 5,257.4 6,020.5
1982 2.3 n.a. 110.3 205.1 26.2 212 131.6 n.a. 867.0 51536  6,078.7
1983 24 n.a. 117.8 208.9 28.5 28.5 138.9 n.a. 9626 53863  6,186.0
1984 2.6 n.a. 123.7 193.6 30.8 29.7 146.9 na. 1,076 57740  6,340.0
1985 2.7 n.a. 133.1 179.5 30.4 312 153.7 n.a. 1,2578  6,011.0 6,502.4
1986 3.0 n.a. 140.4 185.6 31.0 325 162.2 61.7 13683 62172 6,686.3
1987 3.1 n.a. 149.5 193.6 34.1 329 177.7 64.0 15274  6,425.1 6.874.1
1988 33 n.a. 160.9 206.7 38.0 33.7 201.3 679 17005 66900  7,165.7
1989 3.2 n.a. 168.9 219.5 4.8 34.4 2258 ni 1,768.9 69263 74228
1990 3.7 22.7 176.4 226.2 45.7 36.4 251.0 757 1836.6 7,050 76398
1991 2.8 23.8 185.3 224.9 48.6 38.1 2725 802 20048 70413 7,779.9
1992 2.5 24.5 199.6 225.6 51.7 39.6 294.5 872 22913 72762 78711
1993 2.5 26.6 203.1 230.4 57.8 42.3 318.8 942 26108 74720  7.8529
1994 25 27.3 210.7 240.5 64.5 445 3475 1025 29535  7,7755  8,081.0
1995 3.2 28.9 221.2 251.8 69.7 46.9 379.6 1123 32756 79728 872893
1996 33 30.3 231.9 266.5 75.2 48.4 402.0 1227 36029 82714 84335
1997 3.4 31.3 2342 280.3 81.4 51.5 396.5 1327 39367 86476 86595
1998 B15 32.7 240.2 278.7 80.3 529 354.8 1409 42450 90125 89139
1999 3.6 34.7 249.0 288.2 86.0 56.2 370.6 148.1 4566.3 9,417 9,186.0
2000 3.7 36.3 259.6 305.4 94.7 59.6 388.2 1583 49518 97648 95397
2001 3.7 36.5 264.4 310.7 925 58.7 396.6 169.0 53625 98389 97241
2002 3.8 37.7 273.0 324.6 96.2 61.0 417.7 1805 58496 99976 98322
2003 4.1 39.6 286.5 340.6 99.1 64.7 446.2 1936 64352 102693 99450
2004 4.6 40.8 304.8 361.6 107.7 68.2 473.7 2088 7,083.2 10,7039 10,174.4
2005 5.3 422 3285 379.6 114.6 72.3 4947 2260 78073 11,0464 10,3391

—@—



APO Productivity Databook 2008

Growth Rate of PPP-GDP at Constant Prices

Unit: Percentage
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1975 — — — — — — — — — — —
1976 338 n.a. n.a. 26 1.7 8.0 16.3 39 10.0 n.a. 10.9
1977 2.8 n.a. n.a. 59 7.0 9.6 -1.3 43 9.5 n.a. 75
1978 6.9 n.a. n.a. 1.9 5.6 52 7.8 5.1 8.9 n.a. 6.4
1979 3.8 n.a. n.a. 11.5 54 6.2 -1.4 5.3 6.6 n.a. 8.9
1980 1.1 n.a. n.a. 1.7 6.5 8.3 —14.2 2.8 =15 n.a. 1.2
1981 37 n.a. 6.2 6.1 6.2 72 5.3 29 6.0 n.a. 6.7
1982 2.7 n.a. 3.3 —6.0 3.6 0.4 12.2 2.7 7.1 n.a. 58
1983 4.0 n.a. 8.0 —4.1 6.8 39 11.9 1.6 10.2 n.a. 6.1
1984 53 n.a. 10.1 8.1 4.0 7.1 -1.6 3.1 78 n.a. 75
1985 3.0 n.a. 49 —4.7 55 3.0 2.0 5.0 6.6 49 -1.1
1986 42 n.a. 10.8 75 47 59 -9.6 29 10.1 47 1.1
1987 36 n.a. 1.7 —6.8 42 50 1.4 37 10.5 -1.5 5.2
1988 2.0 n.a. 8.0 09 9.4 59 -6.5 6.5 10.1 2.1 95
1989 24 n.a. 8.1 12 6.6 73 6.0 52 6.5 13.4 8.7
1990 56 n.a. 5.6 5.4 55 7.2 12.8 5.1 8.8 6.5 8.6
1991 32 n.a. 7.3 -3.2 1.0 6.8 1.9 3.3 9.0 4.1 9.1
1992 43 n.a. 16 6.1 BB 6.5 4.2 1.0 5.7 6.6 8.5
1993 43 n.a. 6.6 26 50 6.5 -1.6 0.2 6.0 5.7 9.4
1994 4.1 8.8 12 5.0 6.7 73 0.4 1.1 8.2 7.8 8.8
1995 45 6.3 6.2 2.4 14 79 26 1.9 8.8 6.8 9.4
1996 4.4 5.2 6.1 4.7 7.6 7.5 6.9 34 6.8 6.7 95
1997 5.1 5.5 6.2 2.2 39 45 33 1.3 45 6.6 7.1
1998 52 48 4.6 1.2 6.1 -14.2 2.7 2.1 7.1 39 —7.6
1999 49 1.8 5.6 8.5 6.3 0.6 1.9 -0.3 9.1 7.1 6.0
2000 6.0 8.1 5.6 1.7 4.0 47 5.0 2.7 8.1 56 8.5
2001 53 7.4 2.2 2.0 5.1 3.8 36 0.2 3.8 5.6 0.3
2002 43 6.0 5.2 3.1 37 42 12 0.3 6.7 5.7 43
2003 5.2 8.2 43 1.0 8.1 47 6.9 1.7 3.1 59 5.3
2004 57 95 6.6 52 8.0 45 5.0 3.0 46 6.2 7.0
2005 5.8 12.6 37 0.8 8.8 59 43 2.3 4.1 6.8 5.0
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1976 n.a. n.a. 5.0 8.4 6.8 2.0 8.9 n.a. -1.6 5.2 4.4
1977 n.a. n.a. 39 54 75 39 94 n.a. 72 46 2.7
1978 n.a. n.a. 17 5.0 8.2 8.5 9.8 n.a. 1.1 BE 3.0
1979 n.a. n.a. 3.7 55 9.0 6.6 52 n.a. 7.3 3.1 36
1980 n.a. n.a. 9.7 5.0 9.3 6.0 5.1 n.a. 75 0.2 1.3
1981 n.a. n.a. 16 34 9.3 5.5 5.7 n.a. 5.1 2.5 0.1
1982 n.a. n.a. 6.3 36 6.9 4.4 52 n.a. 8.7 -2.0 1.0
1983 5.7 n.a. 6.6 1.9 8.2 49 54 n.a. 10.5 4.4 1.8
1984 5.8 n.a. 49 7.6 8.0 42 56 n.a. 14.0 7.0 25
1985 5.6 n.a. 73 -76 -15 49 45 n.a. 12.7 40 25
1986 9.0 n.a. 54 3.4 2.1 40 5.4 n.a. 8.4 34 28
1987 34 n.a. 6.3 42 94 1.1 9.1 37 11.0 33 28
1988 5.0 n.a. 73 6.5 10.8 2.5 12.5 6.0 10.7 4.0 42
1989 -28 n.a. 48 6.0 9.6 20 115 54 39 35 35
1990 15.2 n.a. 4.4 30 8.8 5.8 10.6 54 38 1.8 29
1991 -274 46 49 -0.6 6.4 45 8.2 5.9 8.8 -0.2 1.8
1992 -10.0 3.1 74 0.3 6.1 39 78 8.4 13.4 33 1.2
1993 3.1 8.0 1.7 2.1 1.1 6.5 79 7.7 13.1 2.7 -02
1994 2.3 2.8 37 43 10.9 52 8.6 8.4 12.3 40 29
1995 240 5.4 48 46 7.8 5.1 8.8 9.1 10.4 25 2.5
1996 2.3 47 47 5.7 75 3.3 5.7 8.8 95 37 1.7
1997 39 3.5 1.0 5.1 8.0 6.1 -14 79 8.9 4.4 26
1998 35 43 25 06 1.4 46 —11.1 6.0 75 4.1 29
1999 32 5.8 36 3.3 6.9 42 43 5.0 73 44 30
2000 1.1 45 42 5.8 9.6 5.8 46 6.6 8.1 36 38
2001 1.0 0.5 18 1.7 -2.3 -16 2.1 6.5 8.0 0.8 1.9
2002 3.6 34 32 4.4 4.0 39 52 6.6 8.7 1.6 1.1
2003 7.0 5.0 48 48 29 5.8 6.6 7.0 95 2.7 1.1
2004 10.7 29 6.2 6.0 8.4 5.3 6.0 75 9.6 4.1 2.3
2005 15.0 32 75 49 6.2 5.8 43 79 9.7 3.1 1.6
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GDP at Current Prices

Unit: Local Currency Unit
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1975 159,187 92 598 562.4 833 12,643 3336 147,147 10,386 na. 22,332
1976 147,9537 9.1 n9 623.0 897 15,467 4,488 165248 14,305 na. 28,085
1971 168,703 8.9 843 660.6 1,016 19,011 5280 184,146 18,356 na. 32,340
1978 196,247 8.8 1,011 702.8 1,101 21,967 5147 202,778 24,745 n.a. 37,886
1979 238,868 8.7 1,220 852.5 1,208 32,025 6,073 219,784 31,732 n.a. 46,424
1980 273,746 8.7 1522 983.2 1,438 45,446 6445 236,266 38,775 na. 53,308
1981 313,694 8.8 1,816 1,095.5 1,686 54,027 7,769 256,128 48,673 na. 57,613
1982 352,939 8.5 1,940 11143 1,883 17,623 10,263 268,837 55,722 n.a. 62,599
1983 398,685 107 2,142 11421 2,1% 71,215 12,842 279,630 65,559 n.a. 70,444
1984 479,271 18.6 2,39 1,275.3 2,455 89,885 14067 297,564 75,126 62 79,550
1985 548,887 17.6 2,521 1,316.3 2,780 97177 14973 3199 84,061 107 71,470
1986 618,533 47.0 2,909 1,461.4 3112 102,683 15216 334,874 98,110 169 71,594
1987 710,811 124 3,289 1,465 3543 124817 18527 348575 115,164 190 81,085
1988 780,392 245 3,596 1,688 4216 142,105 20698  3749% 137,12 235 92,370
1989 867,774 302 4,032 1,755 4877 167,185 25765 403,951 154,753 416 105233
1990 975,595 751 4,424 1,980 5696 195,597 35315 435187 186,691 613 119,081
1991 1,073,726 1,676 4,940 2,042 6,547 227,450 49,772 462,981 226,008 722 135124
1992 1,155,009 3,147 5,503 2,301 1926 259,885 66,456 475101 257,525 808 150,662
1993 1,207,309 6,794 6,092 2,522 8658 329776 100,043 478801 290,676 951 172,194

1994 1,306,448 7,092 6,674 2,673 10,158 382220 130564 484,507 340,208 1,108 195,461
1995 1,464,380 8,438 1,250 2,799 11918 454514 185930 491347 398,838 1419 222,473
1996 1,596,360 9,191 71,945 2,975 13786 532568 248350 504262 448,59 1726 253,732
1997 1,733,328 10,129 8,598 3,061 15272 627695 292680 515249 491,135 2201 281,795
1998 1,925,917 11.719 9,236 3,278 17512 995,754 329138 504,843 484,103 4,222 783243
1999 2,119,211 13,407 9,641 3,661 19520 1,099,732 436619 497629 529,500 10,329 300,764
2000 2,287,605 14,089 10,032 3518 21,024 1389770 580485 502,990 578,665 13669 343,215
2001 2,449,992 15,579 9,859 3,697 22811 1684281 671,740 497,720 622123 15,702 334,404
2002 2,635,253 16,768 10,293 3,929 24581 1863275 926492 491,312 684,263 18,401 362,012
2003 2,898,729 18,250 10,520 4133 27,655  2,045854 1,109561 490,294 724675 22,597 395,170
2004 3,194,631 21147 11,062 4,41 31,266 2,303,050 1,406,028 498,328 779381 26,539 450,152
2005 3,555,937 25,350 11,418 4,617 35672 2,729,708 1,701,201 501,403 810516 30,682 495239

Bangladesh ~ Million Taka Japan Billion Yen Pakistan Million Rupees Vietnam Billion Dong
Cambodia Billion Liels Korea Billion Won Philippines Million Pesos China Billion Yuan

ROC Billion New Taiwan Dollars ~ Lao PDR Billion Kips Singapore Million Singapore Dollars United States ~ Billion U.S. Dollars
Fiji Million Fiji Dollars Malaysia Million Ringgit Sri Lanka Million Rupees EU15 Billion U.S. Dollars
Indonesia Billion Rupiah Mongolia Million Tugriks Thailand Million Baht

Iran Billion Rial Nepal Million Rupees
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1975 n.a. na. 112,263 107,950 13,447 25,691 303,319 n.a. 300 1,624 1,801

1976 n.a. n.a. 132,054 127,211 14,658 28,032 346,516 n.a. 294 1,810 1,867

1977 n.a. n.a. 149,749 145,451 16,049 34,684 403,529 n.a. 320 2,014 2,113

1978 n.a. n.a. 176,420 167,249 17,843 40,479 488,226 n.a. 361 2,271 2,587

1979 n.a. n.a. 195,109 202,900 20,541 49,782 558,861 n.a. 409 2,545 3,154

1980 n.a. n.a. 234,531 243,749 25117 62,246 662,482 n.a. 459 2,769 3,593

1981 n.a. n.a. 278,196 281,596 29,376 79,337 760,356 n.a. 501 3,105 3,168

1982 8,205 n.a. 324156 317177 32,7127 94679 841,569 n.a. 559 3,230 3,049

1983 8,762 n.a. 364,391 369,077 36,797 113,878 920,989 n.a. 622 3,509 2,956

1984 8,996 n.a. 419,797 524,431 40,155 140,039 988,070 n.a. 736 3,903 2,835

1985 9,372 n.a. 472,158 571,883 39,037 148,321 1,056,496 n.a. 908 4,188 2,931

1986 9,310 n.a. 514,511 608,887 39,210 163,713 1,133,397 599 1,051 4,478 4,027

1987 9,710 n.a. 572,499 682,764 43,322 177,731 1,299,913 2,870 1,228 4,702 4,976

1988 10,301 n.a. 675399 799,182 51,157 203,516 1,559,804 15,420 1,539 5,064 5,549

1989 10,731 n.a. 769,756 925,444 58,737 228,138 1,856,992 28,093 1,731 5,442 5,658

1990 10,465 116,127 855,912 1,077,237 66,776 290,615 = 2,183,545 41,955 1,935 5,757 7,028

1991 18,910 144,933 1,016,741 1,248,011 14,572 337,399 2,506,635 16,707 2,258 5,947 7,309

1992 47,298 165350 1,205,186 1,351,559 80,986 386,999 2830914 110,532 2,157 6,287 1,976
1993 194836 191,596 1,333,067 1,474,457 93972 453,092 3165222 140,258 3,694 6,604 7,235
1994 324400 209974 1,561,067 1692932 107,985 523,300 3,629,341 178,535 5,022 7,018 7,685
1995 550,254 239,388 1,865,892 1,905,951 119474 598327 4186212 228,892 6,322 1,342 8,809
1996 646,559 269570 2120185 2,171,922 130500 695934 4611041 272,035 7,416 1,162 8,976
1997 832636 289,798 2428328 2426743 142343 803698 4732610 313,624 8,166 8,251 8,434
1998 817,393 330,018 2,677,640 2665060 137904 912839 4626447 361,016 8,653 8,695 8,708
1999 925346 366,251 2938291 2976905 140,026 994730 4,637,079 399,942 9,096 9,216 8,724
2000 1,018,886 425454 3,793,567 3,354,727 159,845 1125259 4,922,731 441,646 9,875 9,765 8,058
2001 1,115,641 444052 462,774 3,631,474 153391 1,245599 5,133,502 481,295 10,897 10,076 8,116
2002 1,236,866 473546 4401839 3963872 158412 1403286 5450643 535762 12,035 10,418 8,845
2003 1479678 517993 4822720 4316402 161,549 1562737 5917368 613,442 13,640 10919 10,795
2004 1945649 566579 5532634 4858835 181,693 1,800,750 6,489,847 715,307 16,028 11,679 12,436
2005 2524326 623,085 6547556 5418839 194341 2,098,004 7,087660 839,212 18,670 12,417 12,883

—@—
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Growth Rate of GDP at Current Prices

Unit: Percentage

ﬁ 1] (1}

R 5 5

5 5 E K

(-] o — =
1975 — — — — — — — — — — —
1976 -16 =12 18.3 10.2 15 202 297 11.6 320 n.a. 229
1977 73 -14 15.9 5.9 12.4 206 16.3 10.8 249 n.a. 14.1
1978 212 -16 18.2 6.2 8.1 145 -26 9.6 2958 n.a. 15.8
1979 19.7 -09 18.8 19.3 9.3 377 16.5 8.1 249 n.a. 203
1980 13.6 0.0 221 14.3 17.4 350 5.9 8.1 200 n.a. 13.8
1981 13.6 13 17.6 71 15.9 173 18.7 12 227 n.a. 7.8
1982 11.8 -36 6.6 5.4 11.0 36.2 218 48 13.5 n.a. 8.3
1983 12.2 22.8 99 25 15.3 856 224 39 16.3 n.a. 1.8
1984 18.4 55.1 11.0 11.0 11.2 233 9.1 6.2 13.6 n.a. 12.2
1985 13.6 -52 5.5 32 12.4 78 6.2 12 1.2 54.9 -26
1986 1.9 98.2 14.1 10.5 113 55 1.6 46 15.5 46.1 -79
1987 13.9 97.0 123 0.3 13.0 19.5 19.7 40 16.0 12.0 12.4
1988 9.3 68.2 8.9 8.0 17.4 13.0 1.1 13 17.4 210 13.0
1989 10.6 209 1.4 10.0 14.6 16.3 219 74 121 57.3 13.0
1990 1.7 9.0 9.3 12.1 15.5 15.7 31.5 14 18.8 38.6 12.4
1991 9.6 80.3 11.0 3.1 139 15.1 343 6.2 19.1 16.4 12.6
1992 13 63.0 10.8 1.9 13.9 13:3 289 2.6 131 1.2 109
1993 44 770 10.2 9.2 14.0 238 409 0.8 121 16.3 13.3
1994 79 43 9.1 5.8 16.0 14.8 26.6 12 15.7 15.3 12.7
1995 114 17.4 8.3 46 16.0 17.3 354 1.4 15.9 248 12.9
1996 8.6 8.5 9.1 6.1 14.6 15.8 289 2.6 11.8 19.6 13.1
1997 8.2 9.7 79 2.8 10.2 16.4 16.4 2.2 9.1 243 10.5
1998 10.5 14.6 1.2 6.9 13.7 420 1.7 2.0 14 65.1 0.5
1999 9.6 13.5 43 11 10.9 14.0 283 1.4 9.0 895 6.0
2000 16 5.0 4.0 4.0 14 234 285 11 8.9 280 13.2
2001 6.9 10.0 =17 5.0 8.2 19.2 14.6 1.1 1.2 13.9 -26
2002 73 74 4.3 6.1 15 101 322 =13 98 15.9 7.9
2003 9.5 8.5 22 5.1 11.8 9.3 18.0 -02 5.7 205 8.8
2004 9.7 14.7 5.0 79 12.3 11.8 237 16 7.3 16.1 13.0
2005 10.7 18.2 3.2 32 13.2 17.0 19.1 0.6 3.9 145 95
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1975
1976
1977
1978
1979
1980
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005

Mongolia

n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
6.6
26
4.1
-0.7
42
5.9
4.1
-2.5
59.2
91.7
1416
51.0
52.8
16.1
253
-1.8

9.6
9.1
10.3

27.4
26.0

n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
222
13.2
14.7
¥
13.1
1.9
12
13.0
10.4
15.0
43
6.4
9.0
9.0
9.5

Pakistan

2558
9.3
56
9.1

13.7

16.8

Philippines

16.4
13.4
14.0
19.3
18.3
14.4
11.9
15.2
35.1

8.7

6.3
115
15.7
14.7
15.2
14.7

8.0

8.7
13.8
11.9
13.1
1.1

9.4
1.1
11.9

79

8.8

8.5
11.8
10.9

Singapore

20.1
15.7
10.8
1.7

8.7
2.8

0.4
10.0
16.6
13.8
12.8
11.0

8.3
14.9
13.9
10.1

8.8

8.7
=32

1.5
13.2

3.2
20
11.8
6.7

Sri Lanka

21.3
8.5
20.7
22.3
243
17.7
18.5
20.7

57

99

8.2
135
11.4
242
14.9
13.7
15.8
14.4
13.4
15.1
14.4
12.7

8.6
12.3
10.2
11.9
10.8
14.2
15.3

L EUETT

13.3
15.2
19.1
135
17.0
13.8
10.1
9.0
7.0
6.7
7.0
13.7
18.2
174
16.2
13.8
12.2
11.2
13.7
14.3
8Ly
26
=23
0.2
6.0
42
6.0
8.2
9.2
8.8

n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.

n.a.

10.7
13.5
15.4
16.0

(Reference)

-1.8

8.4
1.9
12.7
11.5

8.7
11.0
10.6
16.9
20.9
14.6
15.6
22.6
11.8
1.1
15.4
20.0
29.3
30.7
23.0
16.0

96

5.8

5.0

8.2

9.9

gi9
12.5
16.1
15.3

(Reference)

n
i
=
w

56
49
6.1
45
56
6.1
52
5.8
5.8
3.1
3.3
47
6.7
6.1

—~~
(/]
(5]
c
()]
-
(]
Y
(]
oz
~

12.4
20.2
19.8
13.0
-126
-3.8
=3.1
4.2
3.3
31.8
211
10.9
1.9
21.7
3.9
8.7
-9.8
6.0
13.7
1.9
6.2
3.2
0.2
-7.9
0.7
8.6

14.2
35
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GDP at Constant Prices

Unit: Local Currency Unit (Year 2000 Prices)

ﬁ 1] (1}

R 5 5

5 5 E K

(-] o — =
1975 835,623 n.a. na. 1,989 6012 385177 378957 243,335 99,331 n.a. 64,169
1976 868,144 na. na. 2,041 6115 47122 446111 253008 109,832 na. 71,591
1977 893,083 n.a. na. 2,165 6,557 459317 440360 264116 120813 na. 77,141
1978 956,994 n.a. n.a. 2,206 6933 483805 407462 278040 132,042 na. 82,274
1979 994,415 n.a. na. 2474 6569 514510 378368 293287 140,993 na. 89,966
1980 1,005,238 n.a. 2478 2,432 7009 558858 328314 301551 138,899 na. 96,668
1981 1,042,827 na. 2,637 2,586 7455 600327 311228 310397 147,457 na. 103373
1982 1,070,921 n.a. 2,724 2,435 7,727 602907 3515673 318977 158,260 na. 109515
1983 1,114,272 na. 2,952 2,336 8274 626633 395877 324119 175310 na. 116,360
1984 1174517 n.a. 3,266 2,533 8616 672626 389662 334228 189517 5739 125392
1985 1,210,187 n.a. 3,431 2,415 9100 692905 39769 351,214 202,410 6,029 123984
1986 1,262,710 n.a. 3.823 2,602 9541 735156 361232 361606 223899 6321 125413
1987 1,308,704 n.a. 4297 2431 9948 773029 356,160 375329 248,767 6225 13211
1988 1,335,320 n.a. 4,654 2,454 10929 819960 333721 400719 275,236 6,093 145,306
1989 136784 n.a. 5,049 2,637 11669 882393 364343 421,921 293,800 6963 158470
1990 1,446,967 n.a. 5,338 2,784 12329 948213 402852 443867 320,698 7428 172,746
1991 1,493,642 n.a. 5741 2,697 12451 1014760 453598 458,739 350,818 7735 189,236
1992 1,558,897 na. 6,194 2,865 13149 1083350 472878 463,198 371,433 8,264 206,049

1993 1,626,611 8,495 6,619 2,94 13817 1156506 = 465429 464,345 394,217 8,753 226,438
1994 1,694,770 9,271 7M 3,091 14778 1,244,468 463,787 469,477 427810 9467 247297
1995 1,772,961 9,882 7,569 3,167 15912 1,347,041 476097 478565 467,100 10,133 271,604
1996 1,852,234 10,411 8,048 3,320 17,164 1,451,728 509,902 495006 499,790 10835 298,772
1997 1,948,734 10,999 8,567 3,248 17,851 1518293 527,162 501,428 523,035 11580 320,650
1998 2,052,866 11,545 8,966 3,286 18973 1,317,281 541611 490982 487,182 12,039 297,052
1999 2,155,351 12,994 9,485 3,578 20,207 1325352 552,071 489,745 5332399 12919 315284
2000 2,287,605 14,089 10,032 3518 21,024 1389770 580485 502,990 578,665 13669 343,215
2001 2,411,344 15,169 9,81 3,589 22118 144298 601,777 50399 600,852 14,457 344,307
2002 2,516,506 16,109 10,330 3,703 22,943 1505217 647,011 505,284 642,742 15,309 359,295
2003 2,650,662 17,493 10,787 3,739 24868 1577171 693052 513812 662,651 16,244 378976
2004 2,804,930 19,234 11,628 3,936 26938 1649619 728266 529718 694,016 17,280 406,390
2005 2,971,375 21,813 11,961 3,968 29424 1749547 760,147 = 541,786 723127 18,494 427,354

Bangladesh ~ Million Taka Japan Billion Yen Pakistan Million Rupees Vietnam Billion Dong
Cambodia Billion Liels Korea Billion Won Philippines Million Pesos China Billion Yuan

ROC Billion New Taiwan Dollars ~ Lao PDR Billion Kips Singapore Million Singapore Dollars United States ~ Billion U.S. Dollars
Fiji Million Fiji Dollars Malaysia Million Ringgit Sri Lanka Million Rupees EU15 Billion U.S. Dollars
Indonesia Billion Rupiah Mongolia Million Tugriks Thailand Million Baht

Iran Billion Rial Nepal Million Rupees



Appendix

2 o = =

= - | £ | ¢ : g ¢

&= 5 5 = o o o

S i 2 © © ) n 9

5 < = g £% vu% Z%

= & = & CE S |2
1975 n.a. na. 1,037,650 1,566,283 25,077 354,828 1,018,637 n.a. 1,100 4,277 4,370
1976 n.a. na. 1091173 1,704,187 26,846 361,964 1,113,629 n.a. 1,082 4,507 4,565
1977 n.a. na. 1,134,207 1,799,609 28935 376,217 1,223,266 n.a. 1,163 4,117 4,692
1978 n.a. na. 1225479 1,892,722 31,397 409,495 1,349,193 n.a. 1,300 4,982 4,837
1979 n.a. na. 1271563 1,999,540 34,354 437,244 1,421,499 n.a. 1,398 5,140 5013
1980 n.a. na. 1401440 2,102,483 37686 464411 1,495,137 n.a. 1,507 5128 5,080
1981 n.a. na. 1512511 2,174,467 41353 490,638 1,583,458 n.a. 1,586 5,257 5,086
1982 640,673 na. 1611,351 2,253,134 44,301 512,569 1,668,212 n.a. 1,729 5154 5135
1983 678,039 na. 1720610 2295373 48,073 538,387 1,761,374 n.a. 1,920 5,386 5,225
1984 718,277 na. 1807680 2,127,291 52,081 561,331 1,862,691 n.a. 2,209 5774 5,356
1985 759,350 na. 194490 1,971,853 51,331 589,656 1,949,243 n.a. 2,508 6,011 5493
1986 830,508 na. 2,051,830 2,039,284 52,411 613687 2,057,122 172,017 2,729 6,217 5,648
1987 859,181 na. 2,184,443 2127198 57,561 620519 2,252,942 178,474 3,046 6,425 5,807
1988 903,121 na. 2350930 2,270,770 64,157 635943 2,552,307 189,947 3,391 6,630 6,053
1989 878,002 na. 2467563 2,411,708 70,592 649,030 2,863,358 200,020 3,527 6,926 6,270

1990 1,021,773 266,233 2577428 2,484,989 77,081 687,453 3183299 2111 3,663 7,055 6,454
1991 716,798 278,782 2,708,059 2,470,514 82135 718986 3455731 223,831 3,998 7,041 6,572
1992 703,034 287570 2,916,643 2,478,949 87,342 747,368 3,735,063 243,334 4,569 1,216 6,649
1993 681,888 311,556 2,968,042 2531332 97,586 797,625 4,043,133 262,930 5,207 1472 6,634
1994 697,544 320531 3078846 2642476 108872 840,563 4406538 286,007 5,890 1,776 6,826
1995 886,362 338,403 3,231,654 2,766,108 117,754 884301 4813703 313,278 6,532 1,973 7,002
1996 907,222 354,778 3,388,338 2927824 126836 913,738 5097660 342,259 7,185 8,271 1124
1997 943496 367528 3422686 3079537 137476 971,284 5027572 370,294 7,851 8,648 7,315
1998 976,820 383,663 3,509,955 3061818 135532 1,017,281 4,499,409 393,110 8,465 9,012 7,530
1999 1,008,233 406,613 30638345 3165767 145273 1,061,324 4,699,401 41329 9,106 9,417 7,760
2000 1,018,886 425454 3,793,567 3,354,727 159,845 1125259 4,922,731 441,646 9,875 9,765 8,058
2001 1,029,569 427,400 3,864,081 3413665 156,188 1,107,874 5029307 471,463 10,694 9,839 8,214
2002 1067276 442127 3988618 3,565,541 162,506 1,151,798 5296,880 503,632 11,665 9,998 8,306
2003 1,144,641 464,826 4185662 3,741,316 167273 1,221,134 5,658,031 540,201 12,833 10,269 8,401
2004 1,274,165 478632 4,453,183 3972698 181,841 17287653 6,006412 582,390 14,125 10,704 8,595
2005 1,480,717 494385 4799557 4170292 193,432 1365175 6,273348 630,382 15,569 11,046 8,734
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Growth Rate of GDP at Constant Prices

Unit: Percentage

ﬁ © (1]

= = S Y

5 5 E K

(- (&) - =
1975 — — — — — — — — — — —
1976 338 n.a. n.a. 26 1.7 8.0 16.3 39 10.0 n.a. 10.9
1977 2.8 n.a. n.a. 59 7.0 9.6 -1.3 43 9.5 n.a. 75
1978 6.9 n.a. n.a. 1.9 5.6 52 7.8 5.1 8.9 n.a. 6.4
1979 3.8 n.a. n.a. 11.5 54 6.2 1.4 5.3 6.6 n.a. 8.9
1980 1.1 n.a. n.a. 1.7 6.5 8.3 —14.2 2.8 =15 n.a. 1.2
1981 37 n.a. 6.2 6.1 6.2 72 5.3 29 6.0 n.a. 6.7
1982 2.7 n.a. 3.3 —6.0 3.6 0.4 12.2 2.7 7.1 n.a. 5.8
1983 4.0 n.a. 8.0 —4.1 6.8 39 11.9 1.6 10.2 n.a. 6.1
1984 53 n.a. 10.1 8.1 4.0 7.1 -1.6 3.1 78 n.a. 75
1985 3.0 n.a. 49 —4.7 55 3.0 2.0 5.0 6.6 49 -1.1
1986 42 n.a. 10.8 75 47 59 -9.6 29 10.1 47 1.1
1987 36 n.a. 1.7 —6.8 42 5.0 1.4 37 10.5 -1.5 5.2
1988 2.0 n.a. 8.0 09 9.4 59 -6.5 6.5 10.1 2.1 955
1989 24 n.a. 8.1 12 6.6 73 6.0 52 6.5 13.4 8.7
1990 56 n.a. 5.6 5.4 55 7.2 12.8 5.1 8.8 6.5 8.6
1991 32 n.a. 73 3.2 1.0 6.8 1.9 3.3 9.0 4.1 9.1
1992 43 n.a. 16 6.1 BE 6.5 4.2 1.0 5.7 6.6 8.5
1993 43 n.a. 6.6 26 5.0 6.5 -1.6 0.2 6.0 5.7 9.4
1994 4.1 8.8 12 5.0 6.7 7.3 04 1.1 8.2 7.8 8.8
1995 45 6.3 6.2 2.4 14 79 26 1.9 8.8 6.8 9.4
1996 4.4 5.2 6.1 4.7 7.6 7.5 6.9 3.4 6.8 6.7 955
1997 5.1 5.5 6.2 2.2 39 45 33 1.3 45 6.6 7.1
1998 52 438 4.6 1.2 6.1 -14.2 2.7 2.1 7.1 39 —7.6
1999 49 1.8 5.6 8.5 6.3 0.6 1.9 -0.3 9.1 7.1 6.0
2000 6.0 8.1 56 1.7 4.0 47 5.0 2.7 8.1 5.6 8.5
2001 5.3 7.4 2.2 20 5.1 3.8 36 0.2 3.8 5.6 0.3
2002 43 6.0 5.2 3.1 37 42 12 0.3 6.7 5.7 43
2003 5.2 8.2 43 1.0 8.1 47 6.9 1.7 3.1 59 5.3
2004 57 95 6.6 52 8.0 45 5.0 3.0 46 6.2 7.0
2005 5.8 12.6 37 0.8 8.8 59 43 2.3 4.1 6.8 5.0
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1975 — — — — — — — — — — —
1976 n.a. n.a. 5.0 8.4 6.8 2.0 8.9 n.a. -1.6 5.2 4.4
1977 n.a. n.a. 39 54 75 39 94 n.a. 72 46 2.7
1978 n.a. n.a. 17 5.0 8.2 8.5 9.8 n.a. 1.1 BE 3.0
1979 n.a. n.a. 3.7 55 9.0 6.6 52 n.a. 7.3 3.1 3.6
1980 n.a. n.a. 9.7 5.0 9.3 6.0 5.1 n.a. 75 0.2 1.3
1981 n.a. n.a. 1.6 34 9.3 5.5 5.7 n.a. 5.1 2.5 0.1
1982 n.a. n.a. 6.3 36 6.9 4.4 52 n.a. 8.7 -20 1.0
1983 5.7 n.a. 6.6 1.9 8.2 49 54 n.a. 10.5 4.4 1.8
1984 5.8 n.a. 49 7.6 8.0 42 56 n.a. 14.0 7.0 25
1985 5.6 n.a. 73 -76 -15 49 45 n.a. 12.7 40 25
1986 9.0 n.a. 54 3.4 2.1 40 5.4 n.a. 8.4 34 28
1987 34 n.a. 6.3 42 94 1.1 9.1 37 11.0 33 28
1988 5.0 n.a. 73 6.5 10.8 2.5 12.5 6.0 10.7 4.0 42
1989 -28 n.a. 48 6.0 9.6 20 115 54 39 35 35
1990 15.2 n.a. 4.4 30 8.8 5.8 10.6 5.4 38 1.8 29
1991 274 46 49 -0.6 6.4 45 8.2 59 8.8 -0.2 1.8
1992 -10.0 3.1 74 0.3 6.1 39 78 8.4 13.4 33 1.2
1993 3.1 8.0 1.7 2.1 1.1 6.5 79 7.7 13.1 2.7 -02
1994 2.3 2.8 37 43 10.9 52 8.6 8.4 12.3 40 29
1995 24.0 5.4 48 46 7.8 5.1 8.8 9.1 10.4 25 2.5
1996 2.3 47 47 5.7 75 33 5.7 8.8 95 3.7 1.7
1997 39 35 1.0 5.1 8.0 6.1 -14 79 8.9 4.4 26
1998 35 43 25 06 -1.4 46 —11.1 6.0 75 4.1 29
1999 32 5.8 36 3.3 6.9 42 43 5.0 73 44 30
2000 1.1 45 42 5.8 9.6 5.8 46 6.6 8.1 36 38
2001 1.0 0.5 18 1.7 -2.3 -16 2.1 6.5 8.0 0.8 19
2002 3.6 34 32 4.4 4.0 39 52 6.6 8.7 1.6 1.1
2003 7.0 5.0 48 48 29 5.8 6.6 7.0 95 2.7 1.1
2004 10.7 29 6.2 6.0 8.4 5.3 6.0 75 9.6 4.1 2.3
2005 15.0 3.2 75 49 6.2 5.8 43 79 9.7 3.1 1.6
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Population

Unit: Thousand
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1975 78,000 na. 16,223 576 598682 118370 33,344 111,940 35,281 2,907 12,300
1976 79,900 na. 16,580 590 612,024 131,300 34,367 113,094 35,649 2,953 12,588
1971 81,800 n.a. 16,862 601 625664 133940 35434 114,165 36,412 2,988 12,901
1978 83,700 na. 17,202 612 639607 136,630 36,586 115,190 36,969 3,019 13,200
1979 85,600 n.a. 17,543 627 = 653,861 139,380 37874 116,155 37,534 3,055 13518
1980 87,700 n.a. 17,866 639 668433 146,940 39,330 117,060 38,124 3,103 13,879
1981 89,900 na. 18,194 650 683329 151310 40965 117,902 38,723 3,164 14,251
1982 91,600 n.a. 18,516 663 698,113 154,660 42,754 118,728 39,326 3,238 14,651
1983 93,500 na. 18,791 677 713216 158,080 44,641 119,536 39,910 3,322 15,048
1984 95,500 na. 19,069 691 728646 161,580 46549 120,305 40,406 3414 15,450
1985 97,500 n.a. 19,314 702 744410 165,160 8418 121,049 40,806 3,512 15,862
1986 99,400 na. 19,509 717 760516 168,350 50228 121,660 4,214 3,615 16,329
1987 101,500 n.a. 19,725 75 776969 171,610 51,980 122,239 41,622 3,724 16,774
1988 103,400 n.a. 19,954 720 793779 172,500 53652 122,745 42,031 3,838 17,219
1989 105,500 na. 20,157 732 810,952 175,900 55,221 123,205 42,449 3,956 17,662
1990 108,700 n.a. 20,401 737 628497 179,400 56,674 123,611 42,869 4,076 18,102
1991 110,973 n.a. 20,606 " 846,421 182,400 57,99 124,101 43,296 4,200 18,547
1992 112,959 na. 20,803 745 863,094 166,400 59,188 124,567 43,748 4,325 19,043
1993 114,925 10,825 20,99 752 680,096 166,500 60,268 124,938 44,19 4,450 19,564
1994 116,890 11,161 21178 759 897,433 191,600 61264 125265 44,642 4,573 20112
1995 118,819 11,500 21,357 775 915111 194,800 62,199 125570 45,093 4,692 20,689
1996 120,767 11,819 21,525 775 933,137 198,300 63,083 125,859 45,525 4,808 21,169
1997 122,639 12,070 21,743 789 951,518 199,300 63916 126,157 45,954 4,919 21,666
1998 124,479 12,211 21,929 798 970,262 201,600 64,700 126,472 46,287 5,025 22,180
1999 126,284 12,475 22,092 806 989375 203900 65435 126,667 46,617 5127 22,14
2000 128,077 12,680 22,277 810 1,008864 205,132 66,125 126,926 47,008 5224 23,495
2001 129,857 12,889 22,406 825 1,028,737 207927 66,770 127317 47,357 5316 24,013
2002 131,636 13,104 22,521 825 1,049,002 210,736 67,383 127,487 47,622 5402 24,5727
2003 133413 13,326 22,605 832 1,069,665 213550 68,001 127,696 47,859 5487 25,048
2004 135,201 13,550 22,689 838 1,090,736 216,381 68,669 127,790 48,039 5,574 25,581
2005 136,990 13,828 22,770 846 1112222 219,204 69,421 127,768 48,138 5,664 26,128
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1975 na. na 68294 42070 2263  1349% 41391 47638 911658 215973 350809
1976 na. na. 70227 43410 2293 13717 42420 49060 927369 218035 351,968
1977 na. na 72233 44580 2325 13942 43443 50413 941823 220239 353147
1978 na. na. 74361 45790 2354 14190 44454 51421 955277 222585 354311
1979 na. na 76676 47040 2384 14472 45462 52462 968216 225055 355538
1980 na. na. 79222 4830 2414 14747 46718 53722 981072 227225 357,026
1981 na. na 82006 49300 2533 14847 47718 54927 993782 229466 358,155
1982 na. na 85004 50470 2647 15196 48710 56170 1006471 231664 358,842
1983 na. na 88195 51740 2681 15417 49679 57373 1019450 233792 359357
1984 na. na 91541 53030 2732 15603 50636 58653 1,033063 235825 359810
1985 na. na 9005 54340 2736 15842 51581 59872 1047592 237924 360393
1986 na. na 98595 55680 2733 16127 52510 61109 1063250 240133 361,117
1987 na. na 102291 57030 2775 16373 53428 62452 1079807 242289 361,854
1988 na. na 105997 58720 2846 16599 54326 63727 1096711 244499 363,000
1989 2,099 na 109592 60100 2931 16825 55214 64774 1113212 246819 364418
1990 2153 18301 112991 62050 3047 16267 55839 66017 1128668 249623 366,003
1991 2177 18682 116138 63690 3135 16448 56574 67242 1142944 252981 367659
1992 2158 19128 119063 65340 3231 16631 57294 68450 1156161 256514 369258
1993 2172 19585 121877 66980 3314 16850 56010 69645 1168555 259919 370740
1994 2207 20050 124741 68620 3419 17089 58713 70825 1180534 263126 371771
1995 2243 20530 127766 70270 3525 17280 59401 71,99 1192374 266278 372,723
1996 2216 21020 131001 71900 3671 17490 60003 73157 1204154 269394 373701
1997 2308 21530 1343%5 73530 3796 17702 60602 74307 1215888 272657 37446
1998 2340 22040 137845 75160 3927 17935 61201 75456 1226924 275854 375471
1999 2374 2570 141202 76780 3959 18208 61,806 76597 1237648 279040 376569
2000 2408 23151 144360 76790 4028 18467 62236 77635 1247685 282224 377978
2001 2443 23670 147289 78590 4138 18732 62668 78686 1257080 285318 379685
2002 2475 24200 150036 80160 4176 19007 63143 79727 1265880 288369 381682
2003 2504 24742 152680 81820 4186 19252 63655 80,902 1274234 290810 383905
2004 2533 25297 155333 83560 4238 19462 64197 82032 1262294 293655 386,215
2005 2562 25860 158081 85260 4342 19668 64763 83106 1290208 296410 368483
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Total Employment

Unit: Thousand
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1975 21,819 n.a. 5,521 171 193,300 n.a. 8,307 52,230 11,691 n.a. 4,020
1976 22,223 n.a. 5,669 176 196,704 47,306 8,799 52,710 12,412 n.a. 4,376
1971 22,625 n.a. 5,980 181 200,181 48,315 9,054 53,420 12,812 n.a. 4,476
1978 23,031 n.a. 6,231 187 203,732 51,780 9,238 54,080 13,412 n.a. 4,542
1979 23,450 n.a. 6,432 193 207,360 51,543 9,548 54,790 13,602 n.a. 4,700
1980 23,887 n.a. 6,547 198 211,066 51,192 9,721 55,360 13,683 n.a. 4,817
1981 24,354 n.a. 6,672 204 222,517 51,553 9,915 55,810 14,023 n.a. 5,031
1982 24,861 n.a. 6,811 210 228,003 57,803 10,199 56,380 14,379 n.a. 5,249
1983 25,427 n.a. 71,070 218 235,989 57,811 10,553 57,330 14,505 n.a. 5,457
1984 26,057 n.a. 7,308 225 244,260 60,084 10,662 57,660 14,429 n.a. 5,567
1985 26,792 n.a. 7,428 233 252,826 62,458 10,933 58,070 14,970 n.a. 5,653
1986 28,086 n.a. 7,733 241 261,697 65,655 11,056 58,530 15,505 n.a. 5,760
1987 29,134 n.a. 8,022 247 270,884 67,878 11,359 53,110 16,354 n.a. 5,984
1988 29,968 n.a. 8,107 249 280,399 69,828 11,619 60,110 16,869 n.a. 6,176
1989 30,626 n.a. 8,258 247 290,254 70,744 11,928 61,280 17,560 n.a. 6,391
1990 31,143 n.a. 8,283 253 300,461 73,437 12,548 62,490 18,085 n.a. 6,685
1991 31,550 n.a. 8,439 258 313,924 74,229 13,097 63,690 18,649 n.a. 6,857
1992 31,994 n.a. 8,632 264 321,082 76,214 13,311 64,360 19,009 n.a. 7,048
1993 32,485 4,621 8,745 269 328,557 77,042 13,560 64,500 19,234 n.a. 7,383
1994 33,038 4,728 8,939 281 336370 80042 13913 64530 19,848 n.a. 7,511
1995 33,668 4,934 9,045 286 344,542 80,110 14,354 64,570 20414 3,157 7,645
1996 34,400 5,124 9,068 298 353,096 83,900 14,909 64,860 20,853 n.a. 8,399
1997 35,059 5,231 9,176 315 362,056 85406 15083 65570 21,214 n.a. 8,569
1998 35,674 5,550 9,289 322 371,448 87,672 15,486 65,140 19,938 n.a. 8,600
1999 36,278 5,635 9,385 329 381,301 88,817 16,006 64,620 20,291 n.a. 8,838
2000 36,900 5918 9,491 332 391,645 89,838 16,444 64,460 21,156 2,588 9,322
2001 37,751 6,262 9,383 337 402,512 90,807 16,884 64,120 21572 2,445 9,535
2002 38,955 6,571 9,454 345 412,761 91,647 17,596 63,300 22,169 2,490 9,543
2003 40,714 6,965 9,573 350 423,533 92,811 18,287 63,160 22,139 2,537 9,870
2004 41,645 7,496 9,786 351 434,864 93,722 18,913 63,290 22,557 n.a. 9,987
2005 42,608 71,878 9,942 336 446,793 94948 19657 63560 22,856 2,619 10,053
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1975 n.a. n.a. n.a. 14,479 872 n.a. n.a. 17,790 n.a. 88,954 n.a.
1976 n.a. n.a. n.a. 14,189 911 n.a. n.a. 18,358 n.a. 91,747 n.a.
1977 n.a. n.a. n.a. 14,239 946 n.a. n.a. 19,057 n.a. 94,954 n.a.
1978 n.a. n.a. n.a. 16,104 1,000 n.a. n.a. 19,894 n.a. 98,962 n.a.
1979 n.a. n.a. n.a. 16,265 1,046 n.a. n.a. 20,786 na. 101,714 n.a.
1980 n.a. n.a. n.a. 16,428 1,118 4,851 n.a. 21,638 na. 102,222 n.a.
1981 n.a. n.a. n.a. 17,447 1,189 4,877 n.a. 22,527 na. 103,399 n.a.
1982 n.a. n.a. n.a. 17,370 1,254 4,985 n.a. 23,548 na. 102,620 n.a.
1983 n.a. n.a. n.a. 19,212 1,282 5,050 n.a. 24,362 na. 103,963 n.a.
1984 n.a. n.a. n.a. 19,632 1,312 5,104 n.a. 25,114 na. 108,178 n.a.
1985 n.a. n.a. n.a. 19,797 1,305 5,175 23,348 26,020 na. 110,371 n.a.
1986 n.a. n.a. n.a. 20,596 1,321 5216 24,285 26,636 na. 112,860 n.a.
1987 n.a. n.a. n.a. 20,795 1,356 5,241 25,240 27,314 na. 115743 n.a.
1988 n.a. n.a. n.a. 21,495 1,409 5,259 26,745 28,024 na. 118,241 n.a.
1989 n.a. n.a. 29,430 21,837 1,479 5,276 27,257 28,989 553290 120,606 n.a.
1990 n.a. 7,340 30,650 22,517 1,555 5,047 29956 29412 647,490 121,998 n.a.
1991 n.a. 7,480 29,520 22,971 1,616 5,016 28,168 30,135 654,910 120,863 n.a.
1992 860 7,635 30,580 23,895 1,677 4924 29262 30,85 661520 121,472 n.a.
1993 837 7,809 31,450 24,431 1,702 5,202 30200 31579 668,080 123,059 n.a.
1994 835 8,004 32,230 25,158 1,756 5,281 29420 32321 674550 125,708 n.a.
1995 813 8224 32,350 25,675 1,765 5,357 30,541 33,031 680,650 127,444 na.
1996 825 8474 33130 27,437 1,881 5,536 30692 33761 689,500 129,154 n.a.
1997 829 8,759 35,160 26,526 1,922 5,608 31,522 34,493 698200 131,934 n.a.
1998 842 9,087 36,940 26,960 1,981 6,049 30,104 35233 706,370 133,785 n.a.
1999 853 9,464 37,780 27,753 2,012 6,083 30,839 35976 713,940 135,779 n.a.
2000 848 9,900 37,320 27,771 2,058 6,310 31,293 37610 720,850 139,175 n.a.
2001 873 10,122 38,010 27,364 2,099 6,236 32,104 38563 730,250 139,222 n.a.
2002 902 10,349 39,450 28,632 2,115 6,519 33,061 39,508 737,400 138,807 n.a.
2003 960 10,581 40,250 28,676 2,135 6,609 33,841 40574 744,320 140,084 na.
2004 986 10,818 42,420 28,825 2,207 6,704 34729 41586 752,000 141,569 n.a.
2005 1,001 11,058 43,220 29,816 2,320 6,788 35,257 42,527 758,250 143,980 n.a.
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Labor Productivity

Unit: Index (Year 2000 = 1.0)
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1975 0.618 n.a. n.a. 1.100 0.579 n.a. 1.292 0.597 031 n.a. 0.434
1976 0.630 n.a. n.a. 1.097 0.579 0.570 1.436 0.615 0.324 n.a. 0.444
1971 0.637 n.a. n.a. 1.127 0.610 0.615 1.378 0.634 0.345 n.a. 0.468
1978 0.670 n.a. n.a. 1114 0.634 0.604 1.249 0.659 0.360 n.a. 0.492
1979 0.684 n.a. n.a. 1.213 0.590 0.645 1.123 0.686 0.379 n.a. 0.520
1980 0.679 n.a. 0.358 1.158 0.619 0.706 0.957 0.698 0.371 n.a. 0.545
1981 0.691 n.a. 0.374 1.197 0.624 0.753 0.889 0.713 0.384 n.a. 0.558
1982 0.695 n.a. 0.378 1.097 0.631 0.674 0.977 0.725 0.402 n.a. 0.567
1983 0.707 n.a. 0.395 1.015 0.653 0.701 1.063 0.725 0.442 n.a. 0.579
1984 0.727 n.a. 0.423 1.061 0.657 0.724 1.035 0.743 0.480 n.a. 0.612
1985 0.729 n.a. 0.437 0.978 0.671 0.717 1.031 0.775 0.494 n.a. 0.596
1986 0.725 n.a. 0.468 1.020 0.679 0.724 0.926 0.792 0.528 n.a. 0.591
1987 0.725 n.a. 0.507 0.929 0.684 0.736 0.888 0.814 0.556 n.a. 0.600
1988 0.719 n.a. 0.543 0.930 0.726 0.759 0.814 0.854 0.597 n.a. 0.639
1989 0.720 n.a. 0.578 1.010 0.749 0.806 0.842 0.882 0.612 n.a. 0.673
1990 0.749 n.a. 0.610 1.041 0.764 0.835 0.910 0.910 0.648 n.a. 0.702
1991 0.764 n.a. 0.644 0.987 0.739 0.884 0.981 0.923 0.688 n.a. 0.750
1992 0.786 n.a. 0.679 1.027 0.763 0.919 1.006 0.922 0.714 n.a. 0.794
1993 0.808 0.772 0.716 1.033 0.783 0.970 0.972 0.923 0.749 n.a. 0.833
1994 0.827 0.824 0.753 1.041 0.818 1.005 0.944 0.932 0.788 n.a. 0.894
1995 0.849 0.841 0.792 1.046 0.860 1.087 0.940 0.950 0.837 0.608 0.965
1996 0.869 0.853 0.840 1.053 0.906 1.119 0.969 0.978 0.876 n.a. 0.966
1997 0.897 0.883 0.883 0.975 0.918 1.149 0.990 0.980 0.901 n.a. 1.016
1998 0.928 0.874 0.913 0.965 0.952 0.971 0.991 0.966 0.893 n.a. 0.938
1999 0.958 0.968 0.956 1.029 0.987 0.965 0.977 0.971 0.961 n.a. 0.969
2000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
2001 1.030 1.017 0.989 1.005 1.024 1.027 1.010 1.007 1.018 1.120 0.981
2002 1.042 1.030 1.034 1.014 1.035 1.062 1.042 1.023 1.060 1.164 1.023
2003 1.050 1.055 1.066 1.010 1.094 1.098 1.074 1.043 1.094 1.212 1.043
2004 1.086 1.078 1.114 1.060 1.154 1.138 1.091 1.073 1.125 n.a. 1.105
2005 1.125 1.163 1.138 1.116 1.227 1.191 1.095 1.092 1.157 1.337 1.155
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1975 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.896 0.370 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.685 n.a.
1976 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.994 0.380 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.700 n.a.
1977 n.a. n.a. n.a. 1.046 0.394 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.708 n.a.
1978 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.973 0.404 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.718 n.a.
1979 n.a. n.a. n.a. 1.018 0.423 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.720 n.a.
1980 n.a. n.a. n.a. 1.059 0.434 0.537 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.715 n.a.
1981 n.a. n.a. n.a. 1.032 0.448 0.564 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.725 n.a.
1982 n.a. n.a. n.a. 1.074 0.455 0.577 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.716 n.a.
1983 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.989 0.483 0.598 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.738 n.a.
1984 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.897 0.511 0.617 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.761 n.a.
1985 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.825 0.507 0.639 0.531 n.a. n.a. 0.776 n.a.
1986 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.820 0.511 0.660 0.538 0.550 n.a. 0.785 n.a.
1987 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.847 0.547 0.664 0.567 0.556 n.a. 0.791 n.a.
1988 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.875 0.586 0.678 0.607 0.576 n.a. 0.806 n.a.
1989 n.a. n.a. 0.825 0914 0.614 0.690 0.668 0.588 0.465 0.819 n.a.
1990 n.a. 0.844 0.827 0914 0.638 0.764 0.676 0.611 0.413 0.824 n.a.
1991 n.a. 0.867 0.902 0.890 0.654 0.804 0.780 0.633 0.446 0.830 n.a.
1992 0.680 0.876 0.938 0.859 0.671 0.851 0.811 0.672 0.504 0.854 n.a.
1993 0.677 0.928 0.928 0.858 0.738 0.860 0.851 0.709 0.569 0.865 n.a.
1994 0.695 0.932 0.940 0.869 0.799 0.893 0.952 0.754 0.637 0.882 n.a.
1995 0.907 0.958 0.983 0.892 0.859 0.926 1.002 0.808 0.701 0.892 n.a.
1996 0.915 0.974 1.006 0.883 0.869 0.926 1.056 0.863 0.761 0913 n.a.
1997 0.947 0.976 0.958 0.961 0.921 0.971 1.014 0914 0.821 0.934 n.a.
1998 0.965 0.983 0.935 0.940 0.881 0.943 0.950 0.950 0.875 0.960 n.a.
1999 0.983 1.000 0.947 0.944 0.930 0.978 0.969 0.978 0.931 0.989 n.a.
2000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 n.a.
2001 0.982 0.983 1.000 1.033 0.958 0.996 0.996 1.041 1.069 1.007 n.a.
2002 0.985 0.994 0.995 1.031 0.989 0.991 1.018 1.086 1.155 1.027 n.a.
2003 0.992 1.022 1.023 1.080 1.009 1.036 1.063 1.134 1.259 1.045 n.a.
2004 1.075 1.030 1.033 1.141 1.061 1.077 1.099 1.193 1.371 1.078 n.a.
2005 1.230 1.040 1.092 1.158 1.074 1.128 1.131 1.262 1.499 1.093 n.a.
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Industry GDP at Current Prices: Agriculture

Unit: Local Currency Unit
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1975 76,861 na. na. na. 292 4,003 327 8,364 2,560 na. na.
1976 58,643 n.a. n.a. n.a. 299 4,812 433 9,114 3,305 n.a. n.a.
1977 57,908 n.a. na. 141 354 5,906 448 9,660 4,012 na. na.
1978 73,420 n.a. n.a. 141 364 6,706 570 9,697 4,957 n.a. n.a.
1979 83,132 n.a. n.a. 168 376 8,996 759 9,885 5,942 n.a. n.a.
1980 86,379 na. na. 200 473 11,290 1,038 9,094 5,576 na. na.
1981 99,445 na. 129 190 533 13,643 1,530 9,343 7,339 n.a. n.a.
1982 110,026 na. 146 207 575 17,765 1,888 9,518 1874 na. na.
1983 122,342 n.a. 153 190 686 18,772 2,09 9,816 8,427 na. na.
1984 154,773 na. 148 220 740 20,420 2,550 10,273 9,143 na. na.
1985 179,861 na. 142 216 793 22,513 2,804 10,540 10,174 na. na.
1986 197,552 n.a. 157 277 851 24,871 3,386 10,371 10,535 na. na.
1987 230,487 na. 171 306 947 29,116 4,398 10,237 11120 na. 16,185
1988 242,324 na. 176 280 1,169 34,278 4,681 10,300 13,221 na. 18,540
1989 263,421 na. 191 345 1292 39,164 5,893 10,749 13,894 258 19,028
1990 295,127 na. 179 na. 1,508 42,149 6,591 11,276 14,998 372 18,120
1991 326,039 na. 180 na. 1,762 44,171 8,977 11,197 16,240 414 19,398
1992 339,397 na. 190 na. 1,976 50,733 12,033 10,968 17,996 493 21,959
1993 316,937 3,066 213 na. 2,292 58,963 15,331 10,109 18,241 538 23,7141
1994 334,823 3,224 225 na. 2,639 66,072 20,482 10,577 20,652 622 26,702
1995 386,367 4,029 24 476 2,869 77,896 34,575 9,666 22,829 768 28,809
1996 409,882 4,080 243 518 3,450 88,792 38,868 9,697 23,962 891 29,637
1997 446,877 4,494 209 444 3,661 101,009 43,162 9,172 23,89 1,139 31,284
1998 490,101 5212 218 473 4205 172,828 56,751 9,518 22,355 2,221 37,105
1999 554,755 5,503 235 626 4465 215,687 65,421 9.279 24,812 5,508 32,611
2000 583,661 5,065 199 535 4497 216,831 79121 8,896 25,030 1121 30,226
2001 590,372 5423 183 490 4,871 263,328 85,238 8,463 24,806 7,975 27,565
2002 599,004 5402 179 534 47271 298877 110,373 8,443 24,655 9,174 33,142
2003 630,569 5,950 175 546 5336 325654 131,134 8,282 24,166 10,829 37,956
2004 672,025 6,538 181 580 5366 354453 155471 8,053 26,246 12,378 42,612
2005 716,238 8,208 190 615 5951 365560 175,891 7,507 24,631 13,593 42,903
Bangladesh  Million Taka Japan Billion Yen Pakistan Million Rupees Vietnam Billion Dong
Cambodia Billion Liels Korea Billion Won Philippines  Million Pesos China Billion Yuan
ROC Billion New Taiwan Dollars ~ Lao PDR Billion Kips Singapore Million Singapore Dollars ~ United States ~ Billion U.S. Dollars
Fiji Million Fiji Dollars Malaysia Million Ringgit Sri Lanka Million Rupees EU15 Billion US. Dollars
Indonesia Billion Rupiah Mongolia Million Tugtiks Thailand Million Baht
Iran Billion Rial Nepal Million Rupees



Appendix

= o o ) (= -~ e -
1975 n.a. n.a. n.a. 32,752 298 7,198 81,521 n.a. n.a. 51 n.a.
1976 n.a. n.a. n.a. 37,233 307 8,133 92,460 n.a. n.a. 50 n.a.
1977 n.a. n.a. n.a. nm 327 10,644 99,970 n.a. n.a. 51 n.a.
1978 n.a. n.a. n.a. 47,190 307 12,332 119,638 n.a. 102 60 n.a.
1979 n.a. n.a. n.a. 55,684 329 13412 134148 na. 126 A na.
1980 na. na. n.a. 61,219 392 17,151 153,960 na. 136 62 na.
1981 n.a. n.a. n.a. 70,092 447 21977 162,390 n.a. 155 75 n.a.
1982 na. na. na. 74,095 459 24,964 156,098 na. 176 Al na.
1983 na. na. na. 82,545 451 32180 184,752 na. 196 57 na.
1984 n.a. n.a. n.a. 129,824 452 40,138 173,642 n.a. 230 71 n.a.
1985 na. na. na. 140554 381 41,069 167,026 na. 254 77 na.
1986 na. na. na. 145807 297 44,355 177,537 228 276 74 na.
1987 n.a. n.a. n.a. 163,927 256 471923 204,521 1,164 320 80 na.
1988 na. na. na. 183515 228 53600 252,346 7,139 383 80 na.
1989 na. na. 184100 210,009 222 58,462 279,947 11818 423 93 na.
1990 na. 55,368 197,400 235,956 235 76,488 272,935 16,252 502 97 na.
1991 n.a. 65156 233130 261,868 203 90,257 317,085 31,058 529 89 na.
1992 na. 70,090 282374 294922 173 100,080 348,127 37,513 580 100 n.a.
1993 na. 80,589 297814 318,546 177 111,653 274,063 41,895 689 93 na.
1994 n.a. 85569 357,924 372,507 206 124370 329844 48,968 947 106 na.
1995 209,146 9,8% 437,034 412,197 189 137678 397,929 62,219 1,202 93 na.
1996 283033 108785 491,791 447803 211 156,108 438,119 75,514 1,389 114 na.
1997 298894 112495 594554 457,983 210 175774 447176 80,826 1,426 111 na.
1998 306,241 132373 677,531 451,645 174 192,665 498,597 93,071 1,462 102 na.
1999 342,128 145131 739569 510,494 174 205599 435507 101,723 1,455 9% na.
2000 296,485 155625 923609 528,868 162 223926 444185 108,356 1472 98 na.
2001 277,561 166,090 945301 549,113 151 249790 468905 111,858 1,552 98 na.
2002 253990 172803 968,300 598,849 144 287840 514257 123,383 1,624 95 na.
2003 305,067 186,125 1,059,300 631,970 142 297,342 615854 138,284 1,707 114 na.
2004 422572 199,368 1,164,800 733,068 167 320523 669,498 155,992 2,09 142 na.
2005 525570 211,010 1,314,234 777,064 165 362,797 721682 175984 2,307 123 na.
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Industry GDP at Constant Prices: Agriculture

Unit: Local Currency Unit (Year 2000 Prices)
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1975 315,690 n.a. na. na. 2,352 102,066 27,930 10,806 17,366 na. n.a.
1976 329,565 n.a. n.a. n.a. 2,217 106,877 31,204 10,300 19,017 n.a. n.a.
1977 322,3% na. na. na. 2439 108,242 29,984 10,017 19,452 na. na.
1978 344,238 n.a. n.a. n.a. 2,495 113,815 31,989 10,089 17,378 n.a. n.a.
1979 333,769 n.a. n.a. n.a. 2,176 118,201 33,930 10,184 19,223 n.a. n.a.
1980 332,976 na. na. n.a. 2,457 124,348 35,181 9,592 15,491 na. na.
1981 343,987 na. 175 na. 2570 130,469 35,832 9,554 18,336 n.a. na.
1982 347,472 na. 178 na. 2563 133239 38,383 10,146 19,303 na. na.
1983 361,147 na. 183 na. 2822 139,622 40,131 10,261 20,465 na. na.
1984 378,747 na. 186 na. 2867 145500 43,077 10,529 20,039 na. na.
1985 379,772 na. 190 na. 2876 151,689 46,479 10,415 20,944 na. na.
1986 392,339 n.a. 190 na. 2,864 155611 48,689 10,378 21,956 na. na.
1987 392,872 na. 202 na. 2819 158,947 49,898 10,717 20,995 na. 26,213
1988 390,624 na. 204 n.a. 3259 166,729 49,578 10,379 22,108 na. 26,925
1989 389,620 na. 201 na. 3298 172,263 51,728 10,636 22,485 4179 28,203
1990 426,120 na. 205 na. 3,431 175,714 57,433 10,595 21,025 4,541 28,030
1991 435,641 na. 208 na. 3364 178,527 60,660 9,416 21,453 4,462 28,006
1992 446,366 na. 203 na. 3,587 190,401 66,899 9,657 23,457 4,831 29,927
1993 457,659 3,874 213 na. 3707 193,103 67,544 8,792 22,055 4,961 28,989
1994 461,529 4,259 203 na. 3,881 194,176 68,970 8,971 22,143 5373 28,438
1995 460,134 4,408 209 553 3854 202,671 71,528 8,424 23,309 5,541 21,117
1996 474,412 4,459 208 578 4237 209,033 73,879 8,630 23,846 5,694 28,974
1997 502,854 4,704 204 518 4129 211,130 74,606 8,524 24,947 6,090 29,166
1998 518,922 4,942 191 477 4,389 208318 82,483 8,684 23,355 6,278 28,360
1999 543,542 5,124 197 543 4507 212,824 76,465 8,737 24,730 6,793 28,500
2000 583,661 5,065 199 535 4497 216,831 79121 8,896 25,030 1121 30,226
2001 601,979 5,294 195 506 4719 | 225,686 77,330 8,680 25,309 7,396 30,045
2002 602,013 5,180 204 530 4434 231,614 86,111 9,184 24,422 7,691 30,875
2003 620,537 5,809 204 509 4878 240,387 92,237 8,630 23,138 7,860 32,570
2004 645,914 5,880 196 535 4876 248223 94,240 8,035 25,259 8,133 34,186
2005 660,164 6,855 180 541 5169 254,391 100,912 8,190 25,447 8,334 35,025
Bangladesh  Million Taka Japan Billion Yen Pakistan Million Rupees Vietnam Billion Dong
Cambodia  Billion Liels Korea Billion Won Philippines ~ Million Pesos China Billion Yuan
ROC Billion New Taiwan Dollars ~ Lao PDR Billion Kips Singapore Million Singapore Dollars ~ United States ~ Billion U.S. Dollars
Fiji Million Fiji Dollars Malaysia Million Ringgit Sri Lanka Million Rupees EU15 Billion US. Dollars
Indonesia Billion Rupiah Mongolia Million Tugtiks Thailand Million Baht
Iran Billion Rial Nepal Million Rupees
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1975 n.a. n.a. n.a. 308,021 325 112,575 225,618 n.a. n.a. 45 n.a.
1976 n.a. n.a. na. 338892 359 114,352 239,490 n.a. n.a. 44 n.a.
1977 n.a. n.a. na. 353,712 361 124550 238,178 n.a. n.a. 46 n.a.
1978 n.a. n.a. na. 366,866 347 132,111 263,530 n.a. 531 44 n.a.
1979 n.a. n.a. na. 378488 357 135712 259,514 n.a. 564 48 na.
1980 na. na. na. 393772 361 141,070 264515 na. 556 47 na.
1981 na. na. na. 408017 373 151552 278,053 na. 594 59 na.
1982 na. na. na. 411,210 378 155678 284935 na. 663 62 na.
1983 na. na. na. 397319 400 163,306 298,531 na. 718 42 na.
1984 n.a. n.a. na. 393640 41 161,328 311,724 n.a. 811 56 n.a.
1985 na. na. na. 386,240 373 174507 325,777 na. 826 68 na.
1986 na. na. na. 400,449 325 179,340 327,019 63,840 853 67 n.a.
1987 na. na. na. 413335 299 170402 327242 63,257 893 70 na.
1988 na. na. na. 426,739 253 173246 361,636 65,843 915 63 na.
1989 na. na. 105900 439,578 243 171,756 396,350 70,802 944 70 na.
1990 na. 118964 109,100 441,694 224 185,145 377,774 71,607 1,013 73 na.
1991 na. 117606 114540 447,748 207 189,300 405,192 73,286 1,037 74 na.
1992 na. 116,493 na. 449490 194 186,904 429312 78,148 1,086 81 na.
1993 na. 126,331 na. 459,058 185 195880 365591 80,646 1137 Al na.
1994 na. 125180 na. 470976 190 201,991 381,050 83,328 1,183 83 n.a.
1995 294,053 129,951 na. 474983 183 208604 396,380 87,449 1,242 72 na.
1996 303914 135,621 na. 493128 183 199,391 413935 91,246 1,305 78 na.
1997 316,857 136,776 na. 508,387 188 205324 411,059 95,004 1,350 87 na.
1998 337,748 140,660 na. 475953 172 210498 405,001 98,325 1,398 85 na.
1999 352,559 147543 na. 506,903 172 219993 414420 103,386 1,437 87 na.
2000 296,485 155625 923609 528,868 162 223926 444185 108,356 1472 98 na.
2001 242086 160421 903,493 548,467 154 216,339 458,613 111,899 1,513 92 na.
2002 211,999 165761 904,400 570,151 141 221,762 461,713 116,563 1,557 97 na.
2003 222,293 173734 941,900 591,565 144 225373 520,261 120,933 1,595 104 na.
2004 261,666 179810 964,800 622,725 162 224610 507,581 126,364 1,696 110 na.
2005 286,712 181811 1,027,403 634,130 159 228985 491,388 131,766 1,785 111 na.
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Industry GDP at Current Prices: Manufacturing

Unit: Local Currency Unit
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1975 14,407 na. na. na. 121 1,124 237 43,410 2,042 na. na.
1976 16,409 n.a. n.a. n.a. 134 1,453 333 49,675 3,059 n.a. n.a.
1977 20,495 n.a. na. 69 150 1817 386 53,939 3,892 na. na.
1978 24,341 na. na. Al 173 2,185 358 59,032 5,300 n.a. n.a.
1979 29510 n.a. n.a. 99 198 3,311 351 63,084 6,912 n.a. n.a.
1980 37,850 n.a. n.a. 108 222 5,288 489 68,006 8,431 n.a. n.a.
1981 43,071 na. 610 100 261 5,822 627 72,577 10,858 na. n.a.
1982 48,405 n.a. 647 109 285 9,89 795 75,951 12,471 n.a. n.a.
1983 58,602 n.a. 735 94 337 8,918 911 78,876 15,241 na. na.
1984 68,390 na. 855 112 379 13,113 1,041 86,018 18,516 na. na.
1985 71,707 n.a. 902 111 420 15,503 1,034 91,285 20,520 na. na.
1986 86,353 n.a. 1,094 137 465 17,185 1,081 92,675 25,483 na. na.
1987 94,211 n.a. 1,228 157 528 21,150 1,466 94,931 31,212 na. 16,058
1988 102,894 n.a. 1,266 137 622 26,252 1,826 101,591 37,804 n.a. 20,157
1989 110,880 na. 1,311 198 750 30,323 2190 108,618 40,587 38 25,048
1990 127,851 n.a. 1,381 na. 860 38,910 4065 117,222 45,725 60 28,847
1991 144,012 na. 1,536 na. 934 47,666 6,336 124,416 56,003 89 34,524
1992 160,620 na. 1,622 na. 1,081 56,542 8525 123,141 61,989 107 38,910
1993 179,954 587 1,709 na. 1,254 73,556 10,628 116,976 70,522 122 44,643
1994 199,792 629 1,768 na. 1,549 89,241 16,000 112,820 83,462 140 52,072
1995 224,560 771 1,837 331 1937 109,689 22,349 114,646 99,369 197 58,684
1996 246,351 929 2,024 342 2208 136,426 32946 117,193 107,356 262 70,646
1997 270,605 1,181 2,168 379 229% 168,178 40,751 118,969 115465 343 79,974
1998 312,692 1,484 2,293 an 2506 238,897 43623 113,708 119,920 712 81,525
1999 327,828 1,765 2,316 440 2641 285874 56,601 110,125 132,981 1,744 93,045
2000 348,371 2,255 2,384 438 3004 385598 75866 111,439 151,243 2,306 111,900
2001 382,342 2,638 2,241 515 3153 506,320 88,807 104,084 151,766 2,787 101,735
2002 418,046 2,978 2,437 519 3460 553,747 104443 101,272 161,952 3483 110,561
2003 458,127 3,397 2,492 511 3885 590,051 123185 102,757 169,145 4277 122,949
2004 515,268 4,054 2,624 599 4536 652,730 156,076 105410 198,554 5373 141472
2005 587,952 4,583 2,633 565 5197 765967 181,343 105195 204,701 6278 151422
Bangladesh ~ Million Taka Japan Billion Yen Pakistan Million Rupees Vietnam Billion Dong
Cambodia  Billion Liels Korea Billion Won Philippines  Million Pesos China Billion Yuan
ROC Billion New Taiwan Dollars ~ Lao PDR Billion Kips Singapore  Million Singapore Dollars ~ United States ~ Billion US. Dollars
Fiji Million Fiji Dollars Malaysia Million Ringgit Sri Lanka Million Rupees EU15 Billion US. Dollars
Indonesia Billion Rupiah Mongolia Million Tugriks Thailand Million Baht
Iran Billion Rial Nepal Million Rupees
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1975 na. na. na. 21,113 3,006 5,158 56,636 n.a. n.a. 337 n.a.
1976 na. na. na. 32,330 3,379 5,620 68,186 n.a. n.a. 387 n.a.
1977 n.a. n.a. n.a. 36,993 3,757 8,023 81,432 n.a. n.a. 439 n.a.
1978 n.a. n.a. n.a. 43538 4,330 8,094 97,658 n.a. 161 490 n.a.
1979 n.a. n.a. n.a. 51,019 5,421 9484 17,61 na. 177 544 na.
1980 n.a. n.a. na. 62,654 6,983 11,048 142,504 na. 200 557 na.
1981 n.a. n.a. n.a. 71,829 7,979 12,883 172,143 n.a. 205 617 n.a.
1982 n.a. n.a. na. 79,608 7,744 13601 179,438 n.a. 216 603 n.a.
1983 na. na. na. 89,472 8,372 15958 203837 n.a. 238 653 n.a.
1984 n.a. n.a. n.a. 129171 9,168 20,890 226,360 n.a. 219 124 n.a.
1985 n.a. na. na. 14385 8,486 21849 231,598 na. 345 740 na.
1986 n.a. n.a. na. 149958 9,465 24869 270,605 134 397 766 n.a.
1987 n.a. n.a. n.a. 169,627 11,181 28470 315291 642 459 811 na.
1988 n.a. n.a. na. 204,784 14,089 31298 403,034 2,784 578 877 na.
1989 na. na. 113500 230,163 15,716 34941 496,714 4,257 648 927 na.
1990 n.a. 78% 132300 267485 17,331 43,264 594,003 5,142 686 947 n.a.
1991 na. 12,822 158,840 315938 19,936 49816 707,901 10,051 809 958 na.
1992 na. 14618 180,651 326,839 20,645 59,346 778,987 17,015 1,028 997 n.a.
1993 na. 17,861 198685 349,595 23,828 68,881 938,351 21,275 1,419 1,040 na.
1994 n.a. 19555 235079 393810 26,249 80,482 1,072,361 26,624 1,948 1,119 na.
1995 66,378 22466 2727751 438,247 29,479 94,098 1,251,502 34,318 2,495 1177 n.a.
1996 38,392 24816 309,715 495,389 30724 112,724 1,370,438 41,290 2,945 1,209 na.
1997 54,982 26987 353571 540,305 32,033 131,876 1,427,657 51,700 3,292 1,280 na.
1998 47,494 30337 393149  582,8% 31528 151,007 1,428,323 61,906 3,402 1,344 n.a.
1999 54,971 33550 423524 644,009 31,861 163,103 1,514,030 70,767 3,586 1,373 na.
2000 62,507 38409 522801 745857 4,145 189,331 1,653,658 81,979 4,003 1,426 n.a.
2001 90,144 37,736 608,132  831,5% 35,126 198,721 1,715,926 95,211 4,358 1,341 na.
2002 77,975 38826 642900 915,185 38161 221,970 1,836,083 110,285 4,743 1,353 n.a.
2003 90,464 41673 725400 1,004,004 38617 243596 2061572 125476 5495 1,359 n.a.
2004 99,580 44885 902500 1,115,034 48092 275834 2238222 145475 6,521 1,435 na.
2005 130,581 47840 1,136,634 1,262,073 51,383 310,446 2,466,180 173,122 7,691 1,513 na.
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Industry GDP at Constant Prices: Manufacturing

Unit: Local Currency Unit (Year 2000 Prices)
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1975 85,458 n.a. n.a. n.a. 744 39,581 19,750 58,506 12,011 n.a. n.a.
1976 90,110 n.a. n.a. n.a. 809 43414 25,681 63,056 15,029 na. na.
1977 95,677 na. na. na. 860 49,375 26,959 64,848 17,196 na. na.
1978 102,675 n.a. n.a. n.a. 966 54,921 24141 66,083 20,831 n.a. n.a.
1979 108,053 n.a. n.a. n.a. 935 65,135 21,030 70,737 22,832 n.a. n.a.
1980 110,485 na. na. n.a. 937 79,573 23,618 70,294 22,562 na. na.
1981 115,317 na. 718 n.a. 1,013 87,658 25,5515 72,905 24,989 na. na.
1982 116,762 na. 795 na. 1,047 88,727 24,393 74,760 26,599 na. na.
1983 120,765 na. 89 na. 1,154 90,679 27,302 76,079 30,770 na. na.
1984 131,539 n.a. 1,027 n.a. 1202 110,676 30,655 79,383 36,058 na. na.
1985 138,842 na. 1,056 na. 1,241 123,061 30,009 86,642 38,419 na. na.
1986 148,997 na. 1,234 n.a. 1,309 134492 28,102 85,742 46,201 n.a. na.
1987 160,845 na. 1,395 na. 1382 148,761 31,226 88,282 55,050 na. 26,720
1988 161,886 na. 1,435 n.a. 1499 166,601 31,867 94,706 61,608 na. 31,259
1989 166,373 na. 1,475 n.a. 1632 181934 32,967 100,102 63,719 639 37,612
1990 179,145 na. 1,454 na. 1,710 204,668 42,334 106,881 69,525 738 43,362
1991 190,583 na. 1,641 na. 1669 225267 51,467 111,763 75,829 957 49,432
1992 204,645 na. 1,598 n.a. 1,720 247,062 50,989 109,611 78,958 1,048 52,893
1993 222,283 683 1,612 na. 1,868 270,159 48309 105,448 83,019 1128 60,606
1994 240,394 745 1,709 n.a. 2,070 303,555 49904 103,542 92,499 1,207 67,499
1995 265,589 875 1,801 362 2,390 336,566 49860 107,084 103279 1422 75,167
1996 282,606 985 1,896 379 2618 375,581 59,043 110,818 109,926 1,676 88,833
1997 296,881 1,255 2,005 410 2619 395304 65947 113,141 115,274 1,832 97,818
1998 322,249 1,446 2,069 432 2,701 350,095 63235 107,017 106,173 2,008 84,693
1999 332,544 1,731 2,221 464 2,788 363,824 68,397 106,155 129,288 2,151 94,578
2000 348,371 2,255 2,384 438 3004 385598 75866 111439 151,243 2,306 111,900
2001 371,655 2,613 2,207 493 3080 398,324 84,894 105344 154,503 2,585 105,326
2002 392,036 2,994 2,403 497 3290 419,388 94275 103957 166,243 2920 109,852
2003 418,492 3,359 2,531 492 3508 441,755 103679 110,783 175417 3104 119,290
2004 448,185 3,949 2,778 555 3812 469,952 116120 118322 194,886 3530 131,022
2005 484,897 4,333 2,961 469 4159 491,700 124310 122,060 208,673 3,849 137,648
Bangladesh Million Taka Japan Billion Yen Pakistan Million Rupees Vietnam Billion Dong
Cambodia  Billion Liels Korea Billion Won Philippines  Million Pesos China Billion Yuan
ROC Billion New Taiwan Dollars ~ Lao PDR Billion Kips Singapore Million Singapore Dollars United States ~ Billion U.S. Dollars
Fiji Million Fiji Dollars Malaysia Million Ringgit Sti Lanka Million Rupees EU15 Billion US. Dollars
Indonesia Billion Rupiah Mongolia Million Tugriks Thailand Million Baht
Iran Billion Rial Nepal Million Rupees
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1975 na. na. na. 404371 6,065 40,800 = 192,078 na. na. 559 na.
1976 n.a. n.a. na. 427800 6,776 42,765 222,865 n.a. n.a. 619 n.a.
1977 n.a. n.a. na. 455,006 7,409 42495 251,897 n.a. n.a. 667 n.a.
1978 n.a. n.a. na. 485108 8,248 45812 274,535 n.a. 358 701 n.a.
1979 n.a. n.a. na. 507817 9,385 47939 302,158 na. 389 725 na.
1980 na. na. na. 529,023 10,324 48336 318,357 na. 438 687 na.
1981 na. na. na. 539324 11,284 50,842 338,366 na. 446 720 na.
1982 na. na. na. 547956 10,889 53276 347,328 na. 4n 667 na.
1983 na. na. na. 546,199 11,193 53,703 386,189 na. 517 720 na.
1984 n.a. n.a. na. 490996 12,032 60,284 410,115 n.a. 594 786 n.a.
1985 n.a. na. na. 452,193 11,155 63,429 404,500 na. 702 807 na.
1986 na. na. na. 460,372 12,088 68,776 444,309 30,213 770 806 n.a.
1987 n.a. n.a. na. 48599 14,203 73437 515,557 33,731 872 866 na.
1988 na. na. na. 532242 16,819 76,861 608,009 36,118 1,005 916 na.
1989 na. na. 70,300 563,161 18,479 80,253 705,461 31,466 1,056 928 na.
1990 na. 16919 74,300 578,165 20,254 87,848 816,040 29,471 1,091 917 na.
1991 n.a. 22,332 78970 575,606 21,363 93810 911,691 31,128 1,249 904 na.
1992 na. 23,720 na. 565,660 21846 102,075 1,014,726 35,400 1,513 934 n.a.
1993 na. 26,643 na. 569,879 23960 112,835 1,179,507 38,772 1.817 973 na.
1994 na. 27,165 na. 598437 27,002 123,066 1,292,170 42,387 2,160 1,048 na.
1995 87,374 29,620 na. 638979 29,700 134,332 1,445,785 48128 2,464 1,096 na.
1996 74,621 31,710 na. 674632 30527 143,125 1,540,833 54,672 2,772 1,136 na.
1997 64,302 32,79 na. 703109 31,841 156,083 1,563,119 61,682 3,085 1,205 na.
1998 66,521 34,530 na. 695184 31,602 165952 1,393,328 67,972 3,360 1,286 na.
1999 64,550 37,016 na. 706,237 35725 173,311 1,559,014 73,403 3,646 1,342 na.
2000 62,507 38409 522801 745857 41145 189,331 1,653,658 81,979 4,003 1,426 na.
2001 83,265 36,364 571,357 767,267 36,370 181,451 1,676,723 91,281 4,350 1,347 na.
2002 98,901 36,380 596,800 793,896 39424 185204  1,796429 101,866 4,784 1,384 na.
2003 103,178 37163 638,000 827,537 40,591 192,932 1,988,730 113,615 5,39 1,400 na.
2004 104,124 38136 727,400 869,949 46210 202,797 2151372 125,959 6,015 1,491 na.
2005 86,056 38898 840,243 918,646 50614 215005 2263027 142233 6,711 1,523 na.
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Industry GDP at Current Prices: Services

Unit: Local Currency Unit
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1975 60,217 na. na. na. 305 4,371 1,152 84,145 4112 na. na.
1976 64,104 n.a. n.a. n.a. 334 5,361 1,548 95,096 5,546 n.a. n.a.
1977 69,901 n.a. na. 354 369 6,560 2051 107512 7115 na. na.
1978 86,197 n.a. n.a. 392 403 7,850 229 118912 9,509 n.a. n.a.
1979 107,353 n.a. n.a. 461 453 10,801 2,785 131,013 12,215 n.a. n.a.
1980 130,884 n.a. n.a. 588 525 14,446 3324 142,403 16,306 n.a. n.a.
1981 148,715 na. 830 601 622 18,186 3848 152,011 20,166 n.a. n.a.
1982 168,504 n.a. 910 638 714 28,943 4553 162215 23,224 n.a. n.a.
1983 189,019 n.a. 989 677 821 24,765 6,100 171,617 27,106 na. na.
1984 223127 na. 1,105 747 945 34,304 6,904 181423 31,110 na. na.
1985 251,315 n.a. 1,196 769 1,087 39,712 7,772 194,097 35,600 na. n.a.
1986 287,861 n.a. 1,321 837 1,240 43,163 8284 204971 41,820 na. na.
1987 332,684 n.a. 1,507 800 1423 50,449 9848 217816 49,352 na. 34,605
1988 372,744 n.a. 1,733 916 1,664 56,375 11,395 232,940 58,536 n.a. 38,932
1989 421,545 na. 2,053 926 1,938 65,983 13665 250,113 68,611 M 46,357
1990 471,037 n.a. 2,351 na. 2,258 76,413 18,010 265,597 83,004 147 52,626
1991 514,278 na. 2,670 na. 2,650 89,009 25539 285919 101,073 178 60,563
1992 555,991 na. 3,027 na. 3059 105250 33659 301,314 118713 200 68,804
1993 602,846 2,686 3,404 na. 3,581 139,956 46,537 311,967 135,343 231 82,596
1994 653813 2,576 3,856 na. 4134 160,806 60,474 321695 158487 2N 93,712
1995 718,364 2,884 4,309 1472 4949 186,627 89,175 332137 186,255 362 106,525
1996 789,434 3,311 4,820 1,590 5751 212345 118258 341,281 212270 442 121,538
1997 850,612 3,560 5334 1,611 6,604 248435 149395 350,528 234,287 564 = 135950

1998 938,586 4,079 5812 1.770 7,743 350,656 181,188 348,109 237,829 1,011 138,706
1999 1,031,334 4,141 6,210 2,022 8,878 407,201 224,448 347,349 257,680 2423 144013
2000 1,125,521 5231 6,591 2,010 9715 534682 285562 351,310 279,605 3,330 155,016
2001 1,224,072 5876 6,669 2,153 10816 632472 344168 354,345 309,585 3899 161,859
2002 1,340,244 6,381 6,894 2,210 11942 732662 427119 355472 345963 4554 174,486
2003 1,506,889 6,738 7,086 2,434 13499 828,501 515639 355168 366,047 5689 182,764
2004 1,672,692 7,920 7,494 2,613 15350 941,731 637,535 357,357 385735 6,785 198,586
2005 1,871,638 9,385 1,822 2,926 17576 1114662 761,305 363950 406,302 7,800 214,699

Bangladesh ~ Million Taka Japan Billion Yen Pakistan Million Rupees Vietnam Billion Dong
Cambodia Billion Liels Korea Billion Won Philippines Million Pesos China Billion Yuan

ROC Billion New Taiwan Dollars ~ Lao PDR Billion Kips Singapore Million Singapore Dollars United States ~ Billion U.S. Dollars
Fiji Million Fiji Dollars Malaysia Million Ringgit Sri Lanka Million Rupees EU15 Billion U.S. Dollars
Indonesia Billion Rupiah Mongolia Million Tugriks Thailand Million Baht

Iran Billion Rial Nepal Million Rupees
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1975 n.a. n.a. n.a. 37416 8,295 11,103 143,569 n.a. n.a. 1,066 n.a.
1976 n.a. n.a. n.a. 43990 8,930 12,305 158,342 n.a. n.a. 1,181 n.a.
1977 n.a. n.a. n.a. 50,102 9,836 14,09 185,167 n.a. n.a. 1,312 n.a.
1978 n.a. n.a. n.a. 58,379 11,008 17117 224,262 n.a. 88 1,480 n.a.
1979 n.a. n.a. n.a. 71,187 12,280 22323 255,101 na. 89 1,654 na.
1980 na. na. n.a. 87,985 14,567 26,645 318,535 na. 99 1,827 na.
1981 na. na. na. 101,195 17,156 35154 369,105 na. 109 2,043 na.
1982 na. na. na. 119,968 19,502 44828 437,126 na. 118 2,179 na.
1983 na. na. na. 141,731 21,543 51,706 454,569 na. 136 2413 na.
1984 na. na. na. 195838 23124 63,046 498,489 na. 181 2,669 n.a.
1985 na. na. na. 230,781 23,571 68,393 553,052 na. 261 2,906 na.
1986 n.a. n.a. na. 252552 23,593 75810 580,899 198 302 3,125 n.a.
1987 na. na. na. 283743 26,071 81,045 661,960 892 360 3,323 na.
1988 na. na. na. 334710 30,325 95,616 768,078 4,586 462 3,595 na.
1989 na. na. 335800 392471 35309 108635 903,857 9,831 549 3,874 na.
1990 na. 40,397 371,200 469,934 41,230 138572 1,097,791 16,190 593 4,140 na.
1991 n.a. 50,150 441,220 561,639 45258 160,858 1,220,538 27,397 739 4,347 na.
1992 na. 60878 521251 612,824 43980 187,701 1,405,459 42,884 942 4,628 na.
1993 na. 70372 599,205 674,01 56,735 = 225426 1,610,467 57,828 1,199 4,875 na.
1994 na. 71,778 703,025 769,716 65137 261,925 1,825875 78,027 1,628 5,152 na.
1995 189,805 88,993 837,067 882,657 71,855 301,885 2,082593 100,854 2,009 5,404 na.
1996 225677 100,754 971,781 1,027,238 79293 355770 2,290,723 115,645 2,346 5,723 na.
1997 315,645 113,897 1,108548 1,188,974 86,937 411,747 2384593 132,204 2,117 6,106 na.
1998 342,017 127,729 1,212,849 1,375,048 84,451 468,773 2,294,262 150,646 3,078 6,460 na.
1999 391,772 142,431 1,346,899 1,555,337 86,498 517,743 2303528 160,260 3410 6,906 na.
2000 498790 196,269 1,807,546 1,743,428 95,517 594,35 2,411,442 171,070 3,894 7,317 na.
2001 592,217 200,101 2,035,680 1,933,241 95,691 661,944 2501263 185,921 4,463 7,657 na.
2002 701,194 217,205 2,188,500 2,103,388 99,397 746,751 2623138 206,182 5,020 7,973 n.a.
2003 798444 242,460 2,391,000 2305562 101,830 852,621 2,719,631 233,032 5,632 8,362 na.
2004 944915 270,152 2,668,800 2,589,261 111,898 998,321 3,001,618 271,699 6,502 8,913 na.
2005 1,116,127 307,233 3,149,049 2894279 121,157 1,166,187 3,240,760 319,004 7,297 9,445 na.

—@—
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Industry GDP at Constant Prices: Services

Unit: Local Currency Unit (Year 2000 Prices)
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1975 402,271 na. na. na. 2055 128559 141,967 145,069 54,676 na. n.a.
1976 417,239 na. na. na. 2150 136236 159505 150,042 58,700 n.a. n.a.
1977 432,970 n.a. na. na. 2254 153541 163833 159,395 63.233 na. na.
1978 462,837 n.a. na. na. 2403 167,380 158601 167,167 68,050 n.a. n.a.
1979 483,848 n.a. n.a. n.a. 2,461 180,976 = 142239 178,975 71,900 n.a. n.a.
1980 504,717 n.a. n.a. na. 2569 202573 147873 189,926 74,314 n.a. n.a.
1981 522,632 na. 1,423 na. 2702 21914 134296 196,128 77,844 na. na.
1982 540,422 n.a. 1,502 na. 2892 234015 137915 201,423 83,283 n.a. n.a.
1983 562,682 n.a. 1,613 na. 3054 245210 168472 209,641 89,772 na. na.
1984 587,327 na. 1,782 na. 3240 259820 178397 217,866 96,449 na. na.
1985 609,153 n.a. 1,905 na. 3486 271952 177236 227,344 104,114 na. n.a.
1986 634,114 n.a. 2,050 na. 3748 291948 155603 236,016 113435 n.a. n.a.
1987 659,409 n.a. 2,306 na. 3988 309995 147,740 246538 124,932 na. 51,027
1988 679,992 n.a. 2,574 na. 4259 330731 143594 259846 137,779 n.a. 55,775
1989 703,237 na. 2,890 na. 4631 361649 155108 271,267 148,067 1,751 61,972
1990 726,287 n.a. 3,160 na. 4870 388363 173689 281,975 159,648 1,743 68,991
1991 750,121 na. 3,431 na. 5095 412473 194614 294399 173323 1,857 77,298
1992 783,128 na. 3,743 na. 5438 443140 204736 303492 185,633 1,929 85,939
1993 813,606 3,262 4,069 na. 5852 479,196 204,722 310,951 198214 2,078 97,325
1994 848,460 3,282 4,430 na. 6210 513554 210,150 319,023 213,400 2193 106,895

1995 889,799 3,554 4,776 1,831 6814 553221 220981 329221 230,640 2417 117,186
1996 925,052 3,880 5,159 1,893 7322 589883 237,150 338842 244919 2622 127,581
1997 966,752 3,995 5,546 1,849 7969 622446 247151 344654 257,324 2817 141,69
1998 1,014,715 4193 5872 1,928 8,664 516201 258312 342,827 241,182 2,973 140,09
1999 1,067,062 4,805 6,227 1,993 9499 509478 273863 344764 263,425 3173 146,294
2000 1,125,521 5231 6,591 2,010 9715 534682 285562 351,310 279,605 3,330 155,016
2001 1,187,726 5,687 6,631 2,07 10579 561592 306,540 358,667 293,129 3519 164,597
2002 1,252,228 6,045 6,855 2,122 11,359 583945 328173 365319 316,105 3,720 175313
2003 1,319,615 6,310 7,081 2,142 12326 627454 347842 370226 321,012 3,989 183379
2004 1,394,323 7,050 1,428 2221 13504 671327 365598 374497 327,167 4,288 196,135
2005 1,483,067 7,906 7,100 2,332 14,831 725814 389,083 384430 338178 4577 208,943

Bangladesh ~ Million Taka Japan Billion Yen Pakistan Million Rupees Vietnam Billion Dong
Cambodia Billion Liels Korea Billion Won Philippines Million Pesos China Billion Yuan

ROC Billion New Taiwan Dollars ~ Lao PDR Billion Kips Singapore Million Singapore Dollars United States ~ Billion U.S. Dollars
Fiji Million Fiji Dollars Malaysia Million Ringgit Sri Lanka Million Rupees EU15 Billion U.S. Dollars
Indonesia Billion Rupiah Mongolia Million Tugriks Thailand Million Baht

Iran Billion Rial Nepal Million Rupees
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1975 na. na. na. 671,881 14,165 165269 412,402 na. na. 3,173 na.
1976 n.a. n.a. na. 710,384 14,821 164,736 443,560 n.a. n.a. 3,305 n.a.
1977 n.a. n.a. na. 742353 16,105 172172 373,829 n.a. n.a. 3,427 n.a.
1978 na. na. na. 784851 17649 185329 525499 n.a. 408 3,634 n.a.
1979 n.a. n.a. na. 827,890 18,985 199,437 = 596,247 na. 440 3,786 na.
1980 n.a. n.a. na. 878452 20812 215753 802,135 n.a. 466 3,851 na.
1981 na. na. na. 895283 22777 22929 846,465 na. 515 3,937 na.
1982 n.a. n.a. na. 956,343 24815 244764 902,735 n.a. 581 3,939 n.a.
1983 na. na. na. 1,009,491 26,786 261,069 928975 na. 670 4127 na.
1984 n.a. n.a. na. 943563 28872 279058 972,585 n.a. 800 4,323 n.a.
1985 n.a. na. na. 923961 29959 290,042 1,039,447 n.a. 946 4,489 na.
1986 n.a. n.a. na. 963,009 31,143 302,151 1,101,156 63,157 1,060 4,663 n.a.
1987 n.a. na. na. 1013398 34,031 310444 1,211,007 66,097 1,213 47 n.a.
1988 n.a. n.a. na. 1085932 37615 317450 1,357,744 71,840 1,373 4,984 na.
1989 na. na. 196,700 1,162,289 41581 327563 1,484,370 77,547 1,447 5172 na.
1990 na. 110216 205500 1,218,736 45468 341,192 1,672,848 85,597 1,480 5,303 n.a.
1991 na. 117,187 216,110 1,220574 48577 362,237 1,775)593 91,944 1,611 5,34 na.
1992 na. 125475 na. 1,233,061 52,049 381,381 1,908,930 99,023 1,810 5,526 n.a.
1993 na. 135332 na. 1263721 58,786 405593 2,079,748 107,781 2,030 5,649 na.
1994 na. 143282 na. 1317218 65048 426,783 2,272,082 118,098 2,254 5816 n.a.
1995 367,414 151,469 na. 12383326 70026 447867 2473689 129,611 2475 5,936 n.a.
1996 386,013 158,559 na. 1471510 76,202 474784 2605056 140,980 2,708 6,177 na.
1997 415,095 168,836 na. 1551238 83310 508266 2575233 151,175 2,997 6,463 na.
1998 419569 177,484 na. 1,605,127 81,955 534115 2317263 158,920 3,247 6.745 n.a.
1999 432,741 187,881 na. 1,669,697 87574 555604 2325648 162,541 3,549 7,070 na.
2000 498790 196,269 1,807,546 1,743,428 9517 594356 2411442 171,070 3,894 7317 n.a.
2001 529,248 192,782 1,863,396 1.817,575 9,752 591,281 2469672 181,427 4,292 7,509 na.
2002 587,682 199,874 1,952,200 1,910,154 101,148 627,307 2583628 193235 4,738 7,620 na.
2003 626,827 213504 2,054,000 2,027,089 105002 676,855 2673151 205,652 5187 7,839 n.a.
2004 668,745 218,896 2,174,000 2,182,055 113220 728,089 2,852,248 220,537 5,707 8,124 na.
2005 728323 229236 2,358,559 2320643 120524 773510 3,000,144 239,304 6,279 8,400 na.
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Industry GDP at Current Prices: Other Industries

Unit: Local Currency Unit
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1975 7,702 n.a. n.a. n.a. 53 3,144 1,552 17,957 719 n.a. n.a.
1976 8,381 n.a. n.a. n.a. 63 3,841 2,077 19,492 929 n.a. n.a.
1977 10,399 n.a. n.a. 56 72 4,729 2,227 21,284 1,432 n.a. n.a.
1978 12,290 n.a. n.a. 94 77 5,227 1,763 24,467 2,358 n.a. n.a.
1979 18,873 n.a. n.a. 69 84 8,918 2,174 27,052 3,317 n.a. n.a.
1980 18,633 n.a. n.a. 91 106 14,421 1,448 30,215 4176 n.a. n.a.
1981 22,463 n.a. 168 103 136 16,377 1,652 32,909 4,863 n.a. n.a.
1982 26,004 n.a. 165 109 160 21,019 2,842 33,204 5,801 n.a. n.a.
1983 28,723 n.a. 182 109 183 18,761 3332 32,351 7,001 n.a. n.a.
1984 32,981 n.a. 193 104 213 22,049 3,064 33,329 8,046 n.a. n.a.
1985 40,004 n.a. 205 118 244 19,449 2,813 36,298 8,839 n.a. n.a.
1986 46,767 n.a. 211 130 281 17,464 1,910 39,063 10,000 n.a. n.a.
1987 53,430 n.a. 240 125 318 24,101 2,213 41,898 11,655 n.a. 15,182
1988 62,430 n.a. 255 174 383 25,200 2,299 46,258 13,768 n.a. 15,273
1989 71,928 n.a. 285 177 a4 31,715 3,331 50,588 16,730 17 16,839
1990 81,580 n.a. 318 n.a. 525 38,126 5,839 55,868 23,987 28 21,403
1991 89,397 n.a. 343 na. 597 46,055 7,577 58,138 31,145 31 22,372
1992 99,001 n.a. 408 n.a. 699 47,360 10,284 58,530 34,085 35 23,091
1993 107,571 275 479 n.a. 795 57,300 27,629 59,029 39,092 44 24,381
1994 118,021 346 515 n.a. 930 66,101 34,816 58,096 43,957 56 26,193
1995 135,090 432 541 246 1,078 80,302 42,086 55,118 51,129 69 33,425
1996 150,693 450 552 276 1,199 95,006 58,900 55,507 58,643 89 39,799
1997 165,234 482 577 262 1,458 = 110,073 58,460 56,371 64,949 [k 45,630
1998 184,538 474 592 262 1,707 193,373 46,960 54,248 58,534 228 42,751
1999 205,294 648 567 285 1,881 190,971 87,915 52,846 57,270 577 46,688
2000 230,052 823 534 261 2,037 252659 135944 51,333 58,176 800 62,197
2001 253,206 860 483 261 2,162 282,162 146,407 50,018 63,851 901 59,517
2002 277,960 1,119 474 279 2524 277,989 275,101 47,863 69,522 1,009 60,798
2003 303,144 1,268 449 302 2,774 301,648 325,346 45,729 80,404 1,506 68,915
2004 334,646 1,482 426 329 3,307 354,136 435,737 46,162 83,782 1,817 85,711
2005 380,109 1,829 425 376 3786 483520 573,275 44177 85,840 2,659 104,885
Bangladesh  Million Taka Japan Billion Yen Pakistan Million Rupees Vietnam Billion Dong
Cambodia  Billion Liels Korea Billion Won Philippines  Million Pesos China Billion Yuan
ROC Billion New Taiwan Dollars ~ Lao PDR Billion Kips Singapore Million Singapore Dollars ~ United States ~ Billion U.S. Dollars
Fiji Million Fiji Dollars Malaysia Million Ringgit Sti Lanka Million Rupees EU15 Billion US. Dollars
Indonesia Billion Rupiah Mongolia Million Tugtiks Thailand Million Baht
Iran Billion Rial Nepal Million Rupees
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1975 n.a. n.a. n.a. 10,069 1,360 1,632 21,593 n.a. n.a. 146 n.a.
1976 n.a. n.a. n.a. 13,658 1,507 1,974 27,528 n.a. n.a. 165 n.a.
1977 n.a. n.a. n.a. 16,585 1,522 1,922 36,960 n.a. n.a. 184 n.a.
1978 n.a. n.a. n.a. 18,142 1,509 2,936 46,668 n.a. 14 211 n.a.
1979 n.a. n.a. n.a. 25,010 1,695 4,563 52,001 n.a. 14 237 n.a.
1980 n.a. n.a. n.a. 31,891 2,215 7,402 47,483 n.a. 20 282 n.a.
1981 n.a. n.a. n.a. 38,480 2,701 9,323 56,718 n.a. 21 325 n.a.
1982 n.a. n.a. n.a. 43,546 3,832 11,286 68,907 n.a. 22 331 n.a.
1983 n.a. n.a. na. 55,329 5,025 14,034 77,831 n.a. 27 335 n.a.
1984 n.a. n.a. n.a. 69,648 5,850 15,966 89,579 n.a. 32 374 n.a.
1985 n.a. n.a. n.a. 56,697 5,059 17,010 104,820 n.a. 42 399 n.a.
1986 n.a. n.a. n.a. 60,570 4,409 18,679 104,356 39 53 391 n.a.
1987 n.a. n.a. n.a. 65,467 4,003 20,293 118,141 172 67 413 n.a.
1988 n.a. n.a. n.a. 76,173 4,133 23,002 136,346 9N 81 4217 n.a.
1989 n.a. n.a. 49,700 92,801 4,307 26,100 176,474 2,187 79 457 na.
1990 n.a. 12,468 59,000 103,862 4,715 32,291 218816 4,371 86 476 n.a.
1991 n.a. 16,805 75190 108,566 5,784 36,468 261,111 8,201 102 459 na.
1992 n.a. 19,764 87,486 116,974 6,894 39,872 298,341 13,120 142 461 n.a.
1993 n.a. 22,774 95837 132,305 7,668 47126 342,341 19,260 227 486 n.a.
1994 n.a. 27,072 104,837 156,899 8,838 56,523 401,261 24,915 296 523 n.a.
1995 84,925 31,033 125119 172,850 9,552 64,666 454,188 31,501 373 543 na.
1996 99,457 35215 156,604 201,492 11,834 71,332 511,761 39,587 439 583 n.a.
1997 163,114 36,419 169,907 239,481 13,994 84,301 473,184 48,894 462 610 n.a.
1998 121,642 39579 197,355 255,473 14,464 100,394 405,275 55,393 499 630 n.a.
1999 136,475 45139 225951 267,065 12,752 108,285 384,014 67,192 517 677 na.
2000 161,103 35,152 308,064 336,574 11,786 117,646 413,446 80,241 552 747 n.a.
2001 155,719 40124 334131 317,524 12,245 135143 447,408 88,304 593 791 n.a.
2002 203,706 44,713 346,500 346,450 10,780 146,725 477,165 95912 647 796 n.a.
2003 285,703 47,735 358,500 374,866 10,212 169,178 520,311 116,650 749 860 n.a.
2004 478,583 52,174 514500 421,472 10,306 206,072 580,509 142,141 869 948 n.a.
2005 752,048 57,001 522,651 485,423 10,485 258574 659,038 171,102 1,013 1,092 n.a.
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Industry GDP at Constant Prices: Other Industries

Unit: Local Currency Unit (Year 2000 Prices)
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1975 33,578 n.a. n.a. n.a. 531 114970 179,052 40,432 10,227 n.a. n.a.
1976 32,686 n.a. n.a. n.a. 578 130595 215,421 40,063 10,964 n.a. n.a.
1977 43,345 n.a. n.a. n.a. 624 148,160 194,561 39,965 13,606 n.a. n.a.
1978 48,578 n.a. n.a. n.a. 628 147,690 155,127 472,826 16,869 n.a. n.a.
1979 69,733 n.a. n.a. n.a. 609 150,199 120,874 45,261 17,417 n.a. n.a.
1980 58,501 n.a. n.a. n.a. 681 152,364 60,266 45,965 17,118 n.a. n.a.
1981 62,332 n.a. 241 n.a. 733 160,286 57,193 47,141 16,552 n.a. n.a.
1982 67,723 n.a. 234 n.a. 726 146,925 100,194 46,334 18,439 n.a. n.a.
1983 71,190 n.a. 241 n.a. 763 151,123 107,617 43,748 22,065 n.a. n.a.
1984 78,317 n.a. 250 n.a. 796 156,631 87,140 42,872 23,555 n.a. n.a.
1985 83,827 n.a. 260 n.a. 844 146,204 86,306 44,433 24,752 n.a. n.a.
1986 88,647 n.a. 271 n.a. 895 153,104 81,312 45762 26,170 n.a. n.a.
1987 96,875 n.a. 295 n.a. 946 155,326 87,514 48,763 28,943 n.a. 30,830
1988 104,133 n.a. 317 n.a. 1,037 155,900 83,655 53,411 31,446 n.a. 33,546
1989 109,964 n.a. 338 na. 1,117 166,548 88,083 56,497 35,081 287 32,062
1990 116,595 n.a. 361 n.a. 1,234 179,467 105,887 61,332 42,500 338 33,606
1991 118,705 n.a. 382 na. 1,282 198,493 123,566 61,286 47,649 333 35,747
1992 125,926 n.a. 438 n.a. 1,327 202,748 126,162 60,134 47,731 343 38,745
1993 134,096 418 491 n.a. 1,357 214,048 134,183 59,724 52,021 402 40,872
1994 145,276 513 520 n.a. 1,455 233,182 127,196 57,496 55,373 487 45,002
1995 158,135 620 531 248 1,545 254,582 127,078 54,431 59,141 496 54,687
1996 170,670 576 528 275 1,582 277,230 132,149 55,073 64,266 571 59,076
1997 182,636 568 548 265 1,734 289,413 125,865 54,649 66,685 596 60,719
1998 197,156 491 552 253 1,832 242,666 126,760 53,134 60,943 643 57,561
1999 212,343 616 539 277 1,952 239226 126,295 52,605 58,177 71 59,602
2000 230,052 823 534 261 2,037 252659 135944 51,333 58,176 800 62,197
2001 249,801 817 492 260 2,098 257,383 128,477 50,582 61,483 835 62,619
2002 269,952 1,031 491 272 2,254 264,270 139,040 49,375 63,666 846 65,259
2003 291,527 1,153 478 284 2,444 267575 151,866 47,588 68,425 1,093 68,381
2004 315,754 1,303 499 300 2,720 260,117 154,168 48,763 70,441 1,194 70,907
2005 342,261 1,555 512 325 2999 277642 157,822 48,582 71,687 1,630 72,111
Bangladesh  Million Taka Japan Billion Yen Pakistan Million Rupees Vietnam Billion Dong
Cambodia Billion Liels Korea Billion Won Philippines  Million Pesos China Billion Yuan
ROC Billion New Taiwan Dollars ~ Lao PDR Billion Kips Singapore Million Singapore Dollars ~ United States ~ Billion U.S. Dollars
Fiji Million Fiji Dollars Malaysia Million Ringgit Sti Lanka Million Rupees EU15 Billion US. Dollars
Indonesia Billion Rupiah Mongolia Million Tugtiks Thailand Million Baht
Iran Billion Rial Nepal Million Rupees
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1975 n.a. n.a. na. 142,768 2,440 35,249 62,763 n.a. n.a. YAl n.a.
1976 n.a. n.a. na. 179,311 2,691 39,153 71,780 n.a. n.a. 724 n.a.
1977 n.a. n.a. na. 196,976 2,688 35,799 80,763 n.a. n.a. 726 n.a.
1978 n.a. n.a. na. 203278 2,602 45177 90,327 n.a. 69 728 n.a.
1979 n.a. n.a. na. 230,624 2,793 53,362 97,998 n.a. 70 726 n.a.
1980 n.a. n.a. na. 245995 3,077 58,699 111,739 n.a. 89 725 n.a.
1981 n.a. n.a. na. 271,633 3,549 58,223 122,477 n.a. 92 122 n.a.
1982 n.a. n.a. na. 283,082 4,609 58,176 138,486 n.a. 95 716 n.a.
1983 n.a. n.a. na. 297414 5,796 59,710 150,361 n.a. 112 717 n.a.
1984 n.a. n.a. na. 255,602 6,602 60,197 171,517 n.a. 124 725 n.a.
1985 n.a. n.a. na. 177,069 5,714 60,935 187,133 n.a. 151 730 n.a.
1986 n.a. n.a. na. 183,359 4,670 62,599 193,658 14,808 175 731 n.a.
1987 n.a. n.a. na. 183590 4,358 65,722 211,268 15,389 206 734 n.a.
1988 n.a. n.a. na. 195929 4,283 67,845 236,729 15,746 223 736 n.a.
1989 n.a. n.a. 31,700 218,687 4,381 69,039 288,284 20,205 204 738 n.a.
1990 n.a. 20,141 33,700 223,684 4,753 72528 337,698 24,436 206 739 n.a.
1991 n.a. 21,657 36,380 204,896 5,436 72929 382,543 27,473 226 7317 na.
1992 n.a. 21,882 na. 210,611 6,184 76,489 405886 30,763 274 737 n.a.
1993 n.a. 23,251 na. 219,146 6,710 82,736 440818 35730 323 738 n.a.
1994 n.a. 24,905 na. 236,098 7,990 88,106 495195 42,194 367 741 na.
1995 136,128 27,363 na. 251,679 8,620 92,778 533,722 48,089 413 741 na.
1996 141,481 28,888 na. 273310 10,330 96,200 575,378 55,361 448 743 n.a.
1997 146,254 29,123 na. 302992 11,779 101,446 508,397 62,433 460 743 n.a.
1998 151,922 30,988 na. 289,603 12,265 106,623 403,841 67,892 501 744 n.a.
1999 157,353 34173 na. 287,210 11519 112,304 405,841 73,967 523 746 na.
2000 161,103 35,152 308,064 336,574 11,786 117,646 413,446 80,241 552 747 n.a.
2001 173,611 37,833 293,839 288,538 11,921 119,277 425429 86,856 590 745 n.a.
2002 168,934 40,112 291,600 302,798 10,821 118275 455743 91,968 642 745 n.a.
2003 180,564 40,425 288,100 313,029 10,256 127,402 476,853 100,000 719 745 na.
2004 220,559 41,789 349,400 324,161 9998 134280 507,236 109,531 777 746 n.a.
2005 243634 44,439 367,025 333,661 10,093 150,418 540,175 117,079 876 747 na.
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1975 17,023 n.a. na. 28 136,906 n.a. 3,136 8,036 5,339 n.a.
1976 17,181 n.a. n.a. 26 138699 29117 2,992 1,878 5514 n.a.
1977 17,314 n.a. n.a. 24 140516 30,331 2,995 7813 5,342 n.a.
1978 17,428 n.a. 1,553 28 142,356 31,545 3,007 1,732 5,154 n.a.
1979 17,525 n.a. 1,380 23 144220 29,793 3,042 7,479 4,866 n.a.
1980 17,607 n.a. 1,277 26 146,109 28,040 3,062 7123 4,654 n.a.
1981 17,676 n.a. 1,257 25 148,023 28,834 3,072 6,904 4,801 na.
1982 17,735 n.a. 1,284 23 153304 31,593 3,109 6,787 4,612 n.a.
1983 17,785 n.a. 1,317 25 198,774 32,443 3132 6,575 4,315 n.a.
1984 17,827 n.a. 1,286 22 164440 337292 3,162 6,338 3914 n.a.
1985 17,862 n.a. 1,297 26 170307 34,142 3,183 6,259 3,733 n.a.
1986 18,154 n.a. 1,317 22 176,384 35,780 3,191 6,071 3,662 n.a.
1987 18,400 n.a. 1,226 20 182678 36924 3,194 5,946 3,580 n.a.
1988 18,606 n.a. 1,113 20 189196 38,572 3,193 5,769 3,483 n.a.
1989 18,779 n.a. 1,066 21 195947 39,160 3,199 5,609 3,438 n.a.
1990 18,924 n.a. 1,064 23 202939 40,560 3,211 5,462 3,237 n.a.
1991 19,045 n.a. 1,093 22 210,180 39,641 3,220 5274 2,725 n.a.
1992 19,169 n.a. 1,065 20 212168 40,385 3,256 5,145 2,667 n.a.
1993 19,295 3,661 1,005 19 214175 38,511 3,294 4,850 2,592 n.a.
1994 19,424 3,705 976 19 216,201 36,512 3,354 4,714 2,491 n.a.
1995 19,556 3,824 954 19 218246 35233 3519 4,611 2,403 n.a.
1996 19,691 3,991 918 20 220310 36,500 3,569 4,436 2,323 n.a.
1997 19,854 4,026 878 19 22239 34790 3,599 4,294 2,285 na.
1998 20,051 4,210 822 22 224498 39415 3,676 4,144 2,397 n.a.
1999 20,291 4,209 776 16 226,621 38,378 3,724 3,984 2,302 n.a.
2000 20,582 4,346 740 18 228765 40,677 3,657 3,818 2,243 n.a.
2001 21,031 4,384 708 17 230929 39,744 3,705 3,659 2,148 n.a.
2002 21,728 4,426 709 17 233113 40,634 3,863 3,434 2,069 n.a.
2003 22,823 4,47 636 17 235318 43,042 4,009 3,41 1,950 n.a.
2004 23,226 4,520 642 17 237,544 40,608 4,157 3,348 1,825 n.a.
2005 23,652 4,655 591 18 239,791 41,814 4,334 3,322 1,815 n.a.
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1975 n.a. n.a. n.a. 7,768 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 1,597 n.a.
1976 n.a. n.a. n.a. 7,659 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 1,685 n.a.
1977 n.a. n.a. n.a. 1474 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 1,622 n.a.
1978 n.a. n.a. n.a. 8,422 n.a. n.a. n.a. na. 283,180 1,617 n.a.
1979 n.a. n.a. n.a. 8,438 n.a. n.a. n.a. na. 286,340 1,646 n.a.
1980 n.a. n.a. n.a. 8,453 n.a. n.a. n.a. na. 291,220 1,682 n.a.
1981 n.a. n.a. n.a. 8,928 n.a. n.a. n.a. na. 297,770 1,641 n.a.
1982 n.a. n.a. n.a. 8,920 n.a. n.a. n.a. na. 308,590 1,571 n.a.
1983 n.a. n.a. n.a. 9,880 n.a. n.a. n.a. na. 311,510 1,679 n.a.
1984 n.a. n.a. n.a. 9,740 n.a. n.a. n.a. na. 308,680 1,567 n.a.
1985 n.a. n.a. n.a. 9,698 n.a. n.a. 14,633 na. 311,300 1,429 n.a.
1986 n.a. n.a. n.a. 10,289 n.a. n.a. 16,013 na. 312,540 1,385 n.a.
1987 n.a. n.a. n.a. 9,940 n.a. n.a. 14,868 na. 316,630 1,425 n.a.
1988 n.a. n.a. n.a. 9,920 n.a. n.a. 16,539 na. 322,490 1,491 n.a.
1989 n.a. n.a. n.a. 9,852 n.a. n.a. 16,805 na. 332,250 1,432 n.a.
1990 n.a. 6,043 n.a. 10,185 n.a. 2,361 18972 21,476 389,140 1,426 n.a.
1991 n.a. 6,089 na. 10,403 na. 2,130 15,632 21,907 390,980 1,410 n.a.
1992 n.a. 6,135 n.a. 10,869 n.a. 2,079 16,300 22,340 386,990 1,366 n.a.
1993 n.a. 6,182 n.a. 11,194 n.a. 2,159 15,879 22,756 376,800 1,377 n.a.
1994 340 6,229 n.a. 11,249 n.a. 2,085 14,703 23,156 366,280 1,375 n.a.
1995 354 6,277 n.a. 11,323 n.a. 1,967 14,157 23,535 355,300 1,416 na.
1996 358 6,324 n.a. 11,451 n.a. 2,072 13,857 23,874 348,200 1,397 n.a.
1997 375 6,373 na. 10,364 n.a. 2,032 14,145 24196 348,400 1,440 na.
1998 394 6,421 n.a. 10,414 n.a. 2,379 13,665 24,504 351,770 1,436 n.a.
1999 403 6,470 na. 10,503 na. 2,209 13,883 24,792 357,680 1,498 na.
2000 394 6,519 n.a. 10,401 4 2,274 13,830 24,481 360,430 1,480 n.a.
2001 402 6,389 n.a. 11,253 6 2,033 13,612 24,468 365,130 1,580 n.a.
2002 391 6,228 n.a. 12,447 6 2,248 14,042 24,456 368,700 1,564 n.a.
2003 388 6,036 n.a. 11,741 4 2,224 13,880 24,443 365,460 1,578 na.
2004 382 5,813 n.a. 11,785 7 2,215 13,854 24,431 352,690 1,509 n.a.
2005 386 5,561 n.a. 12171 7 2,059 13,617 24,342 339,700 1,473 na.
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1975 1,048 n.a. n.a. 13 18,933 n.a. 1,495 12,924 2,175 n.a. n.a.
1976 1,074 n.a. n.a. 1 19,431 3,968 1,662 12,882 2,644 n.a. n.a.
1977 1,104 n.a. n.a. " 19,941 3912 1,642 12,765 2,764 n.a. n.a.
1978 1,140 n.a. 1,916 13 20,465 3,856 1,619 12,613 2,986 n.a. n.a.
1979 1,184 n.a. 2,083 14 21,003 4,108 1,555 12,621 3,099 n.a. n.a.
1980 1,236 n.a. 2,152 15 21,555 4,361 1,529 12,901 2,955 n.a. n.a.
1981 1,299 n.a. 2,162 14 24,658 4,680 1,515 13,043 2,859 n.a. n.a.
1982 1,376 n.a. 2,168 14 25,269 6,022 1,506 13,003 3,033 n.a. 816
1983 1,470 n.a. 2,282 15 25,895 5,947 1,487 13,245 3,266 n.a. 894
1984 1,586 n.a. 2,497 14 26,536 5,871 1,470 13,559 3,348 n.a. 858
1985 1,731 n.a. 2,501 14 27,194 5,796 1,446 13,711 3,504 n.a. 850
1986 1,945 n.a. 2,635 14 27,867 5,393 1,444 13,682 3,826 n.a. 874
1987 2,119 n.a. 2,821 14 28,558 5,625 1,554 13,582 4,416 n.a. 929
1988 2,259 n.a. 2,802 14 29,265 5,816 1,641 13,948 4,667 n.a. 987
1989 2,367 n.a. 2,796 20 29,990 7,102 1,716 14,308 4,882 n.a. 1,171
1990 2,450 n.a. 2,653 21 30,733 7,468 1,907 14,573 4,911 n.a. 1,333
1991 2,512 n.a. 2,598 22 31,494 1,723 2,014 14,909 5,156 n.a. 1,486
1992 2,580 n.a. 2,585 24 34,014 8,038 2,115 14,920 4,980 n.a. 1,640
1993 2,653 133 2,483 25 36,736 8,555 2,199 14,414 4,720 n.a. 1,727
1994 2,733 148 2,485 25 39,675 10,589 2,344 13,940 4,758 n.a. 1,754
1995 2,819 169 2,449 25 42,849 10,127 2,419 13,402 4,818 n.a. 1,781
1996 2914 189 2,422 25 46,277 10,570 2,653 13,285 4,725 n.a. 1,912
1997 2,988 233 2,570 27 49,980 11,009 2,861 13,302 4,537 n.a. 2,003
1998 3,045 264 2,611 29 SekAd 9,934 2,915 12,811 3.917 n.a. 1,908
1999 3,090 313 2,603 29 58,297 11,516 2,979 12,526 4,027 n.a. 1,991
2000 3,125 429 2,655 29 62,962 11,642 3,118 12,339 4,293 n.a. 2,126
2001 3,182 552 2,587 25 67,999 12,086 2,920 12,036 4,267 n.a. 2,158
2002 3,275 601 2,563 26 73,439 12,110 2,933 11,482 4,241 n.a. 2,069
2003 3428 656 2,590 25 79,315 11,496 2,947 11,242 4,205 n.a. 2,131
2004 3,535 720 2,671 27 85,661 11,071 2,973 11,001 4,290 n.a. 2,025
2005 3,643 789 2,726 25 92,515 11,652 3117 10,918 4,234 n.a. 1,987
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1975 n.a. n.a. n.a. 1,651 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 17,376 n.a.
1976 n.a. n.a. n.a. 1,598 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 18,050 n.a.
1977 n.a. n.a. n.a. 1,515 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 18,721 n.a.
1978 n.a. n.a. n.a. 1,742 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 60,910 19,533 n.a.
1979 n.a. n.a. n.a. 1,779 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 63,057 20,010 n.a.
1980 n.a. n.a. n.a. 1,814 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 67,140 19,222 n.a.
1981 n.a. n.a. n.a. 1,807 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 68,644 19,090 n.a.
1982 n.a. n.a. n.a. 1,741 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 70,466 17,699 n.a.
1983 n.a. n.a. n.a. 1,887 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 72,112 17,273 n.a.
1984 n.a. n.a. n.a. 1,931 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 78,394 18,171 n.a.
1985 n.a. n.a. n.a. 1,922 n.a. n.a. 2,113 n.a. 83,490 17,995 n.a.
1986 n.a. n.a. n.a. 1,905 n.a. n.a. 1,797 n.a. 90,039 17,638 n.a.
1987 n.a. n.a. n.a. 2,059 n.a. n.a. 2,448 n.a. 93,986 17,635 n.a.
1988 n.a. n.a. n.a. 2,238 n.a. n.a. 2,394 n.a. 97,248 17,955 n.a.
1989 n.a. n.a. n.a. 2,298 n.a. n.a. 2,706 n.a. 95,690 17,969 n.a.
1990 n.a. 152 n.a. 2,188 n.a. 669 2,920 2,294 114,320 17,631 n.a.
1991 n.a. 181 n.a. 2,391 na. 751 3,370 2,352 115,330 16,951 n.a.
1992 n.a. 216 n.a. 2,546 n.a. 666 3,535 2,424 116,950 16,678 n.a.
1993 n.a. 257 n.a. 2,455 n.a. 684 3,886 2,489 119,150 16,617 n.a.
1994 63 306 n.a. 2,582 n.a. 756 3,865 2,564 121,240 16,871 na.
1995 67 365 n.a. 2,571 n.a. 789 4,320 2,643 123,330 17,143 na.
1996 65 434 n.a. 2,756 n.a. 807 4,289 2,752 127,950 17,164 n.a.
1997 59 517 n.a. 2,743 na. 920 4,303 2,861 130,980 17,326 n.a.
1998 57 616 n.a. 2,696 n.a. 902 4,176 2971 132,730 17,490 n.a.
1999 59 734 n.a. 2,796 n.a. 900 4,298 3,083 130,090 17,262 n.a.
2000 55 874 n.a. 2,792 4217 1,045 4,650 3546 126,673 17,460 n.a.
2001 56 1,013 n.a. 2,892 394 1,057 4,927 3878 126,148 16,528 n.a.
2002 56 1,167 n.a. 2,855 385 1,073 5,052 4,184 118,870 15,349 n.a.
2003 55 1,337 n.a. 3,046 383 1,116 5,299 4530 121,107 14,602 n.a.
2004 57 1,522 n.a. 3,020 381 1,226 5,381 4865 127,457 14,401 n.a.
2005 46 1,721 n.a. 3,043 496 1,293 5,588 5175 136,226 14,328 n.a.
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1975 3,445 n.a. n.a. 42 33716 n.a. 2593 25,880 3,579 n.a. n.a.
1976 3,643 n.a. n.a. 45 34,670 13,265 2,795 26,432 3,634 n.a. n.a.
1977 3,856 n.a. n.a. 47 35,653 14,351 3057 27,267 3,948 n.a. n.a.
1978 4,087 n.a. 2,221 49 36,666 15,437 3,248 27,962 4,312 n.a. n.a.
1979 4,338 n.a. 2,376 50 37,710 16,100 3587 28,767 4,653 n.a. n.a.
1980 4,612 n.a. 2,488 50 38,785 16,763 3763 29,302 5,065 n.a. n.a.
1981 4,916 n.a. 2,587 54 44,469 15,929 3,963 29,901 5,332 n.a. n.a.
1982 5,254 n.a. 2,714 52 43,840 17,589 4213 30,677 5,764 n.a. 2,333
1983 5,636 n.a. 2,844 53 45,498 18,373 4,555 31,632 5,967 n.a. 2,372
1984 6,074 n.a. 2,934 53 47,220 19,156 4,642 32,070 6,083 n.a. 2,506
1985 6,587 n.a. 3,045 54 49,009 19,940 4915 32430 6,625 n.a. 2,590
1986 71,274 n.a. 3,201 53 50,866 19,461 5030 33,060 6,900 n.a. 2,679
1987 7813 n.a. 3,366 53 52,795 21,350 5219 33,829 7,207 n.a. 2,803
1988 8,227 n.a. 3,551 53 54,798 21,742 5385 34,317 7,503 n.a. 2,888
1989 8,542 n.a. 3717 59 56,879 22,050 5574 35,051 7,949 n.a. 2937
1990 8,782 n.a. 3,836 59 59,040 22,599 5930 35984 8,441 n.a. 3,107
1991 8,964 n.a. 3977 62 64170 23,602 6,246 36,853 9,057 n.a. 3,195
1992 9,172 n.a. 4,148 64 66,513 24,511 6,273 37,499 9,547 n.a. 3.284
1993 9414 780 4,323 66 68,942 26,238 6,314 38,242 10,099 n.a. 3,461
1994 9,701 820 4,457 69 71460 28,361 6,409 38742 10,682 n.a. 3,554
1995 10,049 876 4,586 71 74,070 30,122 6,543 39,352 11,185 n.a. 3,646
1996 10,480 884 4,751 74 76,775 32,133 6,741 39,884 11,723 n.a. 4,065
1997 10,827 912 4,795 74 79,579 34,313 6,763 40,632 12,261 n.a. 4,203
1998 11,113 1,021 4,945 72 82485 33980 7,089 41122 11,961 n.a. 4,251
1999 11,354 1,048 5,116 72 85497 34,594 7438 41,148 12,408 n.a. 4,413
2000 11,566 1,053 5218 78 88620 33,500 7,707 41,444 12,958 n.a. 4,610
2001 11,810 1,214 5,297 78 91,856 34,049 8070 41,784 13,497 n.a. 4,942
2002 12,095 1,404 5413 77 94,168 33,820 8,316 41,874 14,044 n.a. 5,066
2003 12,439 1,659 5,543 78 96538 33334 8,662 42,133 14,075 n.a. 5,301
2004 12,747 2,028 5,699 80 98968 36,238 8994 42,764 14,535 n.a. 5,503
2005 13,054 2,163 5,795 83 101,459 36,069 9,281 43,269 14,903 n.a. 5,570
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1975 n.a. n.a. n.a. 4,504 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 56,338 n.a.
1976 n.a. n.a. n.a. 4,372 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 57,787 n.a.
1977 n.a. n.a. n.a. 4,672 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 59,733 n.a.
1978 n.a. n.a. n.a. 5311 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 48,900 62,661 n.a.
1979 n.a. n.a. n.a. 5,365 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 51,770 65,083 n.a.
1980 n.a. n.a. n.a. 5,421 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 55,320 66,442 n.a.
1981 n.a. n.a. n.a. 5,974 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 59,450 67,512 n.a.
1982 n.a. n.a. n.a. 5,978 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 60,900 67,753 n.a.
1983 n.a. n.a. n.a. 6,568 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 66,060 68,936 n.a.
1984 n.a. n.a. n.a. 6,983 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 77,390 72,104 n.a.
1985 n.a. n.a. n.a. 1,292 n.a. n.a. 5,749 n.a. 83,590 74,679 n.a.
1986 n.a. n.a. n.a. 7,561 n.a. n.a. 5,758 n.a. 88,110 76,909 n.a.
1987 n.a. n.a. n.a. 7,810 n.a. n.a. 6,828 n.a. 93,950 79,666 n.a.
1988 n.a. n.a. n.a. 8,227 n.a. n.a. 6,833 n.a. 99,330 82,193 n.a.
1989 n.a. n.a. n.a. 8,539 n.a. n.a. 6,738 na. 101,290 84,792 n.a.
1990 n.a. 1,094 n.a. 8,946 n.a. 1,548 6,889 4631 119,790 86,558 n.a.
1991 n.a. 1,147 n.a. 8,882 n.a. 1,580 7,611 4,837 123,780 86,240 n.a.
1992 n.a. 1,206 n.a. 9,210 n.a. 1,664 7,689 5,043 130,980 87,068 n.a.
1993 n.a. 1,273 n.a. 9,444 n.a. 1,783 8,615 5262 141,630 88,946 n.a.
1994 293 1,348 n.a. 9,939 n.a. 1,941 8,654 5493 155,150 91,292 n.a.
1995 276 1,433 n.a. 10,344 n.a. 1,915 9,594 5740 168,800 93,531 na.
1996 277 1,528 n.a. 11,419 n.a. 2,053 9,721 5999 179,270 95,479 n.a.
1997 263 1,636 na. 11,559 n.a. 2,027 10,379 6,276 = 184,320 97,748 na.
1998 273 1,759 n.a. 12,129 n.a. 2,149 10,406 6,572 188,600 100,424 n.a.
1999 285 1,898 n.a. 12,749 n.a. 2,269 11,047 6,884 192,050 103,254 n.a.
2000 301 2,055 n.a. 12,925 1,349 2,344 11,133 8,199 198,230 105,569 n.a.
2001 316 2,172 n.a. 11,429 1,557 2,496 11,756 8542 202,280 106,085 n.a.
2002 355 2,291 n.a. 11,516 1,586 2,790 12,032 8967 210,900 106,078 n.a.
2003 394 2,412 n.a. 11,987 1,613 2,795 12,621 9,460 218,090 106,465 na.
2004 415 2,531 n.a. 12,160 1,684 2,740 13,242 9939 230,110 107,905 n.a.
2005 419 2,647 na. 12,762 1,615 2,874 13,710 10,445 237,710 109,831 n.a.
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1975 303 n.a. n.a. 12 3,745 n.a. 1,083 5,390 600 n.a. n.a.
1976 326 n.a. n.a. 1 3,904 956 1,351 5518 622 n.a. n.a.
1977 350 n.a. n.a. 12 4,071 949 1,360 5,576 758 n.a. n.a.
1978 376 n.a. 544 12 4,245 942 1,363 5,773 961 n.a. n.a.
1979 403 n.a. 593 12 4,427 1,485 1,364 5,923 985 n.a. n.a.
1980 432 n.a. 632 12 4,616 2,027 1,367 6,034 1,011 n.a. n.a.
1981 463 n.a. 666 11 5,367 2,110 1,365 5,961 1,032 n.a. n.a.
1982 496 n.a. 645 10 5,589 2,599 1,371 5913 971 n.a. 464
1983 532 n.a. 627 10 5,822 2,593 1,380 5,878 956 n.a. 520
1984 570 n.a. 592 9 6,064 2,587 1,388 5,693 1,085 n.a. 507
1985 611 n.a. 586 10 6,316 2,581 1,389 5,670 1,107 n.a. 495
1986 713 n.a. 579 10 6,579 5,021 1,392 5,718 1,116 n.a. 443
1987 802 n.a. 610 9 6,854 3.979 1,393 5,752 1,150 n.a. 405
1988 877 n.a. 640 9 7,140 3,699 1,400 6,076 1,216 n.a. an
1989 938 n.a. 679 9 7,438 2,431 1,439 6,313 1,292 n.a. 451
1990 988 n.a. 729 9 7,749 2,809 1,500 6,472 1,495 n.a. 508
1991 1,028 n.a. 77 10 8,080 3,263 1,617 6,653 1,710 n.a. 548
1992 1,073 n.a. 833 10 8,386 3279 1,668 6,795 1,817 n.a. 589
1993 1,123 47 934 11 8,705 3,738 1,753 6,994 1,823 n.a. 637
1994 1,180 55 1,021 10 9,035 4,580 1,806 7,134 1,916 n.a. 664
1995 1,244 65 1,054 10 9,378 4,628 1,874 7,204 2,009 n.a. 692
1996 1,316 60 977 10 9,734 4,696 1,946 7,255 2,081 n.a. 796
1997 1,390 60 933 10 10,103 5,294 1,865 7,342 2,131 n.a. 882
1998 1,465 54 912 9 10,487 4,344 1,806 7,063 1,661 n.a. 824
1999 1,542 66 889 9 10,885 4,329 1,865 6,961 1,556 n.a. 811
2000 1,626 90 879 7 11,299 4,020 1,962 6,859 1,661 n.a. 874
2001 1,728 12 791 9 11,728 4,929 2,189 6,641 1,661 n.a. 933
2002 1,856 141 769 10 12,040 5,084 2,484 6,511 1,816 n.a. 983
2003 2,023 179 745 11 12,361 4,939 2,670 6,375 1,909 n.a. 1,030
2004 2,137 228 774 8 12,690 5,806 2,790 6,176 1,908 n.a. 983
2005 2,259 270 832 6 13,028 5413 2,925 6,051 1,902 n.a. 1,009
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1975 n.a. n.a. n.a. 556 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 5,012 n.a.
1976 n.a. n.a. n.a. 560 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 5,096 n.a.
1977 n.a. n.a. n.a. 578 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 5,428 n.a.
1978 n.a. n.a. n.a. 629 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 8,540 5,940 n.a.
1979 n.a. n.a. n.a. 683 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 9,083 6,303 n.a.
1980 n.a. n.a. n.a. 740 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 9,930 6,182 n.a.
1981 n.a. n.a. n.a. 738 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 11,386 6.162 n.a.
1982 n.a. n.a. n.a. 731 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 12,994 5,845 n.a.
1983 n.a. n.a. n.a. 877 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 14,678 5,731 n.a.
1984 n.a. n.a. n.a. 978 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 17,506 6,232 n.a.
1985 n.a. n.a. n.a. 885 n.a. n.a. 838 n.a. 20,350 6,538 n.a.
1986 n.a. n.a. n.a. 841 n.a. n.a. 693 n.a. 22,121 6,574 n.a.
1987 n.a. n.a. n.a. 986 n.a. n.a. 984 n.a. 23,274 6,624 n.a.
1988 n.a. n.a. n.a. 1,110 n.a. n.a. 966 n.a. 24,272 6,769 n.a.
1989 n.a. n.a. n.a. 1,148 n.a. n.a. 986 n.a. 24,070 6,813 n.a.
1990 n.a. 50 n.a. 1,198 n.a. 309 1,150 1,012 24,240 6,795 n.a.
1991 n.a. 63 na. 1,295 n.a. 313 1,528 1,038 24,820 6,310 n.a.
1992 n.a. 78 n.a. 1,270 n.a. 325 1,710 1,050 26,600 6,106 n.a.
1993 n.a. 97 n.a. 1,338 n.a. 340 1,790 1,073 30,500 6,192 n.a.
1994 64 121 n.a. 1,388 n.a. 290 2,175 1,109 31,880 6,475 n.a.
1995 70 150 n.a. 1,437 n.a. 400 2,452 1,112 33,220 6,657 na.
1996 69 187 n.a. 1,811 n.a. 411 2,781 1,136 34,080 6,910 n.a.
1997 69 233 n.a. 1,860 na. 435 2,676 1,160 34,490 7,170 na.
1998 68 290 n.a. 1,721 n.a. 424 1,841 1,186 33,270 7,474 n.a.
1999 68 362 n.a. 1,705 n.a. 430 1,588 1,212 34,120 7,849 n.a.
2000 60 452 n.a. 1,653 278 446 1,660 1,383 35,517 8,120 n.a.
2001 58 548 n.a. 1,790 142 434 1,793 1,674 36,692 8,215 n.a.
2002 69 663 n.a. 1,814 138 386 1,920 1,901 38,930 8,083 n.a.
2003 90 796 n.a. 1,902 135 423 2,022 2,140 39,663 8,075 na.
2004 96 951 n.a. 1,860 135 437 2,224 2,352 41,743 8,333 n.a.
2005 17 1,130 n.a. 1,840 202 494 2,293 2,565 44,614 8,685 n.a.
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1975 0.654 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.874 n.a. 0.412 0.577 0.291 n.a. n.a.
1976 0.676 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.813 0.689 0.482 0.561 0.309 n.a. n.a.
1977 0.657 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.883 0.669 0.463 0.550 0.326 n.a. n.a.
1978 0.697 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.892 0.677 0.492 0.560 0.302 n.a. n.a.
1979 0.672 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.768 0.744 0.516 0.584 0.354 n.a. n.a.
1980 0.667 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.855 0.832 0.531 0.578 0.298 n.a. n.a.
1981 0.686 n.a. 0.517 n.a. 0.883 0.849 0.539 0.594 0.342 n.a. n.a.
1982 0.691 n.a. 0.516 n.a. 0.850 0.791 0.571 0.642 0.375 n.a. n.a.
1983 0.716 n.a. 0.516 na. 0.904 0.807 0.592 0.670 0.425 n.a. n.a.
1984 0.749 n.a. 0.539 n.a. 0.887 0.820 0.630 0.713 0.459 n.a. n.a.
1985 0.750 n.a. 0.545 n.a. 0.859 0.833 0.675 0.714 0.503 n.a. n.a.
1986 0.762 n.a. 0.537 n.a. 0.826 0.816 0.705 0.734 0.537 n.a. n.a.
1987 0.753 n.a. 0.613 n.a. 0.785 0.808 0.722 0.774 0.526 n.a. 0.804
1988 0.740 n.a. 0.680 n.a. 0.876 0.811 0.718 0.772 0.584 n.a. 0.807
1989 0.732 n.a. 0.703 n.a. 0.856 0.825 0.747 0.814 0.586 n.a. 0.872
1990 0.794 n.a. 0.717 n.a. 0.860 0.813 0.827 0.833 0.582 n.a. 0913
1991 0.807 n.a. 0.709 n.a. 0.814 0.845 0.871 0.766 0.705 n.a. 0.969
1992 0.821 n.a. 0.709 n.a. 0.860 0.884 0.950 0.806 0.788 n.a. 1.103
1993 0.836 0.908 0.787 n.a. 0.880 0.941 0.948 0.778 0.763 n.a. 1.053
1994 0.838 0.986 0.775 n.a. 0.913 0.998 0.950 0.817 0.797 n.a. 1.044
1995 0.830 0.989 0.815 0.942 0.898 1.079 0.940 0.784 0.869 n.a. 1.028
1996 0.850 0.959 0.844 0.968 0.978 1.074 0.957 0.835 0.920 n.a. 1.009
1997 0.893 1.002 0.865 0.892 0.944 1.138 0.958 0.852 0.978 n.a. 1.115
1998 0913 1.007 0.866 0.719 0.995 0.991 1.037 0.899 0.873 n.a. 0.994
1999 0.945 1.045 0.942 1.093 1.012 1.040 0.949 0.941 0.963 n.a. 0.994
2000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 n.a. 1.000
2001 1.009 1.036 1.025 0.994 1.053 1.065 0.965 1.018 1.056 n.a. 1.132
2002 0.977 1.004 1.072 1.049 0.968 1.069 1.030 1.148 1.058 n.a. 1.228
2003 0.959 1.115 1.091 1.004 1.054 1.048 1.063 1.086 1.063 n.a. 1.310
2004 0.981 1.116 1.135 1.044 1.044 1.147 1.048 1.030 1.240 n.a. 1.311
2005 0.984 1.263 1.133 1.002 1.097 1.141 1.076 1.058 1.256 n.a. 1.335
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1975 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.780 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.425 n.a.
1976 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.870 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.392 n.a.
1977 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.931 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.424 n.a.
1978 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.857 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.459 0.412 n.a.
1979 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.882 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.482 0.437 n.a.
1980 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.916 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.467 0.418 n.a.
1981 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.899 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.489 0.539 n.a.
1982 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.907 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.526 0.593 n.a.
1983 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.791 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.564 0.382 n.a.
1984 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.795 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.643 0.539 n.a.
1985 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.783 n.a. n.a. 0.693 n.a. 0.650 0.720 n.a.
1986 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.765 n.a. n.a. 0.636 n.a. 0.668 0.733 n.a.
1987 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.818 n.a. n.a. 0.685 n.a. 0.691 0.742 n.a.
1988 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.846 n.a. n.a. 0.681 n.a. 0.695 0.642 n.a.
1989 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.877 n.a. n.a. 0.734 n.a. 0.696 0.735 n.a.
1990 n.a. 0.825 n.a. 0.853 n.a. 0.796 0.620 0.753 0.638 0.775 n.a.
1991 n.a. 0.809 n.a. 0.846 na. 0.902 0.807 0.756 0.650 0.791 n.a.
1992 n.a. 0.795 n.a. 0.813 n.a. 0.913 0.820 0.790 0.687 0.901 n.a.
1993 n.a. 0.856 n.a. 0.807 n.a. 0.921 0.717 0.801 0.739 0.783 n.a.
1994 n.a. 0.842 n.a. 0.823 n.a. 0.984 0.807 0.813 0.791 0.911 n.a.
1995 1.102 0.867 n.a. 0.825 n.a. 1.077 0.872 0.840 0.856 0.764 n.a.
1996 1.126 0.898 n.a. 0.847 n.a. 0.977 0.930 0.863 0918 0.848 n.a.
1997 1.123 0.899 na. 0.965 na. 1.026 0.905 0.887 0.949 0.908 n.a.
1998 1.137 0.918 n.a. 0.899 n.a. 0.899 0.923 0.907 0.973 0.889 n.a.
1999 1.162 0.955 na. 0.949 na. 1.012 0.929 0.942 0.984 0.881 n.a.
2000 1.000 1.000 n.a. 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 n.a.
2001 0.798 1.052 n.a. 0.959 0.622 1.081 1.049 1.033 1.015 0.877 n.a.
2002 0.719 1.115 n.a. 0.901 0.565 1.002 1.024 1.077 1.034 0.935 n.a.
2003 0.761 1.206 na. 0.991 0.858 1.029 1.167 1.118 1.069 0.996 n.a.
2004 0.910 1.296 n.a. 1.039 0.622 1.030 1.141 1.169 1.178 1.105 n.a.
2005 0.985 1.370 na. 1.025 0.581 1.129 1.124 1.223 1.287 1.134 n.a.
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1975 0.732 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.824 n.a. 0.543 0.501 0.157 n.a. n.a.
1976 0.753 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.873 0.330 0.635 0.542 0.161 n.a. n.a.
1977 0.777 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.904 0.381 0.675 0.563 0177 n.a. n.a.
1978 0.808 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.989 0.430 0.613 0.580 0.198 n.a. n.a.
1979 0.819 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.933 0.479 0.556 0.621 0.209 n.a. n.a.
1980 0.802 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.911 0.551 0.635 0.603 0.217 n.a. n.a.
1981 0.796 n.a. 0.401 n.a. 0.861 0.565 0.692 0.619 0.248 n.a. n.a.
1982 0.761 n.a. 0.409 n.a. 0.868 0.445 0.666 0.637 0.249 n.a. n.a.
1983 0.737 n.a. 0.437 na. 0.934 0.460 0.755 0.636 0.267 n.a. n.a.
1984 0.744 n.a. 0.458 n.a. 0.950 0.569 0.857 0.648 0.306 n.a. n.a.
1985 0.719 n.a. 0.470 n.a. 0.956 0.641 0.853 0.700 0.311 n.a. n.a.
1986 0.687 n.a. 0.522 n.a. 0.984 0.753 0.800 0.694 0.343 n.a. n.a.
1987 0.681 n.a. 0.551 n.a. 1.014 0.798 0.826 0.720 0.354 n.a. 0.546
1988 0.643 n.a. 0.570 n.a. 1.074 0.865 0.798 0.752 0.375 n.a. 0.602
1989 0.631 n.a. 0.588 n.a. 1.141 0.773 0.790 0.775 0.370 n.a. 0.610
1990 0.656 n.a. 0.610 n.a. 1.166 0.827 0.912 0.812 0.402 n.a. 0.618
1991 0.681 n.a. 0.660 na. .11 0.881 1.050 0.830 0.417 n.a. 0.632
1992 0.712 n.a. 0.688 n.a. 1.060 0.928 0.991 0.813 0.450 n.a. 0.613
1993 0.752 0.979 0.723 n.a. 1.066 0.953 0.903 0.810 0.499 n.a. 0.667
1994 0.789 0.958 0.766 n.a. 1.094 0.866 0.875 0.822 0.552 n.a. 0.731
1995 0.845 0.986 0.819 0.953 1.169 1.003 0.847 0.885 0.608 n.a. 0.802
1996 0.870 0.992 0.872 1.002 1.186 1.073 0.915 0.924 0.660 n.a. 0.883
1997 0.891 1.028 0.869 0.988 1.098 1.084 0.947 0.942 0.721 n.a. 0.928
1998 0.949 1.041 0.882 0.962 1.049 1.064 0.891 0.925 0.769 n.a. 0.843
1999 0.965 1.053 0.950 1.034 1.002 0.954 0.944 0.938 0911 n.a. 0.903
2000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 n.a. 1.000
2001 1.048 0.901 0.950 1.274 0.949 0.995 1.195 0.969 1.028 n.a. 0.927
2002 1.074 0.949 1.044 1.266 0.939 1.046 1.321 1.003 1.113 n.a. 1.009
2003 1.095 0.974 1.088 1.273 0.927 1.160 1.446 1.091 1.184 n.a. 1.063
2004 1.138 1.045 1.158 1.352 0.933 1.282 1.605 1.191 1.289 n.a. 1.229
2005 1.194 1.045 1.210 1.202 0.942 1.274 1.639 1.238 1.399 n.a. 1.316
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1975 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.917 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.394 n.a.
1976 n.a. n.a. n.a. 1.002 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.420 n.a.
1977 n.a. n.a. n.a. 1.124 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.436 n.a.
1978 n.a. n.a. n.a. 1.042 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.186 0.439 n.a.
1979 n.a. n.a. n.a. 1.069 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.195 0.444 n.a.
1980 n.a. n.a. n.a. 1.092 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.207 0.438 n.a.
1981 n.a. n.a. n.a. 1.117 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.205 0.462 n.a.
1982 n.a. n.a. n.a. 1.178 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.212 0.462 n.a.
1983 n.a. n.a. n.a. 1.084 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.227 0.510 n.a.
1984 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.952 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.240 0.529 n.a.
1985 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.881 n.a. n.a. 0.538 n.a. 0.266 0.549 n.a.
1986 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.905 n.a. n.a. 0.695 n.a. 0.271 0.559 n.a.
1987 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.884 n.a. n.a. 0.592 n.a. 0.294 0.601 n.a.
1988 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.890 n.a. n.a. 0.714 n.a. 0.327 0.624 n.a.
1989 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.917 n.a. n.a. 0.733 n.a. 0.349 0.632 n.a.
1990 n.a. 2.532 n.a. 0.989 n.a. 0.724 0.786 0.556 0.302 0.637 n.a.
1991 n.a. 2.806 n.a. 0.901 n.a. 0.689 0.761 0.573 0.343 0.653 n.a.
1992 n.a. 2.502 n.a. 0.832 n.a. 0.845 0.807 0.632 0.409 0.686 n.a.
1993 n.a. 2.359 n.a. 0.869 n.a. 0.910 0.853 0.674 0.482 0.717 n.a.
1994 n.a. 2.020 n.a. 0.868 n.a. 0.898 0.940 0.715 0.564 0.761 n.a.
1995 1.134 1.849 n.a. 0.930 n.a. 0.940 0.941 0.788 0.632 0.782 n.a.
1996 0.998 1.662 n.a. 0.916 n.a. 0.979 1.010 0.859 0.685 0.811 n.a.
1997 0.957 1.443 n.a. 0.960 na. 0.936 1.022 0.933 0.745 0.852 n.a.
1998 1.018 1.275 n.a. 0.965 n.a. 1.016 0.938 0.990 0.801 0.900 n.a.
1999 0.964 1.148 n.a. 0.946 n.a. 1.062 1.020 1.028 0.887 0.952 n.a.
2000 1.000 1.000 n.a. 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 n.a.
2001 1.308 0.817 n.a. 0.993 0.959 0.947 0.957 1.018 1.091 0.998 n.a.
2002 1.554 0.710 n.a. 1.041 1.062 0.953 1.000 1.053 1.273 1.104 na.
2003 1.642 0.633 na. 1.017 1.101 0.954 1.055 1.085 1.409 1.174 n.a.
2004 1.587 0.570 n.a. 1.078 1.260 0913 1.124 1.120 1.493 1.267 n.a.
2005 1.648 0.514 na. 1.130 1.059 0.918 1.139 1.189 1.559 1.301 n.a.
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1975 1.200 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.556 n.a. 1.478 0.661 0.708 n.a. n.a.
1976 1.177 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.566 0.643 1.540 0.670 0.749 n.a. n.a.
1977 1.154 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.577 0.670 1.446 0.690 0.742 n.a. n.a.
1978 1.164 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.598 0.679 1.318 0.705 0.731 n.a. n.a.
1979 1.146 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.595 0.704 1.070 0.734 0.716 n.a. n.a.
1980 1.125 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.604 0.757 1.061 0.765 0.680 n.a. n.a.
1981 1.093 n.a. 0.435 n.a. 0.554 0.873 0.915 0.774 0.677 n.a. n.a.
1982 1.057 n.a. 0.438 n.a. 0.602 0.834 0.884 0.775 0.670 n.a. n.a.
1983 1.026 n.a. 0.449 na. 0.612 0.836 0.998 0.782 0.697 n.a. n.a.
1984 0.994 n.a. 0.481 n.a. 0.626 0.850 1.037 0.801 0.735 n.a. n.a.
1985 0.950 n.a. 0.495 n.a. 0.649 0.855 0.973 0.827 0.728 n.a. n.a.
1986 0.896 n.a. 0.507 n.a. 0.672 0.940 0.835 0.842 0.762 n.a. n.a.
1987 0.867 n.a. 0.542 n.a. 0.689 0.910 0.764 0.860 0.803 n.a. 0.541
1988 0.849 n.a. 0.574 n.a. 0.709 0.953 0.720 0.893 0.851 n.a. 0.574
1989 0.846 n.a. 0.616 n.a. 0.743 1.028 0.751 0.913 0.863 n.a. 0.628
1990 0.850 n.a. 0.652 n.a. 0.752 1.077 0.791 0.924 0.877 n.a. 0.660
1991 0.860 n.a. 0.683 na. 0.724 1.095 0.841 0.942 0.887 n.a. 0.719
1992 0.877 n.a. 0.714 n.a. 0.746 1.133 0.881 0.955 0.901 n.a. 0.778
1993 0.888 0.841 0.745 n.a. 0.774 1.144 0.875 0.959 0.910 n.a. 0.836
1994 0.899 0.805 0.787 n.a. 0.793 1.135 0.885 0.971 0.926 n.a. 0.895
1995 0.910 0.817 0.825 1.004 0.839 1.157 0.912 0.987 0.956 n.a. 0.956
1996 0.907 0.883 0.860 1.004 0.870 1.150 0.949 1.002 0.968 n.a. 0.933
1997 0.918 0.881 0.916 0.976 0.913 1.137 0.986 1.001 0.973 n.a. 1.003
1998 0.938 0.826 0.940 1.040 0.958 0.952 0.984 0.983 0.958 n.a. 0.980
1999 0.966 0.923 0.964 1.084 1.013 0.923 0.994 0.988 0.984 n.a. 0.986
2000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 n.a. 1.000
2001 1.034 0.943 0.991 1.030 1.057 1.033 1.025 1.013 1.007 n.a. 0.990
2002 1.064 0.866 1.003 1.071 1.100 1.093 1.065 1.029 1.043 n.a. 1.029
2003 1.090 0.765 1.011 1.070 1.165 1.179 1.084 1.037 1.057 n.a. 1.029
2004 1.124 0.699 1.032 1.077 1.245 1.167 1.097 1.033 1.043 n.a. 1.060
2005 1.168 0.735 1.052 1.091 1.333 1.267 1.132 1.048 1.052 n.a. 1.116
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1975 n.a. n.a. n.a. 1.106 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.812 n.a.
1976 n.a. n.a. n.a. 1.205 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.825 n.a.
1977 n.a. n.a. n.a. 1.178 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.828 n.a.
1978 n.a. n.a. n.a. 1.096 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.424 0.837 n.a.
1979 n.a. n.a. n.a. 1.144 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.432 0.839 n.a.
1980 n.a. n.a. n.a. 1.201 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.428 0.836 n.a.
1981 n.a. n.a. n.a. 171 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.441 0.841 n.a.
1982 n.a. n.a. n.a. 1.186 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.486 0.839 n.a.
1983 n.a. n.a. n.a. 1.139 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.516 0.864 n.a.
1984 n.a. n.a. n.a. 1.002 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.526 0.865 n.a.
1985 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.939 n.a. n.a. 0.835 n.a. 0.576 0.867 n.a.
1986 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.944 n.a. n.a. 0.883 n.a. 0.612 0.875 n.a.
1987 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.962 n.a. n.a. 0.819 n.a. 0.657 0.864 n.a.
1988 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.979 n.a. n.a. 0.917 n.a. 0.704 0.875 n.a.
1989 n.a. n.a. n.a. 1.009 n.a. n.a. 1.017 n.a. 0.727 0.880 n.a.
1990 n.a. 1.054 n.a. 1.010 n.a. 0.869 1.121 0.886 0.629 0.884 n.a.
1991 n.a. 1.070 na. 1.019 n.a. 0.904 1.077 091 0.662 0.894 n.a.
1992 n.a. 1.089 n.a. 0.993 n.a. 0.904 1.146 0.941 0.704 0.916 n.a.
1993 n.a. 1.113 n.a. 0.992 n.a. 0.897 1114 0.982 0.730 0.916 n.a.
1994 n.a. 1.113 n.a. 0.983 n.a. 0.867 1.212 1.030 0.739 0.919 n.a.
1995 0.804 1.107 n.a. 0.991 n.a. 0.922 1.190 1.082 0.746 0.916 n.a.
1996 0.841 1.086 n.a. 0.955 n.a. 0912 1.237 1.126 0.769 0.933 n.a.
1997 0.953 1.080 na. 0.995 na. 0.989 1.146 1.154 0.828 0.954 n.a.
1998 0.928 1.056 n.a. 0.981 n.a. 0.980 1.028 1.159 0.876 0.969 n.a.
1999 0918 1.037 na. 0.971 na. 0.966 0.972 1.132 0.941 0.988 n.a.
2000 1.000 1.000 n.a. 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 n.a.
2001 1.010 0.929 n.a. 1.179 0.878 0.934 0.970 1.018 1.080 1.021 n.a.
2002 1.000 0913 n.a. 1.230 0.901 0.886 0.991 1.033 1.144 1.036 n.a.
2003 0.959 0.927 n.a. 1.254 0.919 0.955 0.978 1.042 1.211 1.062 n.a.
2004 0.972 0.905 n.a. 1.330 0.950 1.048 0.994 1.063 1.263 1.086 n.a.
2005 1.049 0.907 n.a. 1.348 1.054 1.061 1.010 1.098 1.345 1.103 n.a.
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Labor Productivity by Industry: Other Services

Unit: Index (Year 2000 = 1.0)

-E i} (1]

E e S &)

5 5 E K

(- (&) - =
1975 0.783 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.787 n.a. 2.386 1.002 0.487 n.a. n.a.
1976 0.709 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.821 2.174 2.303 0.970 0.504 n.a. n.a.
1977 0.875 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.850 2.484 2.066 0.958 0.512 n.a. n.a.
1978 0913 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.821 2.494 1.642 0.991 0.501 n.a. n.a.
1979 1.222 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.763 1.610 1.279 1.021 0.505 n.a. n.a.
1980 0.957 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.818 1.196 0.637 1.018 0.483 n.a. n.a.
1981 0.951 n.a. 0.596 n.a. 0.758 1.208 0.605 1.057 0.458 n.a. n.a.
1982 0.965 n.a. 0.596 n.a. 0.721 0.900 1.055 1.047 0.542 n.a. n.a.
1983 0.946 n.a. 0.634 na. 0.727 0.927 1.126 0.994 0.659 n.a. n.a.
1984 0.971 n.a. 0.696 n.a. 0.728 0.963 0.906 1.006 0.620 n.a. n.a.
1985 0.970 n.a. 0.729 n.a. 0.741 0.901 0.897 1.047 0.638 n.a. n.a.
1986 0.878 n.a. 0.769 n.a. 0.754 0.485 0.843 1.069 0.670 n.a. n.a.
1987 0.853 n.a. 0.795 n.a. 0.765 0.621 0.907 1.133 0.719 n.a. 1.069
1988 0.839 n.a. 0.816 n.a. 0.806 0.671 0.863 1.174 0.738 n.a. 1.147
1989 0.828 n.a. 0.820 na. 0.833 1.090 0.883 1.196 0.775 n.a. 1.000
1990 0.834 n.a. 0.816 n.a. 0.883 1.016 1.019 1.266 0.812 n.a. 0.931
1991 0.816 n.a. 0.816 na. 0.880 0.968 1.103 1.231 0.796 n.a. 0.917
1992 0.829 n.a. 0.866 n.a. 0.878 0.984 1.092 1.182 0.750 n.a. 0.925
1993 0.844 0.977 0.865 n.a. 0.865 0911 1.105 1.141 0.815 n.a. 0.902
1994 0.870 1.020 0.839 n.a. 0.893 0.810 1.017 1.077 0.825 n.a. 0.952
1995 0.899 1.052 0.830 0.663 0913 0.875 0.979 1.009 0.840 n.a. 111
1996 0.916 1.054 0.889 0.752 0.901 0.939 0.980 1.014 0.882 n.a. 1.044
1997 0.929 1.037 0.968 0.717 0.952 0.870 0.974 0.995 0.893 n.a. 0.967
1998 0.951 0.989 0.996 0.781 0.969 0.889 1.013 1.005 1.048 n.a. 0.981
1999 0.973 1.022 0.998 0.875 0.994 0.879 0.978 1.010 1.067 n.a. 1.033
2000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 n.a. 1.000
2001 1.022 0.795 1.024 0.805 0.992 0.831 0.847 1.018 1.057 n.a. 0.944
2002 1.028 0.802 1.052 0.746 1.038 0.827 0.808 1.013 1.001 n.a. 0.933
2003 1.019 0.706 1.055 0.699 1.096 0.862 0.821 0.997 1.023 n.a. 0.933
2004 1.044 0.626 1.062 1.059 1.189 0.713 0.798 1.055 1.054 n.a. 1.014
2005 1.071 0.631 1.013 1.371 1.271 0.816 0.779 1.073 1.076 n.a. 1.004
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1975 n.a. n.a. n.a. 1.261 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 1.543 n.a.
1976 n.a. n.a. n.a. 1.573 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 1.545 n.a.
1977 n.a. n.a. n.a. 1.674 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 1.454 n.a.
1978 n.a. n.a. n.a. 1.587 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.520 1.333 n.a.
1979 n.a. n.a. n.a. 1.658 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.499 1.253 n.a.
1980 n.a. n.a. n.a. 1.633 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.578 1.275 n.a.
1981 n.a. n.a. n.a. 1.808 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.520 1.274 n.a.
1982 n.a. n.a. n.a. 1.902 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.472 1.333 n.a.
1983 n.a. n.a. n.a. 1.666 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.489 1.361 n.a.
1984 n.a. n.a. n.a. 1.284 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.454 1.265 n.a.
1985 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.983 n.a. n.a. 0.897 n.a. 0.478 1.214 n.a.
1986 n.a. n.a. n.a. 1.071 n.a. n.a. 1.122 n.a. 0.509 1.209 n.a.
1987 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0914 n.a. n.a. 0.862 n.a. 0.570 1.205 n.a.
1988 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.867 n.a. n.a. 0.984 n.a. 0.591 1.182 n.a.
1989 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.936 n.a. n.a. 1.174 n.a. 0.545 1.179 n.a.
1990 n.a. 5.132 n.a. 0917 n.a. 0.890 1.179 0.416 0.548 1.183 n.a.
1991 n.a. 4.441 na. 0.777 n.a. 0.883 1.005 0.456 0.586 1.270 n.a.
1992 n.a. 3.609 n.a. 0.814 n.a. 0.892 0.954 0.505 0.662 1.312 n.a.
1993 n.a. 3.083 n.a. 0.804 n.a. 0.922 0.989 0.574 0.681 1.296 n.a.
1994 n.a. 2.654 n.a. 0.835 n.a. 1.151 0.915 0.656 0.741 1.244 na.
1995 0.719 2.343 n.a. 0.860 n.a. 0.880 0.874 0.745 0.799 1.212 n.a.
1996 0.760 1.986 n.a. 0.741 n.a. 0.886 0.831 0.840 0.845 1.169 n.a.
1997 0.786 1.607 n.a. 0.800 n.a. 0.885 0.763 0.928 0.857 1.127 n.a.
1998 0.826 1.372 n.a. 0.826 n.a. 0.953 0.881 0.987 0.969 1.083 n.a.
1999 0.860 1.213 na. 0.827 n.a. 0.991 1.027 1.052 0.985 1.034 n.a.
2000 1.000 1.000 n.a. 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 n.a.
2001 1.109 0.887 n.a. 0.792 1.979 1.041 0.953 0.895 1.034 0.987 n.a.
2002 0.907 0.778 n.a. 0.820 1.853 1.160 0.953 0.834 1.060 1.002 n.a.
2003 0.747 0.652 n.a. 0.808 1.795 1.143 0.947 0.805 1.166 1.003 n.a.
2004 0.852 0.564 n.a. 0.856 1.741 1.164 0.916 0.803 1.198 0.974 n.a.
2005 0.772 0.505 n.a. 0.891 1.179 1.153 0.946 0.787 1.262 0.936 n.a.




APO Productivity Databook 2008

DATA SOURCES

Most of the country data in this report have been
prepared by national experts of the countries under
study. (A list of the national experts is presented in
Section 1.3.) GDP and industry GDP are based on the
System of National Accounts estimated in each
country. Population and employment data have
been constructed using certain statistics listed in the
following table. For those countries where primary
statistics were unavailable, we refer to the publica-
tions from which data have been taken (e.g., statisti-
cal yearbooks).

There are three reference countries, for which the
authors collected data. The data source of China is

the website of the National Bureau of Statistics of
China (http://www.stats.gov.cn/), without the
authors” own adjustments. In this publication, the
data source for the EU15 and the U.S. in the whole
economy comparisons is the OECD, National
Accounts of OECD Countries, Main Aggregates. The
data source for the U.S. in the industry comparisons
is the website of the Bureau of Economic Analysis
(http://www.bea.gov/).

The EU15 covers Austria, Belgium, Denmark,
Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy,
Luxemburg, the Netherlands, Portugal, Spain,
Sweden, and the U.K.

Population Employment

Bangladesh Population Census, Sample Vital Registration Labor Force Survey, Populations Census, Census of
System Report Manufacturing Industries

Cambodia Population Census, Inter-Census Population Socio-Economic Survey, Labor Force Survey
Survey

ROC Statistical Yearbook of the Republic of China, Yearbook of Manpower Survey Statistics in ROC
ROC Statistical Data Book Area, ROC Statistical Data Book

Fiji Census of Fiji Employment and Unemployment Surveys

India Census of India Census of India

Indonesia Statistical Yearbook of Indonesia Labor Force Survey

Iran National Accounts Main Aggregates Database Annual Economic Reports

Japan Population Census, Population Estimates Labor Force Survey, System of National Accounts

Korea Population Projections for Korea The Economically Active Population Survey

Malaysia Malaysia Economic Statistics-Time Series, Annual |Economic Report Various issues, Malaysia
National Product and Expenditure Accounts Economic Statistics-Time Series, Labor Force

Survey

Mongolia Mongolian Statistical Yearbook Mongolian Statistical Yearbook

Nepal National Accounts of Nepal Population Census

Philippines Census of Population and Housing, Mid-Decade | Labor Force Survey
Census of Population

Singapore Census of Population Labor Force Survey

Sri Lanka Population Census Labor Force Survey

Thailand Population Projection Labor Force Survey, Year Book of Labor Statistics

Vietnam Vietnam’s Economy 1955-2000 Vietnam’s Economy 1955-2000




About the APO

MISSION

The Asian Productivity Organization (APO) was
established on 11 May 1961 as a regional intergov-
ernmental organization. Its mission is to contribute
to the socioeconomic development of Asia and the
Pacific through enhancing productivity. The APO is
nonpolitical, nonprofit, and nondiscriminatory.

MEMBERSHIP

APO members are: Bangladesh, Cambodia, Republic
of China, Fiji, Hong Kong, India, Indonesia, Islamic
Republic of Iran, Japan, Republic of Korea, Lao PDR,
Malaysia, Mongolia, Nepal, Pakistan, Philippines,
Singapore, Sri Lanka, Thailand, and Vietnam.

KEY ROLES

The APO seeks to realize its objective by playing the
roles of think tank, catalyst, regional adviser, institu-
tion builder, and clearinghouse for productivity
information.

ORGANIZATION

The supreme organ of the APO is the Governing
Body. It comprises one Director from each member
country designated by their respective governments.
The Governing Body decides on policies and strate-
gies of APO programs and approves its budgets,
finances, and matters relating to membership.

Each member country designates a national body to
be its national productivity organization (NPO).
NPOs are either agencies of the government or statu-
tory bodies entrusted with the task of spearheading

About the APO

the productivity movement in their respective coun-
tries. They serve as the official bodies to liaise with
the APO Secretariat and to implement APO projects
hosted by their governments.

The Secretariat, based in Tokyo, Japan, is the execu-
tive arm of the APO. It is headed by the Secretary-
General. The Secretariat carries out the decisions,
policy directives, and annual programs approved by
the Governing Body. It also facilitates cooperative
relationships with other international organizations,
governments, and private institutions.

The APO Secretariat has four functional depart-
ments: Administration and Finance, Research and
Planning, Industry, and Agriculture.

PROGRAMS AND ACTIVITIES

APO’s programs cover the industry, service and
agriculture sectors, with special focus on socioeco-
nomic development, small industry development,
human resources management, productivity mea-
surement and analysis, knowledge management,
production and technology management, informa-
tion technology, development of NPOs, green pro-
ductivity, integrated community development,
agribusiness, agricultural development and policies,
resources and technology, and agricultural market-
ing and institutions.

Its activities include researches, forums, conferences,
study meetings, workshops, training courses, semi-
nars, observational study missions, and demonstra-
tion projects.





