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Introduction

. Sources of Trade Liberalization Among ASEAN Nations

Before the Bogor Declaration on November 15, 1994, a draft was
formerly delivered to each member country of the Asia Pacific
Economic Cooperation (APEC) on November 1,

1994 . Tre most important
part of the Declaration was the cone in No. &:

With respect to our objective of enhancing trade and
investment in Asia Pacific, we agree to adopt the long-term goal of
free and open trade and investment in Asia Pacific. This goal will
be pursued promptly by further reduciig barriers to trade and
investment and by promoting the free flow of goods, services and
capital among our economies. We will achieve this goal in a GATT-
consistent manner and believe our actions will ke a powerful

impetus for further liberalization at the multilateral level to
which we remain fully committed.

We further agree to announce our commitment to complete the
achievement of our goal of free and open trade and investment in
Asia Pacific no later than the year 2020. The pace of
implementation will take into account the differing levels of
economic development among APEC Economies, with the industrialized
economies and newly industrializing economies achieving the goal of

free and open trade and investment no later than the year 2010 and
developing economies no later than the year 2020.

We wish to emphasize our strong opposition to the creation of
and inward-looking trading bloc the would divert from the pursuit
of global free trade. We are determined to pursue free and open
trade and investment IiIn Asia and Pacific in a manner that will
encourage and strengthen trade and investment liberalization in the
world as a whole. Thus, the outcome of trade and investment in Asia
and Pacific will not be the actual reduction of barriers among APEC
economies. In this respect we will give particular attention to our
-trade with non-APEC developing economies to ensure that they will

also benefit from our trade and investment liberalization, in
conformity with GATT/WIO provision.

The most important part contains in the second paragraph
setting the date for complete trade liberalization for all APEC
members. The draft was prepared by the host country, Indonesia, who
refused to make significant changes. In the actual Declaration,
only one change was made by replacing the phrase "industrialized
economies and newly 1industrializing economies" to that of
"industrialized economies" (Mcbeth an Kulkani, 1994, p. 15).

The move to set the definite time for complete trade
liberalization was strongly opposed by Malaysia and China for two

different reasons. Malaysia was wary of Washingtor using APEC as a
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political tcol against the European Union. China was concernad that
too drastic a liberalization of trade could lead to bankruptcies of
domestic small businesses (Asahi, 1994). But Indconesian President
Suharto, the host of the summit, persuaded them to change their
mind. After the Declaration was made, at the end of APEC
ministerial meeting, Datuk Seri Rafidah Aziz, Malaysia's
representative announced her intention for Malaysia to host the
1998 APEC's summit (Mcbeth and Kulkani, 1994, p. 14). The sign
indicated Malaysia's approval of the Declaration, finally.

" Doubt has been cast of whether President Suharto was fully
aware of the implication of the Bogor's Declaration on future
development on his own Indonesian economy, as he urged members of
the APEC especially the indecisive ones to sign. To answer this
question in a more systematic manner not just only for Indonesia
but for all member™ of the Association of South East Asian Nations
(ASEAN), at least three related issues must be investigated. They
are development approach, rapid increase in t foreign direct
investment (FDI), and restructuring of industries.

Development Approach: The issue is whether each nation in the
region will benefit more from complete trade liberalization or the
right mix between perfect competition and government intervention.
There has been a long debate on this issue among most ASEAN
nations. Consensus of most nations, except for both Singapore and
Brunei Darussalam who favor trade liberalization from almost the
very beginning, was for the right mix. Indonesia and to some extent
the Philippines stood more strongly against complete trade
liberalization. Malaysia and Thailand were on the side of pushing
a little more for rapid pace of the liberalization. It should be
brought to additional notice that when Malaysia had the tendency to
oppose the draft of the Declaration, she was not against the trade
liberalization but more against her perception of excessive
influences over the ASEAN by the United States. The fact that
Indonesia took the lead in pushing for trade liberalization during
the Bogor's summit in November 1994, implies that she too was ready
for it.

Rapid Increase in Foreign Direct Investment (FDI): Direct
foreign investment especially from Japan started pouring in the
region in significant amount, right after the Plaza Accord in
September 1985 resulting. in steep appreciation of the yen. The
timing coincided with the economic downturn in the region in 1985.
The situation 1led -the policy-makers in ASEAN to seek for
alternatives in their development strategies by exporting more to
the United States, Japan and Europe, and to look more closely at
the potential of the ASEAN market (Rieger, 1986, p. 58). At the
same time Japan was looking for opportunity to move some of her
production bases overseas for cheaper costs in order to enhance her
competitive edge crippled by strong yen. ASEAN has been  one of the

- most favorite regions for Japanese investors for many reasons.
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Among them were low cost, not so strong currency and the
acquisition of the General System of Preferences (GPS) provided by
the United States (Yaptenco, 1993a, p. 1).

Land and labor costs and intermediate products in the region
were low for Japanese investors. According to Fortune magazine in
October, 19S%2, quoted by Domingo (1993, p. 4), while average daily
compensation for Japan was 14.41 U.S. dollar, the rate for
Singapore, Malaysia, Philippines, and Indonesia were, 4.38, 1.19,
0.42 and 0.40 U.S. dollar, respectively. Also, with the exception
of Singapore, the currency in the region was not as strong as that
of Taiwan and Korea. As a result, direct fcreign investment from
Japan increased sharply. While direct foreign investment from Japan
in 1984 and 1985 were, 10,155 and 12,127 million U.S. dollar,
respectively, the figures jumped to .7»,320, 33,364, and 47,022
million U.S. dollar in 1986, 1987 and 1988 accordingly. The peak
was in 1989, with the amount of 67,540 million U.S. dollar (MITI,
1992). From ASEAN side, since 1985, investment from Japan has
either ranked first of second in their investment sources (Atienza,
1995).

Japan invested heavily in ASEAN countries. With the exception
of Singapore, Japan transferred industries no longer competitive at
home to ASEAN. The huge inflow of Japanese investment in chemicals,
metal products, electrical and electronic products, machinery and
transport equipment diverted some ASEAN labor from unskilled labor-
intensive light industries. According to a study by the Center for
Pacific Business Studies of the Sakura Institute, ASEAN's
industrial competitiveness in 1986-1989 widened to include a new
edge in industries in which Japan invested heavily. Giving each
other stiff competition in these industries, each country had to be
better than the others in terms of labor productivity, lower unit
of labor costs and higher value added or contribution by labor.
Indonesia rated highest 1in 1labor productivity for the 27
manufactured products in the study. Malaysia was best in terms of
unit of labor costs, while the Philippines outranked the others in
terms of high value-added (Yaptenco, 1993b, p. 2).

In addition to rapidly stepping up direct investment into
ASEAN, Japan also served as one major outlets for their
manufacturing products. There was significant restructuring of
imports to Japan during 1985 to 1990. Manufactured imports showed
a sharp increase from 31 to over 50 per czant of total Japanese
imports (ESCAP, 1991, P. 15). In 1988, Japan was the main market
for ASEAN-4 (Indonesia, Malaysia, Philippines, Thailand) and
absorbed 25 per cent of the group's combined exports. Although, the
bulk of these exports was still accounted for by o0il and other
primary commodities (ESCAP, 1991, P.24).



As foreign direct investment (FDI) from Japan since 1986 did
provide ASEAN countries with upgraded technology in manufactured
production, improved their labor productivity, the confidence in
their ability to compete internationally was enhanced. Logically
followed, trade liberalization becomes more appealing for them.
Nonetheless, without successively restructuring of industries in
ASEAN countries, given some varying degrees in their industrial
development initially, as well as elsewhere 1in +the world,
especially among the newly industrialized economies (NIEs), Korea,
Taiwan, Hong Kong including Singapore, as well as industrialized
countries like Japan and to a certain extent the United States and
Europe, rapid increase in intra-ASEAN and external trades will nct
be possible. Trade liberalization among them has become a critical
instrument to stimulate both intra-regional and external trade for
ASEAN. -

Restructuring of Industries: Global restructuring of
industries, particularly in Japan, the NIEs and the ASEAN-4
(Indonesia, Philippines, Malaysia, and Thailand) themselves has
been instrumental for intra-regional trade within ASEAN as well as
with outside. According to the Economic and Social Commission for
Asian Pacific (ESCAP), industrial restructuring is a process of
change in industrial sector of the national economy which can take
various dimensions: changes in the value added contributions of
specific industrial sub-sector; change in ownership of industrial
enterprises; change in the size distribution of firms; change in
the degree of competition in industrial input and output markets;
changes in the inter-industry structure via linkage effects (1991,
p. 1). The ones to be emphasized more in this study are the latter
two, namely, changes in the degree of competition and changes in
the inter- industry structure.

The factors affecting relative competitiveness of different
industrial sectors are changes in real exchange rates, interest
rates and credit policy, trade policy, and domestic technological
capabilities. Of these factors, the change in competitiveness of
ASEAN is caused by changes in real exchange rates, especially those
of Japan and the NIEs, trade policy and domestic technological
capabilities. Among ASEAN nations, trade liberalization policy is
now instrumental to force greater domestic competition in order to
enhance external competition. The policy, in turn, will result in
restructuring of industries and upgrading technological
capabilities.

With the exception of Japan that already started upgrading her
technology sine the early 1950's, the Asian NIEs started from
limited endowment of natural resources had no other choice but to
start from labor intensive industries in the 1960's, while most
ASEAN nations depended primarily upon exports of their primary
products. According to the ESCAP's study, until the 1970's the
ASEAN countries. including Singapore, relied mainly on exports ct
primary commodities. During the 1970's, they also began to increase
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exports of semi-skilled labor intensive goods. The shares of these
goods, including clothing, textiles, footwear, and other light
manufactures, are still increasing in exports of ASEAN countries
(1991, p. 14).

In the 1970's, Japan already specialized in exporting human
capital-intensive and technological intensive goods. In the 1980's,
export share of these products remained high in Japan. The United
States, 1in contrast, has less comparative advantage in human
capital-intensive goods, but continues to maintain comparative
advantage 1in technological intensive sectors, especially in the
area of information and communication technology. The NIEs began to
export technological intensive gcods by the end of the 1870's and
by the late 1980's were becoming stronger competitors in the area
(ESCAP, 1991, p. 15).

Labor shortage resulting in rapid increase in wages starting
from Japan down to the NIEs is one of the main reasons for constant
upgrading o©f tachnologies in those countries. In general, the
ASEAN-4 follow the footsteps of the NIEs rather closely, taking the
advantage from the tight labor markets of the NIEs to prcduce labor
intensive manufactured products for industrialized countries, the
markets previously opened by the NIEs.

Among the ASEAN-4, Thailand took an early initiative in
implementing a number of austerity and liberalization measures to.
restore economic stability caused by the prolonged depression since
1980 as well as to deal with the balance of payment problem. One of
the swift measures was the devaluation of the baht currency from
that of 23.53 baht per one U.S. dollar in 1984 to that of 27.19
baht per one U.S. dollar in 1985, allowing freer flow of foreign
capital in order to lower domestic interest rates. As direct
foreign investment from Japan started flowing in 1986, growth rate
began to surge rapidly and reached a record of two digit rates of

13.3, 12.2, and 11.6 in 1988, 1989, and 1990, respectively (EIU,
1995a, P.13).

In case of Malaysia, following the il price increase of 1979
and 1980, the government initiated an ambitious program of infra-
structural development and investment in heavy industry with the
aim of speeding up growth to attain the New Economic Policy
objective of raising the well-being of the Bumiputras or the
indigenous Malay. Unfortunately, the sharp down turn in oil price
in 1986 added more burden to the already heavy fiscal and current
account deficits. The measures adopted by Malaysian government to
solve the problems that cause the severe economic downturn were by
the combination of cuts in government expenditures, a stepped-up
privatization program, depreciation of the ringgit, liberalization
of foreign investment code (ESCAP, 1991, p. 23). As a result,
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growth rates in Malaysia rebound to the level of 8.9, 8.7, and 9.8,
during 1988 to 1990, respectively, and remain in the rage of 8 to
9 per cent throughout the early 1990's (EIU, 1995b, p. 15).

For both the Philippines and Indonesia, heavy foreign debt
burden prevented them from liberalizing their trade at the time
both Thailand and Malaysia began their actions. Political
instability during the martial law regime of Marcos (1972-86},
hampered the situation further. However, the success demonstrated
by both Thailand and Malaysia convinced both the Philippines and
Indonesia to follow the suit in the late 1980's. For the
Philippines, the fall of Marcos followed by Aquino (1586-92) and
Ramos (1992-present) has resulted in significant change in the
ccuntry's economic policy. The Philippines has become much more
competitive and able to maintain sustained growth for her own
ec nomic viable than before. As a result, there have been some
slight difference in stage of industrial development among the
ASEAN-4.

Malaysia, because of her long political stability and being a
relatively resource rich country with smaller size of population of
19 million in 1993, take the lead, followed by Thailand. Indonesia,
another relatively rescurce rich nation but with a much larger size
of population of about 190 million in 1994, and also a long stable
government, but starting the liberalization process later, ranks
the third. The Philippines is now +trailing a little behind
currently. Slight difference in the level in industrial development
among the ASEAN-4 also stimulates intra-regional trade and
investment further. Rapid growth of the whole Asian region during
the 1980's (the average growth rate of 7 per cent during 1982-90,
in comparison with the average global rate of growth of 2.9 per
cent during the same period), together with less favorable
situation of markets in industrialized countries in the future,
resulting in the effort at expanding regional market becomes much
more worthwhile. Of course, one necessary condition among many
others for such expansion, is more trade liberalization among those
countries themselves.

Apart from the said set of logic and empirical evidences,
ASEAN. members also found out that trade liberalization among
themselves also encourage investors of transnational corporations
(TNCs). For example, Toyota Motors has its following production
networks scheme; Singapore base for overall coordination and
managem=2nt; Indonesia for gasoline engines and pressed parts,
Philippines for transmissions; Thailand for diesel engines, pressed
parts and electrical parts; Malaysia for steering gears and
electrical parts (Yaptenco, 1993a, p. 3). This vyear (1995),
Malaysia and the Philippines join hands to expand the production of
Mitsubishi's Proton Saga of the original Malaysian base to the
Philippines. Increasing trade liberalization together with the fact
of slight difference in level of industrial development among
different ASEAN nations, have made such plan and action to be
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executed with ease. Such dynamic situation also help reinforce
continual restructuring of industries among these countries.
Consequently, their competitive abilities are also continually
enhanced.

Coverage of the Study

The discussion above 1is only designed to provide quick
explanation to a seemingly contradicting but swift action taken by
President Suharto for his initiation to set a deadline for trade
liberalization for all APEC members at the Bogor summit cn November
15, 1994. Part of the explanation lies on +the ccmparative
development and trade performances of members of the ASEAN in
relation to those of the APEC. The explanation only touches on a
surface of few related "ut fundamental factors explaining how ASEAN
has come to taken the said trade liberalization stand, while the
focus of this study will be on futnre performances of ASEAN within
the APEC setting. Special emphasis will be made on the role of
foreign direct investment (FDI) on possible performance of
individual ASEAN member in the face of continual adjustment of
industrial structure among all APEC members. Some limitation on
growth prospect of members of +the ASEAN in term of energy
consumption will be also discussed.

Given the rational +trade 1liberalization and the past
performance of ASEAN economies, one would expect ASEAN to perform
well within the said APEC setting. However, before such conclusion
can be reached, one must begin with some brief historical
development of ASEAN and APEC in order to gain deeper understanding
from the said development. The two topics will be discussed in the
following two sections. The third section will discuss the existing
economic structure of each ASEAN member and its future prospect.
The following section will discuss the impact of direct foreign
investment under trade liberalization environment followed by. some
possible limitation on energy and final conclusion.

Brief Historical Development of ASEAN

History of ASEAN can be traced back to the origin of the now
defunct organizations of the South East Asia Treaty Organization
(SEATO) initiated by the United States during the Manila conference
on September 6-8, 1954, fopllowed by the Association of Southeast
Asia (ASA) in August, 196%1. The former was designed for both
military and economic cooperation between the United States and
some Southeast Asian nations especially the Philippines, Malaysia
and Thailand against the expansion of communism into the region.
Since both Thailand and the Philippines were already military
allies of the United States, the SEATO was not very active and was
finally scrapped in favor of the new bilateral deifense treaty
between the United States and Thailand Kknown as Thanat-Rusk
Agreement in 1962. In order to keep closer tie with the anti-
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communist neighbors, in absence of the SEATO, the ASA was organized
in Bangkok (Puntasen and Chenvidyakarn, 1988, p.60). Its members
were Malaysia, the Philippines, and Thailand. Its focus was on
economic, social, cultural, scientific, and administrative concerns
(Palmer and Reckford, 1987, p. 6). i

ASA activities were hindered by its limited membership and the
exacerbation of Malayan and Philippines relations that took place

in 1963 over the Philippines claim to North Borneo (Sabah). The
formaticn of Malaysia in 1963, by the inclusion of the former
British possessions 1in Borneo-Sabah and Sarawak - 1ed to a

deterioration of Malaysian relations with Indonesia. President
Sukarno of Indonesia then launched his campaign on Crush Malaysia.
During 1963-65, Thanat Khoman the Thai foreign minister then had
sought to mediate both the Malaysia-Philirine Sabah dispute and
the Malaysia-Indonesia confrontation. After Marcos was elected as
the President of the Philippines in 1965 and the swift reduction of
Sukarno after the failure of the attempt coup in Indonesia later in
the same vyear, the two conflicts were subsided (Palmer and
Reckford, 1987, p. 7).

The subsidence of conflicts gave rise to the resumption of
cooperation among these countries. As a result, ASEAN was formed by
the Bangkok Declaration of August 8, 1967, signed by foreign
ministers of Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore and
Thailand. Brunei became the sixth member in February 1984. Vietnam
became seventh member on July 28, 1995. Laos and Cambodia now
receiving observer status. Myanmar, after the military dictatorial
regime of the State Law and Order Restoration Council (SLORC)
released the democratic leader of Aung San Suu Kyi after being
placed under house arrest more than 6 years, will be expected to
gain an observer status next year. Both Laos and Cambodia are
expected to gain full membership status in 1997. It can be
anticipated that ASEAN will finally has ten members in the near
future.

A Road Towards Trade liberalization

Among the broadly stated of seven aims and purposes set forth
in the declaration, three of them will be reiterated here:

- To accelerate the economic growth, social progress, and
cultural development in the region through joint endeavors
in the spirit of equality and partnership 1in order to
strengthen the foundation for a prosperous and peaceful
community of Southeast Asian nations;

- To promcote active collaboration and mutual assistance on

matters of common interest in the economic, social,
cultural, technical, scientific, anc administrative,
field;



- To collaborate more effectively for the greater utilization
of their agriculture and industries, the expansion of their
trade, including the study of the problems of international
commodity trade, the improvement of their transportation and
communication facilities, and the raising of the living
standards of their people;

Not iike its predecessors c¢f beth the SEATO and ASA, the ASEAN
appears to stress more on economic cooperation especially throygh
the expansion of trade. In spite of the determination of the ASEAN
leaders at the promotion of intra-regional trade, not much progress
was made until after 1985. This can be shown by the figures of
percentage of trade flow out of and into each ASEAN country.

Intra-Regional Trade Flows among ASEAN Nations (1975-85) "
Unit: per cent B

1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1983

Indonesia

Exports to ASEAN 10.1 &
Imports from ASEAN 8.4
Malaysia

Exports to ASEAN 23.7 21, 185 18.0 195 21.7 255 289 278 259 26.1
Imports from ASEAN 15.0 141 144 141 143 162 177 196 19.6 195 229
Philippine

Exports to ASEAN 2.7 3.1 40 60 4.1 64 71 71 7.0 97 114
Imports from ASEAN 4.7 6.4 62 54 56 59 64 63 82 11.6 142
Singapore

Exports o ASEAN 145 139 135 122 129 151 17.1 246 26.7 293 243
Imports from ASEAN 199 22,0 233 229 250 235 207 236 245 223 204
Thailand

Exports to ASEAN 166 16,6 175 152 165 160 144 152 137 141 144
Imports from ASEAN 2.7 3.3 42 57 7.4 9.5 99 11.7 13.9 13.7 14.6

tn

103 124 138 113 111 1535 162 114 108
13.8 9.2 11.0 119 124 191 14.0 103

b
"
)
ot
2

r—

Source: sahathavan Meyanathan and Ismail Haron, 1987, "Asean Trade Co-operation: A

Survey of the Issues”, in Noordin Sopiee, Chew Lay See, Lim Siang Jin, eds.,
ASEAN at the Crossrcads, Institute of Strategic and International Studies
(IS1s) Malaysia, Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia, pp. 46-52.

It can be observed from the table above that there was closer
trade relations Dbetween exports from Malaysia and imports of
Singapore. Most of them were primary products. Also, exports from
Thailand to the rest of the region were much higher than the
imports basically because Thailand exported rice to most countries
but bought only little from them during the 1970's. The Philippines
had little trade relations with the whole region until the early

1980's. Major obstacle stemmed from basic structures of most ASEAN
economies.



Major Obstacles Against Trade Liberalization

As already pointed out in their separate studies by Wong
(1979, p. 38) and Tan (1987, »n. 66), namely, with the exception of
Singapore most countries pursued the development strategy of
import-substitution whereby protection of domestic industries was
deemed to be necessary. At the same time th=2ir economic structures
were competitive rather than complementary. As a result, the
agreement on ASEAN Preferential Trading Arrangement (PTA) signed in
February 24, 1977, was not very effective (Tin, 1987, pp. 57-58)
because the margin of preferences offered was.too low, in some case
the offer served no practical purpose, and long list of sensitive
items excluded from the PTA. Such half-heartily committed to more
trade liberalization by most ASEAN members then reflected the
nature of their economic structures discussed earlier.

In spite of the difficulty resulted from their economic
structure against closer economic cooperation, members of ASEAN did
try very hard to achieve the set of aims and purposes discussed
above. Two years after its inception, the Foreign Ministers of
ASEAN commissioned a study of economic co-operation in ASEAN to be
conducted by the Department of Economic and Social Affairs of the
United Nations in collaboration with the Economic Commission for
Asia and Far East (ECAFE), the Food and Agriculture Organization
(FAO) and UNCTAD. The report was completed in 1972 and was used as
a blueprint for economic cooperation among the ASEAN nations. The
report presented many ideas and proposals that were later adopted
by ASEAN nations, including such suggestions as trade
liberalization through selective or product-by-product tariff
negotiations, package deal arrangements for large industrial
projects and financial cooperation (Castro, 1980, p. 54).

Internal Pressure on Trade Liberalization

Because of the said intrinsic nature of their economic
structures with the exception of Singapore, in spite of their great
efforts, little was achieved in the way of economic cooperation
among ASEAN nations. Naturally, Prime Minister Lee Kuan Yew of
Singapore became less patience when the time was coincided with the
cease-fire negotiations between Vietnam and the United States,
after her full escalation into the Vietnam war since 1964. His main
concern at that time was that there would eventually be some shift
in power balance among the supper powers, and ASEAN should be ready
for it, by cooperating more closely for strengthening and expanding
their national economies with a view to increase the economic and
political stability of the regicn (Palmer and Reckford, 1987, p.
40).

Other pressure on speeding up the process of trade
liberalization among ASEAN nations came from private sectors.

Actual activities on intra-regional trade and investment must be
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finally taken by private sectors. It is a well known fact that
private sectors, has always been instrumental in business and
industrial development in most ASEAN economies. ILstablished in
1972, the ASEAN Chamber of Commerce and Industry (CCI) has always
been representing private sectors in its cooperation in trade and
industry. The ASEAN-CCI has several working groups that cooperate
among themselves and work with ASEAN trade and industry officials
(Akrasanee, 1987, p. 104).

The fact that trade liberalization and industrial cooperation,
where percepticns of national interests are most positively engaged
was painfully slow progress, the ASEAN-CCI was impatient with what
it views as official tardiness and lack of political will <o
cooperate meaningfully since 1976 (Chng, 1985, p. 31). By May 1980,
ASEAN-CC™ had petitioned the economic ministers to be permitted to
attend meétings of the five ASEAN economic committees. The economic
ministers agreed to this request at their May 29-30 meeting. By
that time the ministers already agreed among themselves to explore
approaches that would strengthen the cooperation. The expert task
force was recommended to be set up to undertake an in-dept
assessment of the organization.

Anand Panyarachun, the president of the ASEAN-CCI at that
time, was appointed as the task force chairman. Its report was
presented at the 1983 foreign ministers ministerial meeting in
Bangkok. Some high lights of the report are as follow: In the area
of trade cooperation, the report recommended that items in the
preferential tariff exclusion lists should be kept to the minimum.
On industrial cooperation, the report recommended free imports and
exports of raw materials for ASEAN Industrial Projects (AIP). As
for the AIP, the approval process should be streamlined and speeded
up, and that a zero tariff rate be established. In the area of
finance and banking, the report recommended a liberal policy to
enable more commercial banks of ASEAN countries to operate in
member countries. As expected, the task force's report was not well
received by the ASEAN foreign ministers (Palmer and Reckford, 1987,
pp. 111-16).

Nevertheless, some pressure on closer economic cocperation and
trade 1liberalization on part of the private sectors had been
exerted on the ASEAN ministers. O0Of course, the real conflict
stemmed from the fact that existing economic structure of each
ASEAN country was not in a ready position to accommodate more trade
liberalization. Interesting development took place in 1992 after
direct foreign investment from Japan started pouring into the
region since 1986, accompanied by restructuring of industries
discussed earlier. The time was coincided with that of the
premiership of Anand Panyarachun, the former president of ASEAN-CCI
in 1982 and the chairman of the expert task force appointed by
ASEAN ministers in 1983, who became the Prime Minister of Thailand
since early 1991.
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During the economic minister meeting in Kuala Lumpur in
October 1991, Thailand already propose the idea cof ASEAN Free Trade
Area (AFTA) in order for the region to turn to be a free trade area
within a specified time. During the fourth summit on 27-28,
January, 1992 held in Singapore, the ASEAN heads of government
committed to set up an ASEAN free trade area within 15 vyears
beginning from January 1, 1993. "What we have achieved here during
the past two days 1s more than just building on our past successes.
We have enlarged the vision of what ASEAN is all about,"” said Thai
Prime Minister Anand Panyarachun (Vatikiotis, 1992, p. 10). His
effort to move ASEAN on the path of trade liberalization during
1982-83 finally bore the fruit.

Also not insignificance has been good prospect of sub-regional
development. Several growth suk’: -regional areas have been envisaged.
Among them 1is the growth trlangle involved Singapore, Jahor in
Malaysia and the Riau Province of Indonesia. The second triangle
comprises northern Sumatra in Indonesia, the northern state of
Malaysia and southern Thailand. Yet, the other quadrangle involves
Mindanoa in the Philippines, eastern Indonesia, eastern Malaysia
and Brunei (Atienza, 1995). These sub-regional areas cannot be
effectively developed without sufficient degree of trade
liberalization among countries involved. Local Chamber of Commerce
and Industries in each country keep pushing local government
official to take positive actions in the area where the gain from
mutual cooperation is rather obvious. These actions alsc amount to
another source of internal pressure for quickening the process of
trade liberalization in ASEAN.

Pressure from Outside

After the rapid surge of FDI from Japan into the region since
the second half of the 1980's, and more political stability in the
Philippines after the presidency of Corazon Aquino in 1986,
followed by continual restructuring of industries in the region,
ASEAN was more ready for regional trade liberalization than any
time before. Additional pressures from outside only result in
hastening process of +the development. Among them were the
establishment of the European Union (EU) into single market on
January 1, 1993, the expediency development of a North American
Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) on 12 August, 1992 and rapid increase
of direct foreign investment to China since the beginning of the
1990's. o

A single market in Europe has created a general fear among
ASEAN members that their opportunities for further penetration into
the market would be greatly reduced. The countries must prepare to
enlarge the intra-regional market among themselves. The flows of
FDI into the region from Europe would be diminished, if the market
was only limited to that of the host country, and exports that must
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finally encounter some forms of trade barrier from importing
countries or regions. In order to overcome such clearly foreseen
dangers, trade liberalization within the ASEAN region was the only
solution.

NAFTA also presented some threats to ASEAN from slightly
different angles. One of the three founding members was Mexico
whose economic structure was in direct competition with most of
ASEAN members with the exception of Singapore and Brunei. The
crucial element in NAFTA for Asian producers was not that tariffs
against products from the rest of the world would rise under the
new agreement. They would stay the same, while tariffs inside North
America would fall. They concerned more about the ragulations of
"country of origin" (Awanohara, Rowley and Paisley, 1992, p. 50).
Country-of-origin regulations refer to requirementsﬁ;hat must be
met in order to qualify as local content in the NAFTA area. Motor
vehicles and electronic products, and textiles will be subjected to
country~-of-origin requirements under NAFTA than under the current
U.S.~-Canada Free Trade Agreement for the benefit of Mexico (Naito,
1993, p. 9).

The implication of such regulation is to force relocation of
the said three industries into relatively cheaper labor cost of
Mexico. At the same time, it will prevent exporting parts of the
products from other third countries with similar to, or cheaper
labor cost than Mexico. This will in tern encourage the diversion
of direct foreign investment in the third countries to that of
Mexico. For example, in case of the NAFTA, the local content ratio
for motor vehicles at first will be 50 per cent. However, the ratio
will be raised to 62.5 per cent by the ninth year (Naito, 1993, p.
9). This requirement will affect Japan directly and may indirectly
deprive ASEAN from direct foreign investment from Japan. In case of
electronics products and textiles, the regulation will affect ASEAN
more directly. NAFTA is effective in January 1, 1994. The complete
abolition of tariffs will be within 15 years or in the year 2009.
The anticipation for adverse consequence in term reduction in both
market and direct foreign investment motivates ASEAN to take swift
action on trade liberalization.

Under the pre-AFTA setting, China, Japan, and the United
States are each major trading bloc within its own in the Pacific
region. China with her open door policy for the FDI, with rapid
rate of growth in recent years , together with her industrious
population of 1,200 million and relatively cheap labor ccst, is a
gigantic trading bloc on her own. In absence of the ASEAN free
trade area, there would be a high possibility that outside
investment as well as investment from within the ASEAN region to be
diverted to China. The move to set up AFTA can be viewed as an
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attempt to redirect some resources that would otherwise flow to
China to ASEAN region. Also, in term of regional security, the move
of AFTA and the expansion of ASEAN into the ASEAN-10, is also
deemed to be necessary (Endo, 1995).

Up-to-Date Development

Since its inception in 19€7, ASEAN has made progress towards
trade liberalization, though gradually in the beginning. The First
ASEAN summit was held on 23-24 February, 1976, in Bali, Indonesia.
The main concern then was insecurity in the region since Vietnam
just won the war of liberation of her own country over the United
States in 1975. It was natural that the anti-communist ASEAN must
feel insecure against the Vietnamese victory. Two documents were
signed then; a Treaty of Amity and Co-operation in Southeast Asia
and a Declaration of ASEAN Concord. In economic field, the
Declaration outlined the following programs:

- A cooperation on basic commodities, particularly food and
energy.

- Industrial cooperation by establishing large scale ASEAN
industrial plant in each member country to meet regional
requirements of essential commodities.

- Cooperation in trade by establishing the preferential
arrangement as a long term objective.

The first two programs reflect concerns on economic security
of the region. For the reasons discussed earlier, none of the three
programs produce any satisfactory results.

A Move Towards AFTA since 1986: The economic slow down
especially during 1984-85 in ASEAN provided significant impetus for
most countries in the region to switch to export-oriented
industrialization policy, very important change in attitude more in
line with trade liberalization policy that otherwise would not be
possible (Akrasanee, 1987, p. 99). The 1985 Plaza Accord resulted
in rapid appreciation of the yen, followed by massive influx of
direct foreign investment in the region, made the decision for the
policy switch a perfect timing. Rapid rate of growth in the region
together with rapid development globally fueled the regional
changes further. The prospect of setting up the EU on January 1,
1993 and the NAFTA to be effective on January 1, 1994 were among
factors generating quicker development of AFTA for ASEAN.

During the Fourth ASEAN summit held in Singapore on 27-28,
January, the commitment to set up AFTA was made by leaders of ASEAN
countries. The followed meeting of ASEAN Economic Ministers (AEM)
in Manila on 22-23 October, 1¢92, further agreed on schedule of
tariff cuts that starting from January 1, 1993 and to be completed
within 15 yvears by the year 2008, one year before the effective and
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ending dates of NAFTA. The key ingredient for achieving the free
trade has been through the introduction of a Common Effective
Preferential Tariff (CEPT) for processed agricultural and
manufactural goods made and trade within the region. The goal was
to have a common tariffs of up to 5 per cent of these gcods within
15 years from the launch of the scheme on January 1, 1993.

Tariffs were to be reduced in two stages. In the first stage
goods with tariff rate of more than 20 per cent before January 1,
1993, must be reduced within the first 5 to 8 years to the rate of
20 per cent. The rate of reduction was left to each individual
member to decide. Based on the average tariff on manufactured
product in ASEAN of 24 per cent, with the exception of Singapore
and Brunei whose average rate was 1.2 per cent before 1993, the
»roposed cuts were not too deep. The purpose for making such
Jlexible rule in the first phase, was to ease potential conflict
between those who wanted to move rapidly in order to enhance their
competitive position and those who wished to continue protecting
their industries a little longer. In second stage the rate must be
further reduced to 0 to 5 per cent within the range of the
remaining 8 to 10 years.

Being anxious to achieve the goal quickly, members agree to
speed up tariff cut for 15 product categories. Included were
cement, chemical, pharmaceutical, fertilizer, vegetable o0il, and
plastics. Total value of intra-regional trade annually of these
commodities amounted to 10 billion U.S. dollar or about a third of
total regional trade. Designated products with current tariff of no
more than 20 per cent, the tariff must be cut to O to 5 per cent
within 7 years. Those with current tariff of more than 20 per cent
must be reduced to O to 5 per cent within 10 years. At that meeting
more details were to be discussed on what products were to be
excluded from the accelerated schedule and what items should be
left out of AFTA entirely. Malaysia then was aiming to exclude some
electronic goods, while the Philippines would like to protect her
textile and coconut industries. Indonesia indicated certain types
of chemical products to be excluded from the list. The new body of
AFTA's Council, was created to oversee the smooth process of
creating free trade area.

Further Move after 1992: Rapid advancement of APEC during the
Seattle summit in 1993 and the prospect of Bogor Declaration in
November 1994 as well as rapid advancement of the establishment of
the 1lorld Trade Organization (WTO) in replacing the General
Agreement on Trade and Tariff (GATT), in the meeting in Chiangmai
on September 22-23, 1994, the AEM decided to advance the time frame
for the complete implementation of AFTA from 15 years to 10 years,
or from 1 January 2008 to that of 1 January 2003. As a result, the
o0ld time frame must be further revised.
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For products under the normal track, those wilh tariff rate
above 20 per cent must be reduced to 20 by January 1, 1998, and
subsequently to O to 5 per cent by January 1, 2003. Products with
original rate of tariff at 20 per cent or below, must be reduced to
0 to 5 per cent by January 1, 2000. For products under the fast
tract, those with tariff rate above 20 per cent must be reduced to
0 to 5 per cent by January 1, 2000, while those with tariff rate at
20 per cent or below must be reduced to O to 5 per cent by January
1, 1998.

In addition to the said agreement, unprocessed agricultural
goods, kept out of the original AFTA agreement, would fall within
the AFTA bailiwick once formal approval was obtained from the ASEAN
heads of state. Each country could retain the right to keep some
sensitive agricultura products out of AFTA. Moreover, products
currently in temporary 2xclusion list would be included in the CEPT
list in five equal installment of 20 per cent beginning January 1,
1995. The first installment is to be completed by January 1, 1996
(Schwarz, 1994, p. 14).

During the AEM meeting in Bandar Seri Begawan on September 7-
8, this year (1995), the joint statement noted that Brunei Sultan,
Hassanal Bolkiah, urged ASEAN in an opening address to achieve AFTA
by 2000. The cooperation should also be broaden to encompass other
important areas besides trade. ASEAN countries were requested to
expand the number of items with tariff rates reduced to that level
by 2000 instead. The economic ministers were also requested to
revive, by the next AEM meeting, their schedule of accelerated
tariff reduction, so as to maximize the number of items to be
reduced to zero per cent tariff level by the year 2000. At this
meeting ASEAN has also finalized a framework agreement to move
faster than the rest of the world in freeing trade in services and
will sign the pact during ASEAN summit in Thailand in December,
1995.

In his opening address, Hassanal Bolkiah explained his sense
of rush, " The European Union 1§ considéring expansion to include

the countries of eastern and central Europe. The United States and
European Union are exploring a transatlantic free trade area with
a combined market of 750 million consumers. AFTA must move faster
than other free trade areas."” (Asahi Evening News, September 11,
1995). Given such strong competitive spirit prevailed among most
ASEAN leaders, it can be anticipated that ASEAN will have firm
footing in APEC at least by the time of the deadline for complete
trade liberalization in 2020.
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Brief Historical Background of APEC

Not 1like ASEAN, APEC is a rather young organization. It was

oo e - . e ST B T
only formed six years ago in 1989 compared with ASEAN which was

organized in 1967. Its origin can be traced few years back both
frof—The Japanese and Australian side. From the Japanese side, it
was the initiation of the former MITI Minister, Hajime Tamura who
proposed the idea of a regicnal forum at a quadrilateral meeting of
trade ministers of Japan, the United States, Canada, and the
European community but only to find cool response. The implicit
agenda behind this proposal is to regain the U.S. interest in the
area. From 1987 to 1988, the United States was focusing her
diplomatic attention on Europe to cope with the imminent collapse
of the cold war structure and the European dqmmunity's accelerated
move towards integration. On the Asia-Pacific front, meanwhile, so
called newly industrialized economies (NIEs) were yet to attract
the full attention of the world, and the region was far less
vigorous than its current performance. At the same time the United
States was concentrating her efforts and energies on the formation
of NAFTA. Through a series of discussions on such occasion as
ministerial meetings between Australia, however, APEC finally took
shape (Ito, 1994).

From the Australian side, as one of the major exporters of
primary products and not well developed manufacturing industries,
the prospect of increasing trends of protectionism as well as the
increasing trends of trade blocs, in Europe, North America, and the
ASEAN, while Australia was left out. The only way that Australia
could break into those markets was through the GATT facilities on
trade liberalization. While the protracted Uruguay Round of GATT
was negotiating, if there was an organization to strengthen the
multilateral trading system and helped put pressure on the
conclusion of the Uruguay Round, there would be more hope for
Australia to survive the current situation of economic isolation.
Japan was the ideal partner for Australia by being the major
purchaser of Australian primary products, especially her mineral
resources. With joint effort of both Australia and Japan the First
Ministerial meeting of APEC was organized in Canberra, Australia,
during 6-7, November, 1987. A person who engineered the arrangement
was Robert Hawke, the Australian Prime Minister then.

The Dawn of APEC -

Because of the said background especially from the point of
view of Australia, APEC has been originated, as part of the call by
Robert Hawke, for an "Effective Asia and Pacific Economic
Cooperation" to Strengthen the multilateral trading system and to

support a success conclusion of the Uruguay Round of GATT. This
could be done through a thorough investigation of opportunities and
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obstacles to increase trade and investment within the A i{g-pacific
region (APEC, 1989).

From the above theme o©of +the meeting, the
representing 12 countries, Australia, Brunei, Canada, indonesia,
Japan, Republic of Korea, Malaysia, New Zealand, Philippines,
Singapore, Thailand and the United States, agreed on tho following
points:

ministers

- An open multilateral trading system is crucial : . rapid
economic growth.

- Close ties between APEC and ASEAN is essential.

- APEC will not become a trading bloc, but will oubrace
global interdependence.

- APEC economies should reduce impediments to trade amonc'
member economies, without discriminating agains: the
others.

- Great diversity exists among the member econom::-s,
including differing scocial and economic systems ind
disparate rate of development.

- Sound economic policies and market-oriented rer. rms have
served well as engines to growth.

- Bottlenecks in trade must be identified.

The ministers voiced their support helping les:: developed
economies 1in the regions, and warned against protect:onism. The
meeting also took note of the importance of the People Rapublic of
China, Hong Kong, and Taiwan and would consider the pa:ticipation
of the three economies in APEC (APEC, 1987).

It should be observed that although Australia and Japan were
instrumental in organizing APEC, ASEAN has close tie: yith APEC
from the beginning. Among the 12 founding members, al' six ASEAN
members were part of them. Since ASEAN at that time al:cady tried
to reduce trade barriers among themselves, related oxperiences
learned by ASEAN could be readily applied to APEC. Asx a result,
ASEAN could play a leading role in APEC.

At the Second Ministerial meeting on 29-31 July 1990
Singapore, Prime Minister Lee Kuan Yew in his open:.ng add}ess
reiterated his stand on free trade " All countries :ave grown
faster because of GATT-IMF free trade....... APEC count:ies should
set themselves up as examples of good GATT abiding cit: :sns of the'
world and oppose the formation of trading blocks" (APEC 199Q). Not
much happening took place after then since trade lilovralization
among ASEAN nations did not advance as much either. Mary minjsters
were more concerned about Dbridging the existin: gconomic
disparities as a means to accelerate regional develci:zent, as a
precondition for trade liberalization.

in

Nonetheless, in that meeting the ministers agree.: that APEC
should cooperate with other institutions to avoid dur . -_zation of
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effort. APEC working groups should collaborate closely with the
private sector. The accomplishments of the P.ucific Economic
Cooperation Council (PECC), and the Pacific Basin liconomic Council
(PBEC), were singled out for praised by the minisiors. The meeting
reconfirmed the invitation of People Republic of ¢hina, Hong Kong
and Taiwan to join consultative meetings during th. APEC meeting in
1991 (APEC, 1990).

Not much progress was made during the Third Ministerial
meeting of APEC in Seoul during 12-14 November, 1991. Perhaps, the
main reason then was that although all member:: recognized the
benefit of free trade, not like ASEAN where economic gap among
members was not so large, the gap among APEC membei:; was very wide,
many members from developing countries were not certain whether
free trade should be more emphasized than roeducing economic
disparities first. If emphasis should be placed on reducing
economic disparities first, then other forms of economic
cooperation would be much more important than just promoting trade
liberalization alone. In this meeting China, Hong Kong, and Taiwan
also joined the meeting but not as full members.

Significant Progress

Significant progress was made during the Fourth Ministerial
meeting of APEC in Bangkok, Thailand, on 10-11 September 1992. By
that time ASEAN leaders already agreed to set up AFTA during the
Singapore summit on January 27-28, 1992. It was clear among ASEAN
members then that they would push ahead with +their trade
liberalization program. Reducing economic disparities could result
from rapid growth through the promotion of trade liberalization. In
his keynote address, Anand Panyarachun, the Thai Prime Minister
then, stated that "APEC i1s poised to play a central role in
promoting growth and prosperity among its participants. APEC may
one day serve as a bridge between major sub-regional free trade

areas, thereby helping to integrate economic organizations"” (APEC,
1992).

During this meeting two important bodies were formed, an
Office of APEC Secretariat and the appointment of a small Eminent
Persons Group (EPG). The fact that the office of secretariat was
established implied that APEC began to be more sorious about the
work they were doing. The EPG played very important role within
APEC setting. They were ordered to enunciate a vision of trade in
Asia-Pacific region until the year 2000, identifving issues and
constraints to be considered by APEC. They were the ones who were
responsible for producing the policy guideline for APEC, at least
during its critical development period in 1993 and 1994. Also, in
this meeting, China, Hong Kong and Taiwan became tull members.
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At +the Fifth Ministerial meeting of APEC in Seattle,
Washington, the United States during 17-19 November, 1993, Foruer
APEC Chair and the current Chairman of the ASEAN Standing
Committee, Thail Foreign Minister then, Prasong Soonsiri, declared
that the priority task of APEC must be to push for successiul
conclusion of the Uruguay Round and further enhance technical
cooperation and trade facilitation. Trade liberalization must bhe
attained through open regionalism and the principles of GATT (All.C,
1993). Since the APEC meeting was just one month before the Uruguay
Round, and APEC was organized to strengthen GATT, it was only
natural for all APEC members to fully cooperate for the successiul
conclusion of the Uruguay Round. As expected, the Uruguay Round was
finally concluded after a long protracted negotiation for seveaen
vears. One main purpose for organizing APEC was fulfill. ‘The
successfi'l conclusion of the GATT in December 1993, provided solid
ground for both APEC and AFTA to advance further in 1994.

In this meeting the EPG Chair Dr. C. Fred Bergsten recommended
that APEC undertake initiatives in trade liberalization, technical
cooperation, and strengthen APEC as an organization. The EPG was
instructed to present more specific proposals on realizing a long

term vision to the coming ministerial meeting in 1994. 'The
ministers also stressed market-driven dynamism in the region, and
endorsed recommendations by the Informal Group on Regional Trade
Liberalization to improve access to tariff data, reduce

administrative barriers to trade, streamline customs proceduras,
harmonize the diverse approaches to standards and conformance
issues, and encourage the flow of investment. Mexico and Papua New
Guinea became new members in this meeting (APEC, 1993).

The New Breakthrough

In August 1994, the second EPG report on, Achieving the APEC
Vision, was published. Trade liberalization was one among many
other recommendations. The report recommended APEC members to
liberalize their trade and investment barriers unilaterally to the
maximum extent as possible. The more important part was for APEC to
set up definite timetable for trade liberalization, the committing
date, the starting date for implementation, and the completing
date. The report recommended the committing date at the Bogor
summit in 1994, the starting date for implementation was to be on
January 1, 2000, and the completing date was to be January 1, 2020
(EPG, 1994,°'pp. 29-42). Other details have already been discussed
earlier. The recommendations basically formed the 1994 Bogor
Declaration. The most important part was the commitment of all ADPEC
members to seriously begin to liberalize their trade. At the Boyor
meeting Chile was welcome as a new APEC member.

After the Bogor Declaration, the next logical step is how to
proceed furthar in order to achieve the result of the beginning of
trade liberalization at the starting date of January 1, 2000.
Japan will serve as the host of the meeting this year (1995), .nd
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she must try to accomplish some initial agreements for actual
practices. Before the ministerial meeting in Osaka during November
16-17, followed by the summit on November 19, a lot of ideas and
suggestions are already floating around.

The first warming up of senior official meeting in Fukuoka
during February 13-15 agreed to make harmonization of import and
export practices a summit priority. In order to provide balanced
proposal and not too much emphasis on trade liberalization, Japan
will propose the concept of setting up a Partners for Progress
center. Under the proposal, economic cooperation can occur on two
levels - among developing countries and the other in the form of
advanced countries playing a Dbridging role in supporting
cooperative programs among developing countries.

The second senior official meeting was held in Sapporo during
July 4-8. They further agreed on three key trade areas-
harmonization of customs procedures, standardization of products
and ways to facilitate investment among countries in the region.
In order to facilitate investment, an approach on most favored
nation treatment for both foreign and local investors should be
adopted. The committee urged that APEC countries achieve
harmonization of tariff systems by 1996.

Other interesting ideas floating around are those of private
sectors such as the Pacific Basin Economic Council (PBEC), who has
become a permanent "Business Advisory Forum" to APEC since
November last vyear, and the Japan Federation of Economic
Organization (Keidanren). One interesting proposal of PBEC is for
PBEC to conduct research and evaluate specific system related to
trade and investment, e.g. tariff rates, import-restricted items,
approval and permission conditions, custom clearance procedures,
remittance procedures, investment incentives, from the standpoints
of business enterprises, and to submit reports to APEC on regular
basis. This kind of research and evaluation would contribute to the
actual implementation of trade and investment liberalization (PBEC,
1995, p. 3).

Keidanren also proposed that Japan should commit herself to
becoming a model for economic liberalization (Keidanren, 1995,
p.l). This view coincides with that of Noboru Hatakeyama, President
of Japan External Trade Organization (JETRO), who gave interview to
Asahi Evening News on July 1, 1995. With strong participation from
private sectors, there is a good chance that the liberalization
process will be carried through finally.

Other opinion usually carried much weight is that of Fred
Bergsten, Chairman of the EPG. In one of the proposal in his
report, APEC should adopt a 50 per cent rule in principle - cutting
in half the transition period to phase in measures agreed under the
Uruguay Round of the GATT. For example, industrial member economies
could choose +to adopt the agreed upon reductions in their
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agricultural subsidies in three years rather than six vyears.
Developing member economies could halve the gap between their
tariff rates and those agree upon under the WTO. The report also
suggests that APEC members create uniform product gquality standards
and testing procedures so they can recognize one another's system
and thus further increase trade.

There are speculations recently that APEC members will likely
agree on specific collective actions to "facilitate" trade and
investment. Four areas that are covered by actions to liberalize
trade and investment include tariffs, non-tariff measures, services
and investment. The remaining are customs procedure, standard and
conformance, intellectual property rights, competition policy,
government procurement, deregulation, rules of origin and dispute
mediation services ( Shiratori, 1995a). There has beer: speculations
also that some developed countries who already ach.&ved certain
degree of trade liberalization will form a trade bloc inside APEC
but outside the APEC setting. This action will bring pressure to
other countries to speed up their process of liberalization. The
countries involved are Australia, Japan, The United States, Hong
Kong and Singapore.

All the actions, proposals and plans discussed above only mean
to demonstrate the facts that many useful ideas for actual
implementation of the Bogor Declaration are already in wide
circulation. Under such circumstance, the chance for APEC to
succeed in its attempt at liberalizing trade and investment among
its members, within the specified time frame, is quite great. The
experiences of ASEAN in this respect are quite relevant and very
useful. In fact, the achievement of APEC up to this point is also
due in part that ASEAN always tries to move at least one step ahead
of APEC. Clear example can be demonstrated by the fact that, ASEAN
already tried to move the date of liberalization forward to that of
2000. The move can be substantiated by Brunei's request for ASEAN
ministers to try to do so, during the September, 1995, ministerial
meeting in Brunei.

Although proportional representation of ASEAN in APEC is
decreasing due to more non-ASEAN members in APEC. Nevertheless, as
a bloc ASEAN can still exert considerable influences. This year
former ASEAN members promise to support the application of Vietnam
to be a new member of APEC. Up to present, the relationship between
ASEAN and APEC are both complementary as well as competing in a
positive and healthy manner. Such relationship is already proven to
be quite helpful for current development of ASEAN, in the way that
ASEAN must try to move at least one step ahead of APEC discussed
earlier.

In the process, in order to be able to keep doing so, internal
restructuring of industries within each member country must be
carried out on a continual basis. So long as each member country is
capable of doing that, of course with the support from favorable
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environment for direct investment provided by continual progress
made in AFTA and APEC, ASEAN shall succeed as a significant
grouping in APEC as well as globally. For-this reason, it is now
appropriate to investigate past performance as well as its future
potential of each ASEAN member.

Economic Profiles of Each ASEAN Member

Different form Japan in the 1950's and 1960' rapid growth in
most ASEAN economies since the second half of the 1980's has been
led by rapid increase o©of foreign direct investment (FDI)
accompanied by increase in export oriented strategy supported by
continual restructuring of the industries propelled by package of
new technology as part of the parcel of the FDI. Structural change
first took shape in Japan followed by the Asian NIEs and in the mid
1980's start shaking the rest of the ASEAN economies (Naya and
Ramstetter, 1991, p.l). Evidences supporting this point will be
discussed later on.

ASEAN Profiles and Some Related Issues of the FDI

After Vietnam joined the group as a new member in July 1995,
ASEAN now has 7 members. The largest economy and the biggest
country in the region in term of population and area is, of course,
Indonesia, with the GDP in 1993 of 142,832 million U.S. dollar.
With her population of 189.14 million in the same year, income per
capita in 1993 was 775 U.S. dollar, with the exception of Vietnam,
the lowest in the region. However, with currently strong growth
performance, it is likely that she will catch up or even surpass
that of the Philippines by the end of this Century, which is only
5 years from now. Of course, ranking second to the last, again
Vietnam excluded in term of per capita income is the Philippines,
with that in 1993 of 824 U.S. dollar. Not surprisingly the top
performer of the region is Singapore with her per capita income in
the same year about almost 25 times higher than that of Indonesia.
This indicate the vast gap economically between the two economies.
But in term of the population size Singapore is a small country
with the population in 1993 of only 2.87 million.

After Singapore, in term, of per capita income is Brunei, the
smallest country measured by population size of 0.3 million in 1994
but not in the size of land area. Her per capita income in 1994 was
13,424 U.S. dollar. After Brunei are Malaysia and Thailand, whose
per capita income in 1993 were 2,995 and 1,885 U.S. dollar,
respectively. Because 1income gap among Malaysia, Thailand, the
Philippines and Indonesia are not so large, and their nature of
economic activities are not greatly different, the four used to be
known as the ASEAN-4. With Vietnam as a new member, it will be
ASEAN-5 from now on. More information about them is shown in Table
1.
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The next item on Table 1, is more interesting, it show the FDI
per capita accumulate from 1987 to 1193. The figures show clearly
that a country with the FDI per capita the highest, corresponds
very well with that with the highest per capita income. The pattern
is completely consistent starting from Singapore down to Indonesia
with some switch in ranking between Indonesia and the Philippines.
This switch in ranking of the FDI per capita between Indonesia and
the Philippines, provides a concrete indication that Indonesia may
be able to catch up with the Philippines or even surpass it by the
end of this Century. In term of the FDI per capita, Vietnam is
already doing better than the Philippines, with strong enthusiasm
from outside investors for the brighter prospect of Vietnam. There
is a good chance that Vietnam will be able to catch up with the
rest of the ASEAN-4, not in a far distant future.

The next column shows the percentage of the accumulate FDI to
the GDP. It is designed to show how much the related economy must
depend on the FDI. The figures show that Singapore, the high
performer, does not depend as much on the FDI like the other three
economies of Malaysia, Thailand, and Indonesia. Of the three of the
less than top performer, Malaysia that have higher degree of
dependence actually does better than Thailand. By the same
argument, Thailand also has the edge over Indonesia. Obviously, the
Philippines that have least access to the FDI has not done very
well in the past. This may continue to be the major problem for the
Philippines for quite sometime to come in the future.

The last two columns basically provided similar set of
information as the former two, but focusing directly to the FDI
from Japan. The pattern is strikingly similar with little variation
of specific nature of the FDI from Japan. The figures indicates
that quite recently (after 1987), Singapore, Malaysia and Thailand
have been on a more favorable shopping list for the FDI from Japan.
Indonesia has lost some of her previous favor from Japan. While the
Philippines attracts a 1little more attention from Japan than
before. As the figure in this column shows, not 1like the
international trend, the Philippines receives a little more
attention from Japan than Vietnam. However, the situation may
change before long. The last column shows relative important of the
FDI from Japan to each individual economy.

The fact that Indonesia has been losing the Japanese FDI
flavor recently, can be clearly shown by Table 2. Comparing the
percentage distribution of the FDI from Japan to ASEAN covered the
accumulation of two different time period, one from 1951 to 1994
and the other from 1987 to 1994, the percentages are improved for
all countries, except for Indonesia in a more recent accumulation.
Malaysia and Thailand seems to have received more favor £from
Japanese investors that the rest of them recently, especially after
1987, followed by Singapore and to a smaller extent the
Philippines. These figures may suggest that Japan's DI now moves
into two directions. One is to the direction to countries with
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upgrading technology such as Singapore and Malaysia, and to a
certain extent, Thailand. On the other end of technological scale,
is to move where new opportunity exists, in case of Vietnam and the
Philippines. Indonesia now in the middle among the two directions
suffers the loss. Table 3 shows the flows of FDI to each ASEAN
economy accumulated from 1887. The data are used as basis for the
calculation of the previous two Tables. The Table also reflects the
trace of relatively the rapid rate of accumulation of the FDI from
Japan to different ASEAN economies in comparison with the flows of
total in vestment to those countries.

Growth Performance of Each ASEAN Economy

Having discussed the impact of FDI on growth, it is now
appropriate to obse’ve the growth performance of each ASEAN economy
as a result of the rDI injection. In most cases, but to a varying
degree, rapid expansion ofthe manufacturing is the main engine for
growth. For this reason, it is instructive to show the GDP growth
in comparison with the growth in manufacturing sector of each
country. The results are shown in Table 4. One simple rule to read
this Table is, if the rate of growth © e GDP of any country is
the same or less than the rate of growth of its manufacturing
sector, then the manufacturing sector is the engine for growth in
that country. If the opposite is true, other sectors must explain
the growth.

For Singapore, with the exception of 1981 as the manufacturing
industries did so well, from 1982 to 1985, the GDP growth was
consistently higher than the rate of growth in manufacturing
sector, indicating that growth took place in other sectors. During
that time construction took the lead until 1984, followed by
service sector. In 1985, service sector took the lead while the
manufacturing sector in Singapore did very poorly. From 1986 to
1990, the strong performance of the Singapore manufacturing
industry tock the lead. This time coincided with the strong inflows
of the Japanese FDI to the countries. The poor performance of the
manufacturing industry during 1991-92 was again offset by the
strong show of construction sector during the period, supplemented
to a certain extent by improved performance of service sector in
1992 and 1993 (See Appendix Table A-2).

As will be seen later on, Singapore has a very strong service
sector. Her manufacturing industries are not as important as her
service sector. Nevertheless, in term on manufacturing sector,
Singapore must embark on most advanced technology like information
and telecommunication and other high value-added industries, by
utilizing her relatively more abundance of skilled workers with
much higher 1labor costs. To this extent, the FDI from Japan,
especially in advanced technology, 1s very much relevant to
Singapore. There will be significant gain for Japan in this area
too, by taking the advantage of English language commonly used in
Singapore and the still relatively cheaper labor costs, there. This
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is part of the restructuring process within ASEAN as well as the
whole region.

For Malaysia too, in 1981 and 1982, manufacturing industries
did not perform as well but was saved by good performance in
construction and service sectors (See Appendix A-~5). By 1983, her
manufacturing sector started to turn around but only suffered from
the general economic slump in the following year of 1985. Since
1986, Malaysian manufacturing has performed consistently well until
currently, many thanks to the continuous inflows of the FDI both
from Japan and the Asian NIEs (See Table 15). Malaysia is set
definitely to join the rank of the Asian NIEs in a very near
future. Another step in moving up a technological ladder for
industrial restructuring for Malaysia.

Ly

Next comes Thafland! With a little deviation from Malaysia,
before 1986, the manufacturing sector in Thailand perform rather
satisfactory but not distinctively. The growth during 1981 to 1984
was propelled by the combinatien-of tr0ad Service and industrial
sectors. The outstanding one within the service sector was banking,
insurance and real estates, with the average growth rate of 10 per
cent throughout the whole period. In industrial sector, the staf\

performer was electricity and water. Construction only started
picking up in 1984 (See Appendix A-8). It was basically, an
expansion in infra-structure preparing for manufacturing growth.
Like most other ASEAN countries, 1985 was an economic down turn for
Thailand.

The same as Malaysia, since 1986, the manufacturing sector in
Thailand performs very well supported by construction boom in 1989
and 1990 as well as the real estate boom during 1987 to 1990 (Also,
see Appendix A-8). The reason that Malaysia is now a little more
advance than Thailand economically, because Malaysia has started to
develop her manufacturing sector a little earlier than Thailand, as
well as the fact that Thailand has much larger population in
agricultural sector in comparison with that of Malaysia.
Nevertheless, Thailand is also on the firm growth path to join the
rank of the new Asian NIEs as well.

As that of Singapore during 1982 and 1983 Indonesian
manufacturing sector did not perform well. After 1984, there has
been a very rapid turn around in Indonesian manufacturing sector.
The sector has performed considerably well without any interruption
since 1984. This fact can very well explains why Indonesia stands
very good chance to catch up and surpass the Philippines by the end
of this Century. Somewhat like Thailand but with higher degree of
severity, the sheer size of her rural population together with her
topography of large scattered of the archipelagos have made it much
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more difficult for Indonesian manufacturing sector to pull the rest
of the economy to more rapid growth. Such obstacles serve to mark
an upper limit on how a country can achieve optimal growth under
such severe constraints.

For the Philippines, it will take some time before the country
can pull itself out of the long stagnation economically in the
past. Fortunately, the rapid growth of her neighboring countries
and her close proximity with Hon Kong and Japan together with the
new dynamism of the rate of industrial restructuring in the whole
region, the recovering process for the Philippines does not have to
be as long and arduous.

Because of her political instability during the Marcos regime
until the end of 1985, her economy was completely wrecked. Ffter
the Aquino government, her economic condition started improvfng.
Unfortunately, her manufacturing base has not been as strong yet.
The problem is compound by the fact that she only received small
proportion of the FDI of only 1.7 per cent in 1994 of the
accumulate figure from 1987 (See Table 3). Even the late comer of
Vietnam already enjoyed the share of 4.4 per cent, and a small
country in term of population of Singapore had the share of 9.0 per
cent. The encouraging factor is fact that, the FDI trends seem to
indicate that the Philippines will do better in the future.
Nevertheless she needs a strong doze of the FDI to help her
recover quickly. Other factors contributed to her economic set back
during 1990 to 1993 were various forms of natural calamities. It is
anticipated that the country will be back on its growth path, after
the reformed government of President Ramos has his way of managing
the economy, since 1992.

As a new comer Vietnam is already doing very well. Her growth
record since she moved to market economy in 1988 has been rather
impressive. There 1is no comparable base of statistic for the
comparison on how well performs of the country's manufacturing
sector. Nevertheless her industrial growth records shown in Table
5, indicates strong performance of her industrial sector. With the
rapid rate of increase of the FDI into her country, even if it is
only for a short period of time (See Appendix B-~18), there seems to
be no zroom for doubt that Vietnam will not do very well
economically in the near future.

From the brief analysis of economic profile of each ASEAN
country discussed above, the following conclusion can be made. By
and large, among all ASEAN nations, Singapore is now leading the
pack with gocd economic performance as well as her rapid
advancement in technology. Brunei seems to follow along at her own
much slower pace. Within the middle sub-pack or the second division
of the ASEAN league, consisting of Malaysia Thailand and Indonesia,
Malaysia is leading this sub-pack. Nevertheless all of them are
doing very well in term of their growth performances. The last sub-
pack or the third division consisting of the Philippines and
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Vietnam. Both has the potential to do very well in the future
although Vietnam appears to have some 1leading edge over the
Philippines at the moment.

The reasons for dividing the countries into these three sub-
groups are also determined by current technological development in
their manufacturing industries. With a prospect of rapid economic
growth in all countries in the region, the dynamism of industrial
restructure will be reinforced by the flow of technology from the
ones of the higher echelon to the lower ones. By this process, more
trade and exchanges within the region is completely possible. There
is already clear evidences for each country to move to higher level
of the technological echelon all the time. This subject will be
discussed in more detailed later on.

The conclusion at this point is that freer flow of commodities
and services and well as the FDI within the region is completely
possible, and it will benefit all countries in term of their
economic performance. The next logical step in the discussion is to
observe economic structure of each ASEAN country in more details,
together with its possible structural change in the future.

Economic Structure and Its Future Change for Each ASEAN Country

In 1993, the Singapore economy consisted with 0.2 per cent of
agricultural sector, 34.4 per cent of industrial sector and 56.1
per cent of service sector and 9.3 per cent of government and other
related sexrvice sectors. Within the industrial sector,
manufacturing industries shared 25.4 of the GDP or a little less
than three fourth of the whole sector. Singapore had relatively
large and growing in its share of the GDP of finance, insurance and
real estate sector followed by wholesale, retail, restaurants,
hotel, etc., with 16.9 the GDP share of 16.9 per cent, followed by
transportation, storage and communication with the share of 13.8
per cent (See Table 6). By an international standard, the structure
of Singapore economy 1is already stabilized and approaching a
structure of matured economy. Singapore has enjoyed the role of
being a financial hub of the region and outside for quite sometime.
In the future this role will be increasingly distinctive.

With the expectation that Singapore is going to boost her
industrial capability with advanced technology, it is anticipated
that her share of manufacturing sector will expand slightly to that
of 26.8 per cent in 2000 at the cost of some reduction in
construction sector. Meanwhile the financial sector will keep
expanding to share 26.1 per cent of the GDP in 2000. All in all,
the whole structure of the Singapore economy will not change much
by the end of the prediction period of 2010. It should be also
noted that the said prediction is a base line scenario, meaning

that the effect from the increasing regicnal trade and investment
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caused by AFTA starting from. 1993, has not yet been taken into
consideration. |

For Brunei, from Table 7, the GDP share of her petroleum
sector in 1990 was 62.9 per cent. The non-petroleum sector
consisting of agriculture, industry and services accounted for 37.1
per cent. Service was the largest sector with the GDP share of 30
per cent. The largest one in this sector was financial sector with
its GDP share of 27.3 per cent. There will be a big change in
future structure of the Brunei economy. The petroleum sector will
be reduced in its significant in the future, replacing in
significant by financial sector and gradual expansion of
manufacturing and construction sector. With this picture in mind,
it was not much a surprise when there was strong request from
Brunei’ to increase liberalization in service sector among ASEAN
member-), in the last ASEAN ministerial meeting in September, 1995
in Brunei.

In 2000, the GDP share of petroleum sector will decrease to
47.7 per cent while that of finance will increase to 34.8 per cent.
By 2010, the GDP share of the petroleum sector will reduce further
to 31.5 per cent. The share of financial sector will increase to
46.2 per cent and that of transportation and communication will
appear to be significant for the first time of 7.1 per cent.
Meanwhile both construction and manufacturing sector will become
more apparent in the Brunei economy in 2010. Again, this scenario
has been predicted without taking into consideration of more free
flow of services within ASEAN in the near future.

From Table 8, for Malaysia, in 1994, +the GDP of her
agricultural sector was 14.8 per cent. The industrial sector
consisting of mining and quarrying, manufacturing and construction,
the GDP share of manufacturing sector was already very high of 31.2
per cent, while that of the whole industrial sector was 41.3 per
cent. The GDP share of service sector in the same year was 43.9 per
cent, no particular sub-sector of services in Malaysia stood out
distinctively like that of Singapore and Brunei. Malaysia will also
undergo considerable change from 2000 to 2010.

The main feature will be rapid reduction in the GDP share of
the agricultural sector due to two opposing forces. On one hand,
the forestry sector in Malaysia will be decrease very rapidly, at
least the. one for commercial purpose. On the other hand, both
industrial sector, especially manufacturing sector, and service
sector will expand very rapidly. It will be more so for
manufacturing sector, given the rate of growth of the sector
experienced in the past. By 2000, the GDP share of agricultural
sector will be reduced to 12.5 per cent, while that of
manufacturing sector will expand to 32.1 per cent and that of
service will increase to 44.3 per cent, accordingly.

In 2010, the GDP share of agricultural sector of Malaysia will
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be reduced further to less than 10 per cent, followed by further
expansion of that of manufacturing sector to 35.4 per cent; while
there will be virtually no change in the service sector. However,
the change within the sector is quite significant, because the
financial sector will emerge as a significant sub-sector within
that of the service followed by transportation and communication as
well as electricity gas and water. The rest will be diminished in
their significance. This pattern of change is important for the
continuation of the well performed manufacturing sector. They can
be considered as an improvement in basic infra-structure necessary
to maintain growth in the manufacturing sector.

By 2010, Malaysia will definitely join the rank of the Asian
NIEs. For this reason, there will be no problem for Malaysia to
enter the free trade arena of APEC in 2020. Again, this projection
does not take into consilration the positive effect from AFTA.
With such consideration, the pace of structural change in Malaysia
will be must faster in the future.

189, 4ih 1992, the GDP share of agricultural sector in
Thailand wds already smaller than that of Malaysia in 1994 of 12.8
per cent. The GDP share of manufacturing sector of 29.6 of
Thailand in 1992 was also larger than that of Malaysia in the same
year. The GDP share of service sector was 47.5 and was on the
decreasing trend. Wholesale and retail was the biggest sub-service
sector in Thailand with its GDP share of 16.9 per cent in 1992,
whlle the flnanc1al sector was not as large. 4TS NG
JReeto 2Ll be decreased. i .
“@?br w”ﬁT”ﬁaTﬁmmﬁremswvemgﬁmuﬁkam&&¢as the

By 2010, the GDP share of agricultural sector will further;
reduced to 9 0 per cent, while those of manufacturing and?
construction sectors will keep expanding to 35.0 and 7.8 per cent,
respectively. The size of the manufacturing sector of Thailand in’
2010 will be about the same size of that of Malaysia. The other
1nterest1ng aspect 1s that, whHi¥e« ¢hewhele gservice sector of

v % Lo aAgaln this nature of change can be v1ewed as
necessary condition for the maintenance of healthy expansion of
manufacturing sector. In 2010, the structure of the Thai economy
will look very much like that of Malaysia in the same year.

The fact that the agricultural sector in Thailand reduces much
slower in size than that of Malaysia is because there will be
strong resistant to the rapid reduction in size of this sector. The
country that used to export agricultural products for long period
of time in the past, certainly wants to maintain its comparative
advantage in food production, especially in view of the very
possible fact that most countries in Asia, China included will soon
turn to be at least the NIEs in the next Century. Maintaining a
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food production capacity as her unique comparative advantage
economically is not a bad idea. Since the economic structure for
Thailand will be very much similar to that of Malaysia in 2010,
what have already been said for Malaysia can be applied for
Thailand as well.

Among this second division of the ASEAN league, in 1992
Indonesia had the largest agricultural sector. Its GDP share was
18.3 per cent. Somewhat like Brunei, in 1992 Indonesia still had
rather large mining and quarrying sector of 14.6 per cent, while
that of the manufacturing sector was only 20.5 per cent. As already
pointed out in Table 1, even though Indonesia receive the highest
share of the FDI among all ASEAN nations, her FDI per capita in
1993 accumulated from 1987 was still almost three time less than
that of Thailand. This fact can clearly e '»lain the slower
development of her manufacturing sector compared with the previous
two countries (See Table 10). The GDP share of service sector in
Indonesia in 1992 was 40.3. The largest sub-service sector in 1992
was commerce, hotels, and restaurant business, with the GDP share
of 16.1 per cent. The financial and real estate combined into one
sector only share 7.3 per cent of the 1992 GDP.

As the country moves into 2000, both GDP shares of
agricultural and mining and quarrying sectors will reduce, giving
rise to the increase in GDP shares of both manufacturing and
service sectors. Given the continuation of the well performed
manufacturing sector discussed earlier, it is projected that in
2000, the GDP share of agricultural sector will reduce to 14.5 per
cent and that of mining and quarrying will reduce to 9.5 per cent,
while those of manufacturing and service sectors will expand to
27.0 and 42.5 per cent, respectively.

By 2010, the GDP shares of agricultural and mining and
quarrying sectors will decrease further to 10.8 and 5.0 per cent,
respectively, while those of manufacturing and service sectors will
expand further to 32.7 and 44.8 per cent, respectively. The
financial and real estate sector combined, will expand to 11.9 per
cent. The pattern emerged, closely resembles of those of Malaysia
and Thailand. In fact, the combined manufacturing and mining and
quarrying sector of 37.7 per cent will provide significant strength
to foster stronger growth for Indonesia within the first decade of
the next Century.

Another factor supporting growth potential for Indonesia as
well as that of Malaysia is that, currently, only slightly more
than 40 per cent of the population has entered the labor market.
More expansion of the labor forces into the labor market could
result in significant expansion of the national economy (Shiratori,
1995b). Given the base line scenario in 2010, Indonesia may be only

slightly behind Thailand and Malaysia. However, given the AFTA
scenario, Indonesia also, could join the rank of the NIEs in 2010
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without much difficulty.

Among the last division of the ASEAN league, the Philippines
and Vietnam, in 1993 the Philippines still did rather poorly. The
GDP share of her agriculture was still as high as 22.8 per cent
only a little improvement from the 1981 figure of 23.5. This is
because the Philippines missed the chance during the ASEAN rapid
growth period since the second half of the 1980's. The GDP share of
her manufacturing sector in 1993 was only 24.7 per cent and that of
service sector was 42.9 per cent in the same year (See Table 11).
In making future projection for the Philippines, addition
assumption is made, namely, after 1993, the Philippines will return
to the normal growth path experienced during 1987 to 1989 under
President Aquino. This assumption is the most likely scenario glven
the current politico-economic development.

Given the said assumption discussed above, the size of the
agricultural sector of the Philippines will reduce to 18.8 and 13.0
per cent in 2000 and 2010, respectively. Manufacturing sector will
expand to 26.8 and 28.7 per cent in 2000 and 2010, respectively.
Service will also expand to 44.4 and 46.9 per cent in 2000 and
2010, respectively. Having made such projection, the Philippines
still will not be as close to join the rank of the NIEs within the
first decade of the next Century.

In order to move much faster, the Philippines must increase
her share of the FDI guite significantly in the future. The weak
trend of such event has already emerged in 1994 but not strong
enough to be more decisive as that of the Vietnam. Nevertheless,
under the AFTA scenario, the Philippines will definitely move
faster in the future given the fact of better endowment of educated
manpower than some other ASEAN; such as Vietnam, Thailand and
Indonesia. Under such scenario and circumstance, there is still a
good chance that the Philippines may still be able to catch up with
those in the second division of the ASEAN league in 2010.

The last one to be discussed is, of course, Vietnam. Given the
1992 figures, Vietnam started of at lower position of her economic
structure than that of the Philippines. But, every sign, especially
the FDI, has indicated that she is moving at a much faster speed
than that of the Philippines. In 1992 the GDP share of agricultural
sector of Vietnam was still very high by the ASEAN standard of 34.9
per cent. There is no classification of manufacturing industry at
the moment, the sector is lumped together under the heading of
industry, while construction is shown as a separate item. The 1992
figure of industry of Vietnam was 22.8 per cent, taking the figures
of mining and quarrying and power and water supply out from
industry, the true figure of manufacturing sector of Vietnam should
be a little under 20 per cent. The GDP share of service sector of
Vietnam in 1992 was 38.9 per cent (See Table, 12).

By 2000, the GDP share of agriculture will reduce to 25.4 and
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will reduce further to 15.6 per cent in 2010. The rapid expanding
sector is definitely industrial sector, with its GDP share of 35.7
and 43.8 per cent in 2000 and 2010, accordingly. Vietnam has a poor
financial sector at the moment, and under the current regime of
centralized control, it is rather difficult to make any conjecture
about the future change in service sector. However, it is certain
that without liberalizing the service sector, it will become a
serious bottleneck for the growth performance »f the industrial
sector in the future. Much of the projection of the service sector
will be left as it is now without any more verification.

Under the base line scenario, in spite of her rapid- growth
record, Vietnam will not be able to surpass the Philippines. She
can surpass the Philippines only under two conditions. One is the
continuous expansion of her industrial sector as what has been
projected. The other is that there must be no bottleneck from the
service sector. However, under the AFTA scenario plus very rapid
increase in the FDI together with the more liberalized service
sector, Vietnam should be able to perform much better than
anticipated. All in all, both Vietnam and the Philippines may
nearly achieve the NIEs status by 2010. It will be too ambitious to
anticipate both of them to attain the rank of the second division
of the ASEAN league by then.

All what have been discussed so far have been pointed to the
direction that the AFTA cannot hinder the well performance of all
ASEAN economies without any exception. On the contrary, it will
facilitate more flows of the FDI among ASEAN members (more details
will be discussed right after this part). AFTA will also facilitate
more trade and technological transfer among ASEAN members because
of the nature of different levels of industrial and technological
structures. The growth process can be induced through continual
restructuring of industries in each ASEAN country. Lastly, but most
importantly, all of them will enjoy the full benefit of APEC when
the time comes. They can achieve such desirable result from the
simple fact that, they have already done very well economically
even under the base line scenario, with the exception of few
qualifications that cannot be developed into serious obstacles
under normal circumstances.

An Anélysis of the FDI Flows and Technological Upgrading

Tables 13 to 19 indicate the flows of FDI into ASEAN by
showing the shares of FDI from all counties to each member of ASEAN
during 1980 to 1994. While Table 13 focuses on the flows from ASEAN
and Asian NIEs, the rest of the Tables show the detailed shares of
the FDI from all over the world. Starting from Singapore in Table
13, as can be generally expected, Singapore has not received any
FDI from neither the NIEs and ASEAN. The obvious reason is, of
course, Singapore is at least on similar level of technology with
the NIEs and that of higher 1level +than all ASEAN countries.
Naturally, Singapore must look for the FDI not much as extra
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financial sources, but more as a means for the transfer of
technology from the ones with higher levels.

In the early 1980's Singapore used to have stronger ties with
European nations, high percentage of the FDI came from that region.
For example in 1980, 40.7 per cent of the FDI of Singapore came
from Europe. Of this figure, 16.5 per cent was from the United
Kingdom and 18.2 per cent was from the Netherlands. The FDI from
the United States was also as high as 29.5 per cent, followed by
that of Japan of 16.7 per cent (See Table 14). As Singapore has
moved to have closer relationship with countries in the Pacific,
while European nations haves focused on closer relationship among
themselves, the share of the FDI from Europe to Singapore has been
declined gradually replacing in important by that from the United
States. In 1994,’ﬁhe FDI share to Singapore from the United States
rose to 39.3 per cent while that from Europe reduced to 26.3 per
cent, followed by Japan of that of 25.9 per cent.

It is only natural that the FDI share from the United States
to Singapore is the highest, because the United States has the most
advanced technology in many areas and Singapore would simply like
to have them. Japan although also has technological edge in many
areas, but on the average, her technological 1level cannot
completely match that of the United States. For that reason, the
FDI from Japan to Singapore has always been second in ranking after
that of the United States. Nevertheless, the relative importance of
the FDI from Japan to Singapore has been on the increasing. For
example in 1980 the FDI share from Japan to Singapore was only 56.6
of that of the United States. In 1994 the percentage increased to
65.7.

The figures implies that Japan has been gradually catching up
in technological level with that of the United states. From the
point of view of Singapore, as the financial aspect of the FDI is
not as important, she always simply seek for the best technological
combination for her own country. The technology will, of course,
being transferred gradually to other ASEAN nations accompanying the
FDI from Singapore into other ASEAN nations. The same can be said
for the FDI from other NIEs to ASEAN as well.

For Malaysia in the early 1980's, she received sizable FDI
from the NIEs and ASEAN. Most of the ASEAN one of 28.5 per cent in
1983 was from Singapore. That of 9.3 per cent from the rest of NIEs
in the same year, basically came from Hong Kong. Another sizable
share of the FDI to Malaysia in 1983 came from Europe of 21.3 per
cent. The majority came from the United Kingdom, the share of 16.8
per cent. The FDI from Japan was also significant of 17.9 per cent
while that of the United States in the year was only 6.8 per cent
(See Table 15). Singapore was basically more attractive for the
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U.S. investors than that of Malaysia during that time and continue
to be so currently. By 1994, the share of FDI from ASEAN and NIEs
to Malaysia increased to 47.5 per cent (See Table 13).

After 1987, Japan started to increase her FDI to Malaysia in
significant amount, causing the share to increase to 29 per cent
about 6.3 percentage point increase over 1986, after the reduction
in the share from ASEAN and NIEs to the new level of 39.5 per cent.
The FDI share from Europe also increased to 24.5 in 1987. After
then, the FDI from Japan began to play important role in
stimulating the Malaysian economy until 1990. After then the FDI
share from Japan, though still very significant for the Malaysian
economy, began to decline to 29.5 per cent in 1991 and declined
further to 26.0 per cent in 1994. Since 1984, the FDI share to
Malaysia from both ASEAN and thefsNIEs began to decline in
significance gradually. "

Nonetheless, the 1long term trend has pointed in that
direction. The share of the FDI from the United States started to
increase sharply in 1993, to the level of 8.3 per cent from that of
6.3 per cent in 1992. It continued to increase to 9.3 per cent in
1994. The decline in the FDI share from ASEAN and NIEs, while that
from the United States increased, pointed out one significant point
that Malaysia too was stepping up higher technological ladder from
the beginning of the 1990's, after her major one began in 1987.

Being a much larger country, in term of population, than
Singapore and also Malaysia, with no specific ties with any
country, Thailand took different approach from the former two in
the area of the FDI. Basically, Thailand welcome the FDI from
almost any non-communist country in the past. There is no exception
now. Taking the advantage from the fact that there was not much
hostility towards Japanese aggression during the War, from the
early 1980's, sizable amount of the FDI to Thailand came from
Japan. The share was 26.9 per cent in 1980, followed by European
countries of 17.2 per cent and 9.4 per cent from the NIEs, 8.6 per
cent from the United States. The rest came from almost everywhere
in the world. The pattern started to change slightly when Japan
started stepping up her FDI to Thailand in large scale during 1989
and 1990 after the big jump start in Malaysia in 1987.

The share of FDI from Japan in 1989 rose from 26.6 per cent in
1988 to that of 37.1 per cent in 1989, wvery significant increase
indeed. Rapid increase in the FDI share from Japan in that year
resulted in suppression of the shares from other sources,
accordingly. The high FDI share from Japan to Thailand continued
until the end of her bubble economy in 1991. After then it began to
slide sharply to the level of the mid 1980's. However, that
significant amount of increase was enough to support rapid growth
record in Thailand already started in 1987 into the early 1990's.
In fact, +the FDI from Japan to Thailand began to increase
significantly since 1987 but the real big jump was in 1989. The
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slow down in the FDI from Japan to Thailand was replaced by rapid
increase of the FDI from NIEs and that of the United States.
Somewhat similar to that of the Malaysian pattern, one can view the
increase of the FDI from the NIEs to Thailand, as the replacement
of the FDI from Japan from the lower end of technology. The part of
increase in the share of the FDI from the United States as a new
step at moving up a technological ladder.

Somewhat similar to Thailand but stronger in significance,
Indonesia received the highest share of FDI from Japan since the
early 1980's, with 32.2 per cent in 1981. The record of high rate
of the share of above 30 per cent was maintained until 1987, with
the peak rate of 36.9 per cent in 1982. Since 1988, the share was
dropped to 28.9 per cent further decreased to 20.6 in 1993. The
other major sources of the FDI for Indonesia in 1981 was “rom the
NIEs, with the share of 13.4 per cent and that from Eurcope with
share of 10.1 per cent in the same year. Indonesian statistics
reports a separate item called multinationals. This item keeps on
expanding every year. In the last year of the report of 1993 the
FDI share from multinationals rose to 26.4 per cent.

On the other hand, the FDI share to Indonesia from the NIEs
kept decreasing while that of the multinationals kept increasing up
to 1987. After then the share from the NIEs started jumping up to
the rate of 19.4 per cent in 1988 and kept on increasing until
1993. The following can be observed, in case of Indonesia, from the
point of view of technological transfer of the FDI. From the early
1980's Indonesia benefited greatly from constant technological
transfer from Japan, presumably the one from her lower end and from
Europe up to 1988. After the big drop of the FDI from Japan in 1988
and the gradual decline of the FDI share from Europe, the parts
have been picked up by the NIEs and the multinationals. Constant
technological improvement throughout the period may have come from
the item of multinationals. Given the existing set of the FDI data
technological upgrading cannot be clearly discussed, as the case of
the previous three countries. .

One major source of the FDI for the Philippines until recently
have always been the United states. In 1980 the FDI share of the
Philippines from the United States was 49.9 per cent, with the peak
of 57.2 per cent in 1987 and was gradually decline to 48.9 per cent
in 1992. In opposition to that of the United States, the FDI to the
Philippines from Japan started with 19.7 per cent in 1980 and
gradually decreased to the lowest rate of 13.3 per cent in 1687.
After then the share from Japan started to pick up again and
reached the level, achieved in 1980, in 1992 with the rate of 19.8
per cent. Roughly, the share from both countries made up about 70
per cent of the FDI to the Philippines. The other two notable
sources were European countries and Hong Kong, with their
respective shares of 9.6 and 5.5 per cent in 1980; and were Loth
increased to 11.0 and 6.9 in 1992, accordingly (See Table 18).
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The recent trend indicates that the FDI from Japan will become
increasingly more important for the Philippines than before as well
as those from the NIEs, especially that from Hong Kong.
Nevertheless, the United States will continue to play dominant role
on the FDI to the Philippines for quite sometime to come in the
future. The initial problem of the Philippines in this regards is
not much of the technological transfer aspect of the FDI, but more
of the absolute amount as a source ©of investment fund. To this
extent both Japan and the NIEs are in much better position to do
so. The only question remained is whether both or either of them
would like to do so. As the former four countries discussed earlier
are all planning to step up to higher technological ladder in their
technological ascendancy, there 1is increasing chance for the
Philippines to receive more FDI in volume, especially from the
NIEs.

Unfortunately, the Philippines seems to have suffered from the
comparative disadvantage from her existing location compared with
that of Vietnam in its accessibility to the main land markets of
Indochina and Southeast Asia. It may has a little more advantage
in location to be a production base for exporting to the markets in
North America compared with the rest of ASEAN. Again, on this basis
its also suffer from comparatively disadvantage from that of
Mexico. As a result, the Philippines is now under a rather tough
condition as far as the FDI is concerned. Nevertheless, niches of
advantage here and there, may help improving the recent depressed
situation of the FDI for the Philippines. In fact the trend for
some significant improvement is already there (See Table 3).

The fresh start of Vietnamese FDI, in the late 1980's was
mostly from private sources originally, and was quickly being
replaced in its importance mostly from Europe. However, since the
early 1990's, this was also quickly being taken over by the NIEs
and to a lesser extent ASEAN, taking the advantage of much closer
proximity (See Table 19). Sooner or later +there will be
increasingly competition from Japan. As formal diplomatic
relationship with the United States has already been established on
July 12, this year (1995), it is expected that more of the FDI from
the United States will flow into the country. Not 1like the
Philippines, future prospect of the FDI for Vietnam is much
brighter. However, the immediate concern of Vietnam as well as that
of the Philippines is the volume not the quality of technological
level of the FDI. Nevertheless, in the end the technological part
will gradually come as part of the FDI package anyhow. With few
bottlenecks to be resolved in the meantime, Vietnam is definitely
in a ready position to join the rank of rapid regional growth of
ASEAN.

Since AFTA have already been firmly established among all
ASEAN, it is the time to highlight the result of Table 13. This
Table tries to pick up some faint trends observed recently. One of
the reasons for unclear trends is that AFTA only has been formally
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established in the late 1992 and the last set of observations in
Tables 13 is 1993. Given the fact that traditional flows of the FDI
among ASEAN members were quite low, rapid increasing trend within
one observable period can hardly be detected.

At least the figures in Table 13 show some sign of increase in
the FDI in three ASEAN countries, namely, Thailand, Indonesia and
the more prominent one of Vietnam. It is also interesting to find
out that the NIEs are playing increasingly important role in term
of the outflows of FDI into ASEAN region. It is expected that, with
rapid move of the AFTA with its ambitious attempt at achieving the
regional free trade starting from January 1, 2000, at least 10 year
before the official date for free trade of APEC for industrialized
countries, freer flows of trade and, perhaps, investment will be
taken place in the ASEAN region within few year time. By then, it
wil? be no longer too difficult ton conceive freer flows of trade
within the region. However, given the fact that most countries in
the region, with the exception with some reservations for
Singapore, all ASEAN economies are still in need for the bulk of
the FDI from outside to maintain their growth records. It will take
guite some time to clearly detect the trends of increasing flows of
the FDI among ASEAN members.

Further FDI Analysis and the Restructuring of Industry

This section will continue analyzing the flows of FDI into
each ASEAN economy. However, this time the FDI shares classified by
industry will be analyzed. The benefit from doing so is also to
gain more understanding on the structural changes of industries
over some period of time. It also provides some insight into
industrial restructure through the process of the structural
changes of industries already mentioned. The second part will
analyze possible flows of the FDI in the future based on some
empirical findings of sectoral GDP by sectoral FDI elasticity, and
labor productivity by labor wage productivity.

Sectoral Flow of the FDI and the Restructuring of Industry

Having discussed the flows of the FDI from their countries of
origin, it is now appropriate to analyze their impact on sectoral
growth for each ASEAN country starting from Singapore. Singapore
only reports the flows of FDI to her manufacturing sector. Perhaps,
the FDI #lows to other sectors is not so significant for Singapore.
More than 50 per cent of the FDI the manufacturing sector in
Singapore only concentrated in two industries, namely, electrical
machinery and appliances, and petroleum and petroleum products. In
1980, the FDI share of petroleum and petroleum products was as high
as 42.0 per cent. It began to decrease in significance gradually
throughout the period and have been replaced in significance by
electrical machinery and appliances.

38



In 1980, the FDI share of electrical machinery and appliances
was only 16.1 per cent. By 1994, the FDI share of this industry
rose to 35.9 per cent, while that of petroleum and petroleum
products fell to only 18.3 per cent. At the same time, the FDI
share of industrial chemicals also rose ‘from only 1.6 per cent in
1980 to 12.7 per cent in 1994. The FDI shares of other industries
that emerged as significance ones in 1994 were those of machinery
except electrical, fabricated metal products, and transport
equipment. Their shares ranged from 8.4, 5.9 and 5.5 per cent,
accordingly (See, Table 20).

This trend indicates that Singapore has gradually moved away
from heavy petroleum industries into the lighter ones with more
advanced technology, especially the one of electrical machinery and
appliances as well as tc the more diversification of industries.
Growth rates of new emerging industries in the early 1990's were
rather impressive with the rates ranged from over 10 per cent
annually to over 20 per cent (See Table C-3). The results in Table
20 has clearly indicated the continual restructuring of industries
in Singapore caused by the directional change of the FDI from that
of the concentration on heavy industry to a more diversified
lighter industries, but more advance in the technological level.

Like that of Singapore, the FDI data for Malaysia only reveal
those in manufacturing industries only. Not 1like Singapore,
Malaysian manufacturing industries generated by the FDI have been
spread much more evenly than those of Singapore since the early
1980's. .In 1982, the four industries that constituted more than 50
per cent of the Malaysian manufacturing industries were foods,
textiles, non-metallic mineral products, and electric and
electronics products. In 1993, none of them except electric and
electronics products continued to maintain the strong FDI share in
the range of 14 per cent. The shares of the rest became less than
10 per cent in 1993 (See Table 21). The other two industries gained
their strength in term of their FDI share in 1993 were, chemical
products and basic metal products. The two had rather impressive
growth rates of higher than 20 and 30 per cent, respectively in
1993 (See Table C-6).

Rapid increase of the FDI share appeared in that classified as
"others", with the share increased from 22.6 in 1982 to 34.6 in
1993. This fact further indicates the more diversification on
manufacturing industries im Malaysia. The fact that food and
textile industries were decreased in significance in Malaysia,
while electrical and electronics products maintained its strength
and chemical products also increased its industrial strength also
indicates the country's movement towards advanced industries. The
diversification of her manufacturing industries, has led to the
conclusion that Malaysia too is moving way from concentration on
few of industries, towards more spread of industries, as well as to
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implicate her attempt to step up to more advanced technology
industries experienced by Singapore. However, the degree of her
advancement cannot be matched the 1level achieved by current
development in Singapore but not much far behind either.

The FDI to Thailand has been gradually moved away from
manufacturing sector to services. The movement of the FDI to
Thailand has been consistent with the pattern of the country's
development. In 1980, the ¥DI share of agricultural products was
9.8 per cent, while that of manufacturing industries was 63.0 per
cent and that of services was 5.9 per cents (See Table 22). The
rest was in other unclassified group not reported in Table 22.
Within manufacturing industries, the FDI share of the item
classified under mining and manufacturing tcok the lead of 31.9 per
cent. Major industries included in this cat~gory were textile and
food products. Ranking after mining and manufacturing was the FDI
share of chemical products, with the share of 20.1 per cent.
Ranking the third was the FDI share of electric and electronics
products, with the share of 11.0 per cent.

While the FDI share of mining and manufacturing has been
eroding throughout the whole observable period (1980-1992), because
of the discovery of natural gas in the Gulf of Thailand since 1980,
the FDI share of chemical products increased rapidly from that of
20.4 per cent in 1981 to 25.5 per cent in 1982. The share reached
its peak in 1986 of 31.3 per cent and started to decline gradually
after then. Since 1984, the FDI share of electric and electronics
products began to increase significantly from that of 11.7 per cent
in 1983 to 14.1 per cent in 1984. During the period of rapid
increase of the FDI from Japan beginning from 1987, the FDI share
of electric and electronics products started to increase further to
the new level of 16.9 per cent, and further increased to the new
level closed to 19 per cent during 1988 to 1991.

After 1989, the FDI share of services sector began to increase
rather sharply, after the successful campaign of Visiting Thailand
Year 1987 that resulted in rapid increase of tourists to Thailand,
the share increased from 7.0 per cent in 1988 to 14.2 per cent in
1989. The share continued to increase at very rapid rate since then
and reached 31.5 in 1992. Services sector in Thailand has been
dominated by tourist industry and wholesale and retail business.
However, in the early 1990's banking, insurance and real estates
began to emerge in significance in the service’'sector.

Growth rates of the FDI in three industries in Thailand during
the late 1980' to the early 1990's were very much impressive. The
three industries were electrical and services sector. They began to
grow very rapidly since the late 1980's, while chemical products
and services did very well in the early 1990's (See Table C-9). In
term of manufacturing industries, Thailand also moved 1in the
direction of industrial composition like that of Malaysia. The
difference is that while Malaysia tends to diversify more of her
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manufacturing industries, Thailand tends to increase her share of
services sector where she normally has the comparative advantage
over her neighboring ASEAN countries. Such difference in the stages
of industrial development as well as different in industrial
structure are factors stimulating trade within the region.

Like most ASEAN countries, the FDI to Indonesia also
concentrate on manufacturing sector. However, since mining and
quarrying sector in Indonesia has also been one of the most
important sectors to the Indonesian economy with its GDP share in
1983 of 20.7 per cent, the FDI share in this sector 1is also
significant. The combined FDI share of mining and manufacturing
sectors for Indonesia in 1981 was 79.9 per cent (See Table 23). The
FDI share of agricultural sector was 5.6 per cent in the same year.,
The rest were distributed among the remaining sectors. Withi.»
manufacturing sector, five industries listed to have significant
shares of the FDI in 1981 were textiles, chemicals, metal products,
basic metals, and non-metallic minerals. Their share ranged from
17.8 per cent for metal products, 16.6 per cent for chemicals, 12.7
per cent for textiles, to 6.6 for metal products and 6.4 for non-
metallic minerals, respectively. :

Somewhat similar to the pattern emerged in Thailand but to a
lesser degree in significance was the strong emergence of the
tourist sector. Such development was reflected by rapid increase in
investment in hotels. The sector expanded at rather rapid rate in
the early 1990's. In 1981, the FDI share of services sector of
Indonesia was only 6.4 per cent, already larger than that of
Thailand in the same year. By, 1993 the share rose to 20.7 per
cent, a very significant increase for the period of 12 year. Yet,
the figure was still less than that of Thailand with her sectoral
share of 31.5 per cent in 1992 due largely to steep increase within
only one year of the 1992. Such strong increase in the FDI in
services sector of Indonesia indicates that Indonesia too is
gradually moving away from manufacturing sector.

Similar pattern of industrial shift in manufacturing
industries also took place in Indonesia. While textile and basic
metals industries lost their strength gradually, chemicals and
metals products gained their strength considerably. The FDI share
of chemical industries rose from 16.6 per cent in 1981 to the peak
of 24.1 per cent in 1989 then stabilized around 20 per cent in 1992
and 1993. That of metal products rose very sharply from 6.6 per
cent in 1981 to 12.2 per cent in 1982, and rose further to the peak
of 16.2 in 1987. After then the share was stabilized between 9 to
10 per cent during the early 1990's (See Table 23). The said
changes, in the pattern of the FDI flows to Indonesia, also
implicate that Indonesia too is undergoing structural changes of
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her industries to the ones with more advanced technology. At the
same time, the country is also gradually move to increasingly rely
on services sector. However, the pace of such movement is a little
slower than that of Thailand.

Not like Thailand and Indonesia, the FDI share of industrial
sector of the Philippines since 1985 has been stabilized around 76
per cent, while that in services sector fluctuated between 20 to 22
per cent since 1982 (See Table 24). This fact indicates that not
much industrial structural changes taken place in the Philippines
in the last 10 years, resulting mainly from the slow rate of
increase of the FDI flows into the country (See Table B-14). Under
such circumstance, technological gap, between the Philippines and
those in the second division of the ASEAN league, must be
considerable.

More trade and investment flows into the Philippines in the
future are entirely possible, provided that the country shows the
sign of moving back to the growth path. Since 1992, under the
reformed government of Fidel Ramos, it is more likely that the
Philippines is currently doing just that. Given the new optimistic
environment, it is anticipated that the volume of the FDI to the
Philippines will increase significantly during the second half of
the 1990's. Unfortunately, the disadvantage due to the location of
the Philippines discussed earlier, will act as a Dbarrier to the
possibility of strong inflows of the FDI into the Philippines for
many years to come.

It is rather pre-mature to discuss about the industrial trends
of the FDI +to Vietnam, while the flows just began in 1988.
Nevertheless, the industrial shares of the FDI in 1993 already
provide interesting pattern. In 1993, the following four industries
were the ones that received significant shares of the FDI. Heavy
industry received 25.3 per cent, followed by hotels and tourism
whose share of the FDI was 26.6, followed by petroleum and gas and
light industry whose shares were 16.8 and 16.7 per cent,
respectively (See Table 25). Such distribution of the FDI shares
reflect the national priority as well as development strategy of
Vietnam.

The trend clearly indicated that heavy industry received high
priority in the country's development. The industry is expected to
serve as strong foundation for industrial development for Vietnam
in the long run. Hotels and tourism will also be the sector that
will tap the foreign exchange flows into the country without much
difficulty as long as Vietnam remain an "exotic” place to lure
tourists to go there. Similar experience from Thailand during the
past 8 years can be most relevant and useful for Vietnam. There has
been strong tendency that the FDI share in light industry in
Vietnam will surpass that of petroleum and gas. Given the existing
experiences from Indonesia, the share of petroleum and gas will
finally settle around 10 per cent. From the said distribution of
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the FDI share of major industries in Vietnam, it appears that
Vietnam is now on a firm ground on her future development and will
benefit more from the freer flows of trade and the FDI in the
region resulting from the AFTA, not in a too far distance future.

Elasticities and Future Flows of the FDI

Having discussed the trends of the shares of the FDI flows to
each ASEAN country, it is appropriate to discuss future direction
of the FDI flows into the ASEAN region based on the analysis of
elasticities of sectoral GDP by the sectoral FDI shown in Table 26
and labor productivity by wage elasticity shown in Table 27. Table
26 shows the sectoral GDP by sectoral FDI of five ASEAN nations,
namely, Singapore, Malaysia, Thailand, Indonesia and the
Philig ~ines. Basically, elasticities 1in the two sectors,
manufacturing and services, are calculated for each countries.
Since Singapore and Malaysia do not have their FDI in services
sector. There will be no elasticities reported of the sector from
Singapore and Malaysia.

Because there is some time lag between the FDI's and outputs
generated by them, empirical evidences suggest that for most
sectors the three year lag between the FDI's and their respective
outputs will be the most appropriate time lag. For services sector,
especially in hotels and tourism and investment in big department
stores for retail activities normally takes about 5 year lag. As a
result, 5 year lag is used for services sector. For Indonesia,
mining sector is also important one and data are also available for
the calculation of the elasticity in construction sectors,
elasticities of the FDI of the two sectors are also computed for
Indonesia. Their calculated values may provide some useful clues
for other countries in the region in the future.

All calculated values of the elasticity pass the t-test for 95
per cent of confidence level with the exception of that of the
Malaysia. The elasticities of sectoral GDP of manufacturing by
their respective FDI are as follow: 1.2, 1.1, 1.3, 1.5, 2.4, for
Singapore, Malaysia, Thailand, Indonesia, and the Philippines,
accordingly. The results imply clearly, with the exception of
Malaysia where the value of the elasticity is not significant, that
,in general, the marginal productivity of the FDI is higher in the
country where the FDI per capita is lower. The findings support
basic economic theory that the marginal productivity of capital is
high when the capital is scarce.

Followed the said principle, the implication is that, if one
considers the marginal productivity of the FDI alone as the
criterion for future investment, among the said 5 ASEAN countries,
more FDI for manufacturing sector should go the Philippines,
followed by Indonesia and Thailand and Singapore respectively. The
empirical results do not support any concrete statement to be made
about Malaysia. For services sector, the FDI elasticities for the
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Philippines, Thailand, and Indonesia, are 3.2, 2.3, and 1.8,
respectively. By and large, the FDI in services sector 1is more
profitable than its manufacturing counterparts. However, the lag or
the leading time in investment is also longer. Anyway, the results
clearly explain why the FDI for both Thailand and Indonesia have
been gradually moving away from manufacturing sector to services
sector.

Again the return to the FDI in service sector is much higher
for the Philippines. However, since Thailand still has some
comparative advantage edge in the services sector over Indonesia,
the return to the FDI in Thailand is higher than that of Indonesia.
The implication from the said results is that more FDI should go to
the Philippines, Thailand, and Indonesia, respectively. As for the
mining and construction seZztors, there can be no cross comparison
for different countries. With the elasticity of 4.3 for the FDI in
mining sector in Indonesia. It is rather clear that mining sector,
especially that of petroleum provides very high return to the FDI.
In a way, in spite of the high rate of return to the FDI of the
sector, investment 1is normally limited to the existing known
reserves. This nature of natural monopoly in petroleum industry
normally results in high return to the FDI. In case of construction
sector, the return to the FDI is not high (the FDI elasticity is
1), simply because construction sector in Indonesia has not
performed distinctively in the past compared with other sectors.

If the only criterion for the FDI flow is based on its
sectoral GDP elasticity, then the results should have turn out in
the way discussed above. Unfortunately, other factors may also
contribute to the disadvantage of the Philippines. The results from
Tables 27 provide additional set of information for consideration.
Table 27 provides labor productivity by wage elasticities for the
five ASEAN countries. The figures will serve as other necessary
criterion for the FDI. It will be more likely that on the average,
the FDI will flow to the country where labor productivity by wage
elasticity is the highest.

Tables 27 provides the three year average of the value of the
labor productivity by wage elasticity of the five countries for two
period. One is during the most rapid flow of the FDI to ASEAN
during 1987-1989. The other is for the slowing down period of 1990-
1992. The results indicates that during the rapid growth period,
the said elasticities for the: five countries are as follow: 6.1,
1.1, 0.9, 0.8, 0.3, for Thailand, Malaysia, Singapore, Indonesia,
and the Philippines, respectively. The results have already been
discussed, namely, more proportional flow of the FDI to Thailand,
Malaysia, and Singapore respectively (See, Table 2), the
Philippines and Indonesia did not benefit from the FDI during that
period as much.
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During 1990 to 1992, +the magnitude and the ranking of the
elasticities change a little. They are 3.3, 1.6, 1.1, 0.6 and -0.2,
for Thailand, Malaysia, Indonesia, Singapore, and the Philippines,
respectively. By this ranking, Thailand is still most attractive
place for the FDI than other four countries, followed by Malaysia
and Indonesia. It is very clear from the above results, as well as
for obvious reasons, that Singapore is not a place for the labor
intensive FDI. Empiricel evidences show consistent results for
both periods. Although the average wage in Indonesia has always
been lower than both Thailand and Malaysia, the country's 1labor
productivity by wage elasticity is still lower than the former two.
Nevertheless, the longer term trend shows gradual improvement in
the productivity-wage elasticity for Indonesia. Not in a far
distant future, Indonesia will definitely overtak= Malaysia as the
production base for labor intensive industries, wirile Malaysia will
have to move up and compete with Singapore for the’ FDI in advanced
technology industries. Not long after that Thailand too will lose
the competitive edge in labor intensive industries to Indonesia and
must compete with Malaysia on a new industrial level.

But for the Philippines, the situation is rather different.
Slow and negative growth rates during the early 1990's were
responsible for the negative elasticity of -0.2. Fortunately, one
comfortable factor to be contemplated on, was that during the said
period, the Philippines severely suffered from many forms of
natural calamities. Still the Philippines must attempt to achieve
better growth record in order to have the improved value of the
productivity-wage elasticity high enough to attract more of the
FDI. With relatively little amount of the FDI in the past. The
situation can turn into the catch 22, or the no win situation.
Fortunately, the other comfortable factor is the high values of
elasticities of sector GDP Dby the sectoral FDI of both
manufacturing and services sectors of the Philippines. They are the
factors to induce more of the FDI for the Philippines, if she can
only keep up with the regional average performance.

Having discussed potential difficulties faced by the
Philippines, it is now appropriate to introduce the Yamashita's
observation into consideration. According to his observation on the
behavior of the FDI from Japan in the second half of the 1980's,
the main purpose of the FDI flows from Japan to Asia during that
period was to create primarily, manufacturing bases for export. Yet
Japanese companies could not afford the time required for training
local personnel from the begining. They wanted to start exporting
in as short time as possible. As a result, they have come to rely
heavily on automation and robots as a substitute for low-skilled
local labor and have succeeded remarkably in the improvement of
quality of their products (Yamashita, 1994, pp. 21-22).
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Given the AFTA scenario, similar situation can easily repeat
1tself in the second half of the 1990's. Members of ASEAN with good
endowment of primary resources, low value of land price, low labor
costs, good location for better access to markets of most countries
in the region, will stand a good chance of being selected as export
bases to the rest of the region. Under this scenario, the
Philippines will stand fairy good chance to attract some of the
FDI. However, her strong competitor in the region is Vietnam. As
already discussed earlier, what the Philippines badly needs now is
not the FDI with gquality but its volume to first boosting her
growth and productivity in order to attract more of thée FDI in the
next round.

For an ASEAN region as a whole, the quick development of AFTA
will result in strong inflows of the FDI into the region in the
coming second half of the 1990's. This time it will not only be the
ones mainly from Japan, although she will still maintain her
supremacy of being on the top rank, not much less significance will
be more of the FDI from the Asian NIEs as well as other developed
APEC members such as the United States, Canada, Australia and New
Zealand with the possibility of more from the multinational
corporations based in Europe. By the beginging of the next Century,
apart from more intra-regional trade flows among AFTA members, the
flows of the FDI among themselves will be much more free than what
have already achieved, currently. By that time the Philippines, the
most difficult case among all ASEAN members, will definitely be
able to pull herself out of the existing FDI starved trap. '

The next question to be raised is what then will happen to
ASEAN and APEC in 2000 and beyond. Will ASEAN perform well under
the APEC setting ? What will happen to the world as a whole under
the scenario of rapid growth of ASEAN ? Will ASEAN keep on growing
without any limit or constraints ? These issues will be discussed
in the next section.

In 2000 and Beyond

From most evidences discussed so far, the only country in the
region that may not be able to meet the challenge fully in the
coming Century for freer flows of trade and investment in ASEAN
region, is, perhaps, the Philippines. The rest of them will be
doing very well, with average regional growth rate between 7 to 8
per cent annually based on the base line scenario of the regional
performance during the first half of the 1990's. However, given the
AFTA scenario, it is expected that most countries, the Philippines
included, will be able to perform much better than the said
projection. Together with the Yamashita's observation of the nature
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of the FDI to any country for specific purpose of being used as an
export base, it is most likely that a lot more FDI not only from
East Asian countries but from developed countries in the Pacific
region and Europe will flow into the region.

A Future Prospect of ASEAN, AFTA and APEC up to 2020

Such strong inflows of the FDI from countries outside ASEAN
region, will in tern generate stronger intra-region flows of the
FDI, especially from those with advanced technology to the lower
ones. The process is expected to trigger off from the late 1990's
or in the early 2000's. Under such optimistic scenario, the
Philippines too will be able of pull herself out of the FDI starved
trap without much difficulty. By 2005, it is anticipated that most
ASEAN economies except the Philippines and Vietnam will already
join the rank of the Asian NIEs.

Without any severe economic crises within most members of
developed economies of APEC, even more FDI at an accelerated rate
will flow into the ASEAN region after 2005. Such rapid increase in
the inflows will be induced by the fact that, by 2010 all members
of the developed APEC will not have any trade barrier left. By
2010, all ASEAN members will enjoy the full benefit of free trade
offered by all developed APEC member. By that time some ASEAN
members, such as Singapore may already achieve the status of
developed nation and a country like Malaysia will move close to
that. If the Philippines has a good start in 2000, both the
Philippines and Vietnam will also attain the status of the NIEs by
2010.

After 2010, ASEAN as a political bloc is still important for
its members to exert some of their common political influence
within the context of global politic. However, the role of AFTA
will Dbe gradually resolved to be part of +the APEC system,
especially as all members of the ASEAN have at least achieved the
NIEs status in 2010. For obvious reason, by 2020 if APEC continue
to proceed as what have been agreed upon by all member, AFTA will
be no longer necessary.

Growth without Any Limitation ?

Under such optimistic scenario, it looks as though all ASEAN
members can advance forward without any limitation. There are many
constraints to growth without 1limit for almost every country.
Nevertheless, this study will only discuss one of the most obvious
possible limit. That is the energy consumed during the growth
process. The discussion will base on the findings shown in Table
28. As each ASEAN economy dJgrows, its per capita income will
increase accordingly, at the same time one would expect energy
consumption will also increase.

The results in Tables 28, calculate from the base year of
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observed energy consumption per capita in 1988 in comparison with
the per capita GDP of each country in that year. The relationship
between per capita GDP and consumption of energy per capita can
then be estimated. Assuming the base line scenario of the average
growth rate in the early 1990's is used for projection. But for the
Philippines, the average rate of growth under President Aguino
during 1987 to 1989 is used. Given the assumed growth rates, future
GDP of each country can then be calculated. The existing trends of
population growth are also used to calculate population size in
the future for each country. Based on both projections of the GDP
and the number of population for each country, the GDP per capita
can then be calculated. Consequently, per capita consumption of
energy for each country in the future can be predicted from
estimated relationship. Given calculated number of population,
energy consumption for each country can be calculated.

5

In 1988, per capita consumption of energy of Singapore was
3.61 tons of o0il equivalent, followed by that of Malaysia of 1.01
tons of o0il equivalent. Per capita consumption of energy for
Thailand, the Philippines, Indonesia, and Vietnam in the same year
were 0.40, 0.24, 0.22, and 0.08 tons of o0il equivalent,
respectively. By 2010, energy consumption of Singapore will pass
the level of that of the United States, because per capita income
of Singapore will pass that of the United States. The amount of
energy consumed by each person in Singapore in 2010 will be 9.22
tons of o0il equivalent. Per capita consumption of energy of
Malaysia will achieve the level experienced by Singapore in 1988,
in 2010, with the amount of 3.27 tons of 0il equivalent. Thailand
will follow Malaysia close enough with the amount of 2.35 tons of
0il equivalent.

Indonesia, the Philippines and Vietnam will be in about the
same league. Their per capita energy consumption will be in the
range of 0.60, 0.55 and 0.30 tons of 0il equivalent, respectively.
Observe also that, per capita consumption of energy also reflect
the level of development of the economy. Given the said set of
figures, in 2010 Singapore will already achieve the developed
economy status while Malaysia and Thailand will be about that of
the early Asian NIEs. Indonesia, the Philippines, and Vietnam will
not reach the NIEs status as yet. However, the reader should be
reminded that the above prediction is a base line scenario. The
AFTA plus optimistic scenario discussed above have not been
considered in the energy consumption projection. The amount of
energy consumption here should be considered as the minimum level
required under the base line scenario.

Having made the said projection, the total amount of energy
consumption of ASEAN, Brunei excluded, in 1988, 2000 and 2010 are
as follow; 106.2, 339.2 and 560.2 tons of o0il equivalent,
respectively. In comparison with that of the United States
calculated during +the same period, the total amount of energy
consumption of ASEAN was about 5.3 per cent of that of the United
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States in 1988. However, given more rapid growth of the whole
region, the percentage will increase to that of 20.5 in 2010. In
comparison with global consumption of energy, that of ASEAN in 1988
was about 1.4 per cent. The percentage is expected to increase at
least to 5.3 of the world total in 2010.

Such increase will be quite substantial for ASEAN. However, in
comparison with the world total, the increase still is not that
large. Nevertheless, one should be reminded that the figure only
represent the base line scenario. With the AFTA and optimistic
scenario, the regional energy consumption could further increase in
the range of 50 to 100 per cent of the calculated value in 2010. In
that case, such rapid increase of the share of energy consumption
for ASEAN could contribute significantly to more pressure on global
energy used and its accompanied en‘ironmental consequences.

As far as energy consumption goes, the AFTA plus optimistic
scenario is about as much of the upper 1limit that ASEAN can
increase its share of the consumption. Beyond this limit, under the
assumption of the known technology as well as the existing reserves
of energy, there could be a problem of either global o0il crisis or
global environment problem such as the green house effect, or both.
To advance the discussion further, beyond 2010 without any
certainty of energy technology in the future can prove to be rather
futile.

Thus, the conclusion must be made here. In term of the limit
to growth, it can be reiterated that there will be no problem in
term of energy used for ASEAN under the base line scenario.
However, under such scenario ASEAN will not reach its optimal
potential. Nonetheless, it can do so under the AFTA plus optimistic
scenario. With this scenario, ASEAN will achieve its optimal
results on growth but will face the problem of global energy limit
given the known technology by 2010. Any prediction beyond 2010 will
be rather shaky.

Conclusion

This study begins by raising the question of whether it is too
premature economically for ASEAN, when President Suharto of
Indonesia tried to convince all APEC members to sign the Bogor
Declaration, binding all of them to commit to definite time table
for complete trade liberalization. For developed economies complete
liberalization will begin in 2010 and for developing economies it
will begin by 2020. In the process of probing for the answer, brief
history of both ASEAN and APEC are discussed. Although, being
created since 1967 with the purpose to generate free flows of trade
and investment among member nations, ASEAN did not achieve much
progress in that direction until after the second half of the
1980's.
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The main reason, with the exception of Singapore and Brunei,
was that the rest of them pursued the same -policy of. . import -
substitution as their basic development strategy. The problem was
compound by the fact that the :gtructures of ‘their economies were gf
competing nature rather than complementary. Rapid change took place
during 1984 and 1885, when most ASEAN economies reached the limit
for further expansion resulting from the saturation of internal
markets caused by the import substitution policy, together with the
decline in both o0il prices starting from 1984, and the consecutive
declines of the world prices of agricultural products since the
early 1980's. The oil exporting members suffered severely from the
decrease in c¢il prices while those depending on exports of
agricultural products had gradually lost their development strength
since the early 1980's.

Most members must adjust their policy to that o. export
orientation of their manufacturing products. However, the policy
could not be actually realized until the great influx of the FDI,
especially from Japan and the Asian NIEs into the region. The FDI
flows, on one hand was caused by rapid appreciation in the yen
value and respective currencies of the Asian NIEs. On the other
hand, they also responded to the change to export oriented policy
of those countries. Foreign investors actually followed their own
strategies, by using ASEAN countries as their production bases for
exports. This was, in turn, due to rapid increase in production
costs in their own countries, as well as the saturation of the
demand in their respective domestic markets. As a result, the great
influx of the FDI into ASEAN region in the second half of the
1980's came in one package with export markets, desperately sought
after by most ASEAN members prior to the said period.

The package provided strong stimulant to rapid growth for most
ASEAN nations, with the exception of the Philippines. The country
was suffered from internal political instability followed by
severely natural calamities during the said period. Hence, she
completely missed the great opportunity from the rapid influx of
the FDI in the second half of the 1980's. Since then, most ASEAN
members began to gain strong confidence in their economic
performance as well as their ability to trade and export. Being
motivated by the prospect of increasing protectionist tendency, by
the prospect of the single market of European Union in 1993, and
NAFTA in 1984, plus increasing competition for the FDI from China,
since the resumption of normal economic relationship with ,most
nations in the early 1990's, after the severe suppression of the
pro-democratic movement in China after the Tiananmen incidence in
1989, leaders of ASEAN nations decided to launch their previous
economic blue print of the AFTA in early 1992 and to begin with the
plan for the reduction of trade barrier among themselves by January
1, 1993.
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The combination of stronger confidence, prospect of increasing
tendency for increasing degree of competition and more trade blocs,
together with increasing ability to trade among themselves, due to
slightly differences in the levels of their technological
advancement of their industries, as well as continual restructuring
of their industries brought about by the FDI, majority of the ASEAN
members decided to gamble on the possibility of more rapid
expansion of their economies through the APEC setting. Such factors
explained the move of President Suharto during the APEC summit in
Bogor in 1994.

Having made such decision, it is only natural that ASEAN
should always try to move one step ahead of that of the APEC
development. As a result, before the 1995 APEC meeting in Osaka,
Brunei, the 1995 host of ASEAN Ministerial meeting, urged ASEAN
ministers to try to move the AFTA free trade date to yet another
step forward to 2000, in stead of the agreed date of 2003, from the
original date of 2008. By so doing, it is anticipated that more FDI
will flow into the region in the second half of the 1990's, taking
the advantage of the nature of rapid growth of the region as well
as the prospect of free trade within the region starting from 2000.

, By 2000, the ASEAN region will be ready to meet the challenge
from the starting of tariff reduction among APEC members. The
Ereglon can expect to gain even more flows of the FDI for the
;production as export bases to developed members of the APEC in the
:second half of the 2000's, in order to take the advantage from free
trade status offered by those countries. Starting from the second
‘half of the 1990's, the FDI's flows into ASEAN region will be no
longer confined to those from Japan and the Asian NIEs, though
their ascendancy will remain intact for quite some time to come in
the future. More flows will come from developed economies in
Pacific region and Europe. The strong inflows of FDI from these
countries, will stimulate more intra-regional flows of the FDI
beginning from the first half of the 2000's. By the second half of
the 2000's, more intra-regional flows of the FDI within the ASEAN
region will become evidence.

Givery

rrent members of ASEAN w1ll at'least achleve the status of the
NIEs under the fe) called AFTA plus optlmlstlc scenarlo. Apsknaot,

optimis ic scencrlo could exert ets pressure on the upper
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limit of global energy constraint. Given the known reserves of
energy and the existing technology for energy utilization, any
speculation beyond 2010 will be rather counter productive.
Nevertheless one most certain outcome to be anticipated is that
ASEAN will be doing much better than the base lire scenario
discussed, under the APEC setting from the second half cf 1990's to
2010.
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Table 1: FOREIGN DIRECT INVESTMENT (FDI) — LED DEVELOPMENT OF ASEAN PROFILES IN 1993

Country GDP Population GDP FDI
per capita per capita
(Million US$%) (Million) (US$) (1987-93 Accumulation-US$)
Singapore 55,086 2.87 19,194 4,105
Brunei 4,027% 0.30% 13,424 ~" n.a.
Malaysia 57,618 19.24 2,995 1,550
Thailand 110,431 58.58 1,885 728
Indonesia 142,832 189.14 775 285
Philippines 54,068 65.65 824 24

Vietnam n.a. 70.80 n.a. 95

Total 406.58




Table 1 (Continued)

Country Percentage of FDI FDI from Japan Percentage of FDI
(1987-93 Accumulation) per capita from Japan
by GDP (1987-93 Accumulation (1987-93 Accumulation)
-US%) by GDP

Singapore 21.4 2,059 10.7
Brunei n.a. 413 3.1
Malaysia 01.7 225 7.5
Thailand 38.6 95 5.1
Indonesia 37.7 35 4.6
Philippines 2.9 19 2.3
Vietnam n.a. 11 n.a.
Total

%1994 figures

Sources: Calculated from statistics published in 1995 Statistical Pocketbook, ASEAN-Japan
(ASEAN Centre), and Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation, Osaka, 1995 by APEC

Secretariat.



1Y

Table 2: TREND OF FDI FROM JAPAN TO ASEAN

FDI Percentage FDI Percentage
(1951-94 Accumulation) (1987-94 Accumulation)
in million US$ in million US$
Singapore 9,535 21.8 6,964 23.6
Brunei 124 0.3 124 0.4
Malaysia 6,357 14.5 5,074 17.2
Thailand 7,184 16.4 6,300 21.4
Indonesia 16,981 38.8 8,308 28.2
Philippines 2,817 6.4 1,904 6.5
Vietnam 789 .8 789 2.7
Total 43,787 100.0 29,463 100.0

Source: Calculated from each country report

(ASEAN Centre).

and 1995 Statistical Pocketbook, ASEAN-Japan




Table 3: FDI TO EACH ASEAN COUNTRY (1987-1994)
: (Unit: Million US$%)

Total Amount 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994
Singapore 824 1,834 2,647 4,486 6,363 8,605 11,782 16,920
Malaysia 4,604 5,289 8,463 14,993 20,902 27,484 29,813 33,822
Thailand 2,138 4,613 10,166 16,641 24,200 38,414 42 649 48,519
Indonesia 2,013 4,071 11,116 21,351 31,024 45,733 53,832 77,556
Philippines 108 180 384 553 968 1,135 1,546 3,102
Vietnam 0 147 511 1,023 2,170 4,096 6,711 8,230

From Japan
Singapore 494 1,241 3,143 3,983 4,596 5,266 5,910 6,964
Brunei 109 109 109 109 109 109 109 124
Malaysia 163 550 1,223 1,948 2,828 3,532 4,332 5,074
Thai land 250 1,109 2,385 3,539 4,346 5,003 5,581 6,300
Tndonesia 545 1,131 1,763 2,867 4,060 5,736 6,543 8,308
Philippines 72 206 408 666 869 1,029 1,236 1,904
Vietnam 0 0 83 85 98 319 395 789

Source: Calculated from each country's report and 1995 Statistical Pocketbook, ASEAN

-Japan (ASEAN Centre).
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Table 4: GDP AND MANUFACTURING GROWTH RATE OF ASEAN COUNTRIES (1981-1994)

(Unit: Per Cent)

GDP
Singapore
Brunei
Malaysia
Thailand
Indonesia
Philippines
Vietnam

Manufacturing

Singapore
Malaysia
Thailand
Indonesia

Philippines

1981
6.3
-19.8
7.1
0.8
7.9

9.7
4.6
6.4
10.2

n.a.

1982
7.3
3.9
8.3
3.9
2.2
3.6

n.a.

-3.5
3.8
4.4
1.2
1.6

1983
8.7
0.5
6.3
5.7
4.2
1.8

n.a.

2.8
8.2
7.3
2.2
-0.3

1984
8.3
0.6
7.8
7.1
7.0

7.3

1.5
11.7
6.8
22.1
-10.1

1985
6
o
1
3.5
)
3

-7.3
-3.8
-0.6
11.2
7.9

41

n.

986
1.8
2.8
1.0
4.9
5.9
3.4

a.

8.4
7.5
9.6
9.3
1.8

1987
9.

W W U B e

1
5
9.
4
4

n.a.

17.3
13.4
16.0
10.6

0.6




Table 4 (Continued)
(Unit: Per Cent)

GDP 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994
Singapore 11.1 9.2 8.3 7.0 6.1 9.9 g.5%
Brunei 2.6 0.8 2.7 3.6 -1.0 -4.1 n.a.
Malaysia 8.9 9.2 9.7 8.7 8.5 8.0 8.6
Thailand 13.2 12.0 10.0 8.1 7.6 7.8 8.3%
Indonesia 5.8 7.3 7.2 6.9 6.3 6.5 6.7*
Philippines 6.8 .2 2.7 -0.5 0.6 2.0 4.5%
Vietnam n.a. n.a. n.a. 6.0 8.6 8.1 8.5

Manufacturing
Singapore 18.0 9.8 9.5 5.4 2.3°  10.0 n.a.
Malaysia 17.6 14.2 15.7 14.0 10.5 12.9 13.0
Thailand 17.9 16.0 16.0 11.8 10.6 n.a. n.a.
Indonesia 13.0 8.3 12.5 9.6 9.7 n.a. n.a.
Philippines 9.5 5.8 2.7 -0.4 -1.7 0.7 n.a.

*estimates

Sources: Statistics of each country and ECONOMIC OUTLOOK OF THE ASIAN ECONOMIES FOR
1995 (Sakura Bank) .
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Table 5: GROWTH RATE OF INDUSTRY AND SERVICE SECTOR OF ASEAN COUNTRIES (1981-1994)

(Unit: Per Cent)

Industry Sector 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987

Singapore 11.1 4.8 9.9 9.8 -9.3 -0.9 10.5
Malaysia 3.3 5.7 10.5 11.1 -3.8 4.6 6.5
Thailand 3.4 2.9 7.0 7.9 -1.0 7.1 14.1
Indonesia 8.5 -1.9 2.9 9.8 -0.5 4.9 6.7
Philippines n.a. 2.5 1.5 -11.5 -15.7 2.3 4.0
Vietnam n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.

Service Sector

Singapore 11.3 9.0 8.0 9.5 5.6 4.2 12.0
Malaysia 11.6 6.6 6.6 8.0 1.7 -0.5 5.0
Thailand 7.0 5.8 5.5 7.1 4.6 4.5 10.0
Indonesia 11.8 5.5 4.7 5.1 4.7 7.4 5.9
Philippines n.a. 6.8 5.6 -6.5 -2.1 4.2 5.2

Vietnam n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.'
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Table 5 (Continued)

(Unit: Per Cent)

Industry Sector

Singapore
Malaysia
Thailand
Indonesia
Philippines
Vietnam

Service Sector

Singapore
Malaysia
Thailand
Indonesia
Philippines

Vietnam

1988
13.1
12.7
16.4
3.9
8.7

12.0
7.8
12.1
6.9
7.2

1989
8.3
12.4
17.5
9.1
7.4

11.8

8.5

9.3
9.6
7.0

1990
9.2
13.2
16.3
9.8
2.6

3.5
11.5
13.1

DN DN N W =W

~N = 9 N oow»

w O W v O =X

1993
9.6
9.5

n.a.

n.a.
1.8

12.0

13.7

8.7

2.1
13.0

1994
n.a.
10.8
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
13.5

8.9
n.a.
n.a.

n.a.
12.5

Sources: Compiled from the statistics of each country
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Table 6: SINGAPORE - GDP SHARE BY INDUSTRIAL ORIGIN

Unit: Per Cent

1. Agriculture Sector
Agriculture & Forestry

2. Industry Sector
Quarrying
Manufacturing
Construction
Electricity, Gas & Water

3. Service Sector
¥holesale, Retail, Restaurants,
Hotels, ectc.
Transportation, Storage
& Communication
Finance, I[nsurance & Real Estate

Others

.Total

Source: Economic Survey of Singapore 1987,

Note: * Projection made by the authors.
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Table 7: BRUNEI: GDP SHARE BY INDUSTRIAL ORIGIN

Unit: Per Cent

Petroleum Sector

Non-Petroleum Sector
1. Agriculture

2. Industry
Mining & Manufacturing
Construction

3. Services
Transportation & Communication
Finance, Insurance
Real Eslate, etc.

Total

Source: Brunei Statistical Yearbook 1987,

Note: % Projection made by the authors.
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Table 10: INDONESIA - GDP SHARE BY INDUSTRIAL ORIGIN
Unit: Pcr Cenl

1. Agriculture Sector
Agri., Forestry & Fishery

2. Industry Sector
Mining & Quarrying
Manufacturing
Construction
Electricity, Gas & Water

3.Service Sector
Commerce, Hotels
& Restaurant Businesses
Transportation & Communication
Finance
Real Estate
National Defense & Securities
Other Services

) Total

Source: Pendapatan Nasional Indonesia
Note: * Projection made by the authors.
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Table 9: THAILAND - GDP SHARE BY INDUSTRIAL ORIGIN
Unit: Per Cent .
’ 1980 1986 1990 1991 1992 2000% 2003% 2010%

1. Agriculture Scctor 20. 2 18.2 13.6 13.2 12.8 11.3 10. 6 9.0
2. Industry Sector 30. 1 32.3 37.8 39.1 39.7 43. 2 45. 4 48.2
Mining 0.8 1.7 1.6 1.7 1.7 1.5 1.5 1.4
Manufacturing 23.1 23.4 21.8 28.7 29. 6 31. 7 33. 3 35. 0
Construction 4.6 4, 8 6.0 6. 2 5.9 6.9 7.3 7.8
Electricity, Gas & Water 1.7 2.4 2.4 2.5 2.5 3.1 3.3 1.0
3. Service Sector 49.7 49.5 48. 6 47.7 47.5 45.5 44. 0 42. 8
Transportation & Communication 1.2 7.3 1.5 7.4 1.5 1.2 6.9 6. 2
Wholesale & Retail 17.9 16.5 17.5 17.3 16. 9 15.5 14. 6 12.8
Banking, Insurance & Real Estate 3.1 3.1 h.5 5.4 6.3 8.8 10. 1 14. 1
House Ownership 4.7 4.0 3.1 3.0 2.9 2.0 1.6 1.1
Administration & National Defense 4.1 4.2 3.1 3.1 2.9 2.2 1.8 14
Other Services 12. 6 14. 4 11. 9 11.5 11. 0 9.8 8.9 7.3
“Total 100. 0 100. 0 100.0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 S 100.0 100. 0

Source: NESDB, National Income of Thailand, Rebased Series, 1980-1993.
Note: % Projection made by the authors.



Table 8: MALAYSIA - GDP SHARE BY INDUSTRIAL ORIGIN
Unit: ‘Per Cent

1980 1985 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 2000%

I Agricul ture Sector 23.4 20. 9 18.7 17. 1 16. 5 5.7 14. 8 12.5
Agri., Fishery & Forestry 23. 4 20.9 18.7 17. 1 16.5 15.7 14. 8 12.5
2. Industry Sector 37.0 37.0 40.5 41. 7 42.0 42. 2 43.5 15.1
Mining & Quarrying 10. 3 10. 6 8.1 7.7 7.3 6. 6 6.1 6.7
Manufacturing 20.6 19. 9 26.9 28.2 28. 8 29. 9 31.2 32. 1
Construction 4.7 4.8 3.6 3.8 3.9 4.0 4.1 1.3
Electricity, Gas & Water 1.4 1.7 1.9 2.0 2.1 1.7 2.2 2.5
3. Service Sector 39.6 42.1 40. 8 41.3 41. 5 42. 1 41.7 41.8
Transportation & Communication 5.9 6.4 6.9 7.0 7.1 58 7.0 1.7
¥holesale & Retail 12. 4 12. 1 1.1 11.7 1.9 9.7 12. 4 1.3
Finance, Insurance & Real Estate 8.4 9.0 9.8 10. 1 10. 2 10. 1 10. 8 1.6
Government Services 10.5 12.3 10.8 10. 4 10. 1 8.6 9.4 9.2
Other Scrvices 2.4 2.3 2.1 2.1 2.1 7.9 2.1 1.4
_Total o 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100.0 100.0 100. 0 100. v

Source: Ministry of Finance, Economic Report 1985/86, 1989/90, 1993/94.
Note: % Projection made by the authors,
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"Table 11: PHILIPPINES - GDP SHARE BY
Unit: Per Cent

1. Agriculture Sector
Agriculture
Fishery
Forestry

2. Industry Sector
Mining & Quarrving
Manufacturing
Construction
Electricity, Gas & Water

3. Service Scctor
Transportation, Communication
& Storage
Trade
Finance
Private Scrvices
Government Services
Other Services

Total

INDUSTRIAL ORIGIN

1981 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1993
23.5 24.6 24. 6 24.4 23. 6 22.9 22.8
16. 9 18. 3 18.0 7. 4 7.5 17.3 17.8
1.0 4.7 1.9 5.0 5.0 1.2 1.5
2.6 1.6 1.7 2.0 2.0 1.3 0.5
41.0 35. 1 34.7 34. 6 35. 2 35.6 34.3
1.5 2.1 2.1 L8 1§ 1.6 1.6
27. 1 25. 2 24. 8 25. | 25.7 25. 6 21.7
10. 1 4.8 4.8 5. 1 5. 5.7 5.3
2.3 3.0 3.0 2.6 2.7 2.7 2.8
35.5 40.4 40.7 41,0 41.2 415 12.9
1.9 5.5 5. 6 5. 7 5.8 5.8 5.9
12. 6 14.5 14.7 1.6 14.5 14.7 5.3
3.3 3.0 3.1 3.5 3.6 3.9 41
5.4 6.8 6.8 6.8 6.9 6.8 6.9
4.3 4.9 1.9 1.3 4.9 1.8 5.
5.0 5.7 5. 6 5.6 5.5 5.5 5. 7
100. 0 100. 0 100.0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0

Source: National Statistical Coordination Board, Philippine Statistical Yearbook 1994.‘
Note: % Projection made bv the authors.
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Table 12: VIETNAM - GDP SHARE BY INDUSTRIAL ORIGIN
Unit: Per Cent ’

1. Agriculture Sector

2. Industry Sector
Industry
Construction

3. Service Sector
Transportation & Communication
Commerce & Supply of Goods
Finance, Banking & Insurance
National Management, Science, Health,
Education, etc.
Housing, Tourism, etc.

Total

Source: Nien giam thong ke, 1992, pp. 26-27.
Note: % Projection made by the authors.
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Table 13: TREND OF SHARE OF FDI AMONG ASEAN COUNTRY FROM ASEAN AND NIES

(Unit: Per Cent)

IFrom ASEAN
Singapore
Malaysia
Thailand
Indonesia
Philippines

Vietnam

From NILs, Singapore Excluded

1980
none
n.a.

3.5
n.a.
none

none

Singapore
Malaysia
Thailand
Indonesia
Philippines

Vietnam

From ASEAN and NIEs

Singapore
Malaysia
Thailand
Indonesia
Philippines

Vietnam

none
n.a.
8.1
n.a.
5.5

none

none
n.a.
11.6
n.a.

5.5

none

1984
none
28.5
5.9
3.4
none

none

none
19.0
9.8
13.8
5.6

none

none
47.5
15.7
17.2

5.6

none

1987
none
22.5
5.2
2.0
none

none

none
17.0
10.2
12.1

6.2

none

none
39.5
15.4

14.1-

6.2

none

1990
none
19.2
5.3
2.9
none

none

none
11.8
13.5
20.3

6.8
23.2

none
31.0
18.8
23.2

6.8
23.2

1992
none.
16.5
6.2
3.6
none
2.7

none
21.4
23.9
19.3

6.9
41.3

none
38.2
30.1
22.9

6.9
44.0

1993
none
15.9

6.3

“wn.a.

none
5.4

none
19.5
21.2
19.7
n.a.
46.5

none
35.4
27.5

» 26.0

n.a.
51.9

Sources: Calculated from Tables 14-19.
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Table 14: SINGAPORE - FDI SHARE BY COUNTRY -
Unit: Per Cent

1980 1981 . 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994

United States 29.5 310 32.3 32.9 32.8 35.4 36. 6 35.9 35.9 35. 6 36.8 371 37.9 38. 7 410
Japan 16. 7 16.7 16. 8 17.1 22.6 22.3 24.0 25.0 26. 6 27.2 21.17 21.8 28.3 21.9 21.0
European Countries 40.7 40. 8 39.6 38.3 3.1 34.3 32.8 31.0 30. 1 30. 4 29.4 29.2 28.3 28.4 27. 1
United Kingdom 16. 5 16.7 17.1 16.7 14.3 13.8 13.0 11.8 1.0 1.0 10. 3 10.0 10. 1 10. 3 10. 5
Netherlands 18.2 16.9 15.4 1.2 12.6 12.6 11.9 11.0 10.4 10. 4 9.7 3.6 8.8 7.9 7.4
Germany 2.0 2.3 2.2 2.2 1.9 1. g 1.9 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.8 2.8 2.9 3.3 3.1
France 0.8 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.1 1.4 1.5 1.4 1.8 2.2 2.3 2.3 2.2 2.4 2.3
Italy 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4
Switzerland 1.6 1.4 1.2 1.2 1.0 1.0 1.0 1o 0.9 0.8 0.8 0.7 0.6 0.8 0.7
Sweden 0.6 1.3 1.3 1.2 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.9 0.8 0.1 0.7 0.6 0.5 0.5 0.4
Other EC 0.7 0.9 1.1 I.4 1.8 2.1 2.1 2.0 2.2 2.3 2.1 2.2 2.0 1.9 1.1
Other European Countries 0.4 0.3 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.6 0.6 0.7 0.8 10 0.9 1.1 Lo
Others 13. 1 11.6 1.3 1.6 10. 3 8.0 6.6 8.0 1.3 6.8 6.2 5.9 5.6 5.0 15
Total 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100.0 100. 0 100. 0. 100. 0 100. 0

Source: Economic Development Board (EDB)
Notes: 1) Based on the cumulative amount.
2) Only manufacturing projccts granted approval.
3) Germany: Figures before 1989 are those of ¥.Germany.
4) Other EC: 1993 and 1994 figures are those of EU (European Union).



Table 15: NALAYSIA - FDI SHARE BY COUNTRY

Unit: Per Cent B 5% R 3 e
1983 1984 1985 1986 1987
United States 6.8 6.6 7.1 6.8 6.3
Japan”’ 17.9 19. 6 20. 3 22.6 25.0
Australia 2.5 2.5 2.4 2.1 1.9
India 1,4 1.4 1.4 1.2 1.3
China
Panama
Bahamas 0.4 0.3 0.5 0.3 0.3
NIES 37.5 31. 1 37.0 33.0 28.0
S. Korea 0.03 0.03 0.05 0. 06 0.09
Taiwan 0. 001 0. 005 0.02 0. 04 0.2
llong Kong 9.3 9.0 8.7 7.5 6.7
Singapore 28.2 28.1 28. 3 25.4 22.0
Other ASEAN Countries
Indonesia 0.3 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.5
European Countries 21.3 20. 6 20. 4 24,7 24.5
United Kingdom 16. 8 16.2 16. 1 20.0 20. 2
¥. Cermany 2.8 2.8 2.1 2.4 2.2
Netherlands 1.6 1.5 1.3 2.0 1.7
France
[taly
Denmark 0. 04 . 0. 05 0.1 0.1 0.1
Switzerland 0.1 R (N | 0.1 0.2 0.3
Finland 0.0 0.0 0.01 0. 01 0.02
Ireland
Others 1.9 1.8 1.9 2.0 2.0
Total 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0

Source: Malaysian Industrial Development Authority (MIDA)

Notes: DOnty manufacturing projects granted approval,
2Germany - Figures before 1980 are those of Yest Germany.
3IBased on the cummulative amount since 1982,
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Table 18: PHIL]PP]&ES - FDI SHARE BY COUNTRY

Unit: Per Cent

-United States

Japan

Australia

Canada

Hong Kong

Eurapean Countries
United Kingdom
Netherlands
Switzerland
France

Total

Source: Central Bank of the Philippines
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Table 19: VIETNAM - FDI SHARE BY COUNTRY

Init: Per Cent

[nited States
Japan
Australia
Malayvsia
European Countries
United Kingdom
Ncetherlands
France
NIEs
S. Korea
Taiwan
Hong Kong
Singapore
Others

Total

Source: JETRO

1988

6. 8
84. 9
100. 0

Notes: [)Projects granted approval.

2)Based on the cumulative amount since 1988.
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Table 20: SINGAPORE - FDI SHARE BY INDUSTRY

Unit: Per Cent

Food & Beverages

Textiles

Yood Products

Electrical Nachinery & Appliances
Petroleun & Petroleun Products
Industrial Chemicals

Machinery except Electrical
Fabricated Yetal Products
Paper Products & Printing
Precision Equipment
Non-Xetallic Nineral Products
Basic Netals

Transport Equipment

Plastic Products

Total

Source: Economic Development Board (EDB)
Notes: [)Based on the cumulative amount.
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Table 21: MALAYSIA - FDI SHARE BY I[NDUSTRY
Unit: Per Cent

1982 1983
Food s 17.1 16.0
Textiles 10.9 10.6
¥ood & Wood Products 4.0 4.1
Chemical Products 1.2 7.3
Non-Metallic Mineral Products 10.0 9.6
Basic ¥etal Products 4.9 4.6
Fabricated Metal Products 3.4 3.5
¥achinery 1.6 1.6
Electric & Electronics Products 14 6 13.2
Transportation Equipment 1.0 4.2
Others 22.6 25. 4
Total 100. 0 100. 0

Source: Malaysia Industrial Development Authority (MIDA)

Notes: [)Only Manufacturing projects granted approval
2)Germany - Figures before 1990 are those of Vest
3)Based on the cumulative amount since 1682.
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Table 22: THAILAND - FDI SHARE BY INDUSTRY
Unit: Per Cent

1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990
1. Agricultural Products 9.8 9.8 9.7 10. 0 9.6 9.4 8.0 7.5 8.0 7.3 6.8
2. Mining & Manufacturing 319 3.2 28.8 28.0 25.1 23.5 24. 4 20. 5 17.0 16. 0 16. 6
3. Chemical Products 20. 1 20. 4 25.5 27. 6 25.7 25.0 3.3 29.2 28. 4 23.3 213
4. Electric & Electronics Products 1.0 1.9 1.6 1.7 4.1 15. 0 13.9 16. 9 18. 6 18.5 18. 8
5. Services 5.8 5.6 9.4 9.5 8.9 8.9 7.1 7.6 7.0 1.2 15. 9
Total 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0

Source: Board of Investment (BOID
Note: Based on the cumulative amount since 1960.
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Table 23: INDONESIA - FDI SHARE BY INDUSTRY

Unit: Per Cent

Agri., Fishery & Forestry
a. Agriculture
b. Fishery
c. Forestry
¥ining
¥anufacturing
a. Textiles
b. Chemicals
c. ¥etal Products
d. Basic Metals
e. Non-Metallic Minerals
Construction
Real Estate
flotels
Transportation
Services

Total

Source: Badan hoordinasi Penanaman Modal (BRPY)
~ Note: Based on the cumulative amount since 1967
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Table 24: PHILIPPINES - FDI SHARE BY INDUSTRY
Unit: Per Cent

1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1586 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992

Agriculture Sector 2.4 2.2 2.0 1.8 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.6 1.6 1.5 1.6 1.5 1.4
Industry Sector 68.0 69. 7 72.4 69. 4 72. 6 76. 4 76.2 76.5 76. 0 75. 8 75. 4 75. 9 75.9
Mining 15.0 17.4 21. 4 22.7 24.4 26.5 26. 9 21.2 27.5 26.5 26.0 24.0 23.2
Manufacturing 51.7 51.2 50.0 45. 9 47. 4 49.1 48.5 48. 6 48.3 48. 6 48. 6 51.3 52.0
Construction 1.3 1.1 0.9 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.7 0.7 0.6 0.7
Service Sector 26.5 25.0 22.4 20. 1 20. 1 20. 6 20.8 20.5 2.4 21.3 21.7 21.5 21.6
Commerce 6.3 5.8 4, 4.3 4.3 4.3 4.1 4.1 4.3 5.0 5.3 5.3 5.4
Services 3.2 4.4 - 4.0 3.5 3.6 4.0 3.9 3.9 4.4 4.3 4.3 4.6 4.6
Finance 17. 0 14. 8 13.4 12.3 12.3 12.3 12.8 12.5 12. 3 12.0 12.2 1.6 11. 6
Public Utilities 1.7 1.5 1.3 1.2 1.2 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.2 1.2
Total 100. 0 100.0 100. 0 100. 0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100.0 100.0

Source: Central Bank of the Philippines
Notes: 1)Projects granted approval.
2)Based on the cumulative amount since 1970.
PAgriculture sector consists of agriculture, fisheries and forestry.
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Table 25: VIETNAM - FDI SHARE BY INDUSTRY

Unit: Per Cent

Heavy Industry

Light Industry

Petrolecum & Gas
Agriculture & Forestry
Fishery

Transportation, Communication
& Postal Services

Hotels & Tourism
Finance

Construction

Culture, Health Services
& Education

Total

Source: JETRO

Notes: 1)Projects gfanted approval.
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Table 206: SECTORAL GDP BY

SECTORAL FDI ELASTICITY

(Unit: Per Cent)

Manufacturing | Services Mining Construction
Singapore elasticity 1.2 - - -
period of
observation 1982-1993 - - -
R 0.976 - - -
t-test 1.46E-04 - - -
year of lag 3 - - -
Malaysia elasticity 1.1 - - -
period of
observation 1984-1989 - - -
R* 0.949 - - -
t-test 0.89 - - -
year of lag 3 - - -
Thailand elasticity 1.3 2.3 - -
period of
observation 1980-1992 1980-1992 - -
R? 0.954 0.982 - -
t-test 7.42E-04 4 .54E-07 - -
year of lag 3 5 - -
Indonesia elasticity 1.5 1.8 4.3 1.0
period of _
observation 1983-1992 1983-1992 1983-1992 1983-1992
R 0.744 0.952 0.939 0.843
t-test 9.99E-04 6.45E-07 1.27E-02 1.50E-09
year of lag 3 5 4 3
Philippines elasticity 1.5 3.2 - -
period of
observation 1981-1993 1981-1993 - -
R? 0.892 0.944 - -
t-test 7.34E-13 5.02E-11 - -
year of lag 3 5 - -

Sources: Calculated from the statistics of each country.
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Table 27: LABOUR PRODUCTIVITY BY WAGE ELASTICITY

AVERAGE WAGE ELASTICITY OF LABOUR 1987-1989 1990-1992

Singapore 0.9 0.6

Malaysia 11 1.6

Thiland 6.12 3.3

[ndonesia 0.8 1.1

Philippines - 0.3 -().2

WAGE ELASTICITY OF LABOUR 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992

Singapore
|abour Productivity Growth Rate (%) 8.2 9.9 79 71 6.1 5.0
Average Wage Growth Rate (%) 9.5 9.8 9.5 9.6 9.6 9.7
Wage Iolasticity of Labour 0.86 1.01 0.83 0.74 0.64 0.52

Madaysia
Labour Productivity Growth Rate (%) 3.2 6.0 6.5 6.9 6.3 n.1
Average Wage Growth Rate (%) 85 3 4.2 4.0 3.8 3.7
Wage Blasticity of Labour (.38 1.40 1.56 1.73 1.66 V.37

Thakaind :
abour Productivity Growth Rate (%) 7.3 11.0 9.7 9.6 H.2 5.2
Average Wage Growth Rate (%) 9.5 1.2 1.2 14.7 1.1 1.1
Wage Elasticity of TLabour 0.76 931 8.29 0.65 4.606 4.568

Indonesia
|athour Productivity Growth Rate (%) 3.0 2.7 5.8 4.9 4.3 : 3.7
Average Wage Growth Rate (%) 6.2 4.7 4.4 4.3 4.0 3.9
Wage Flasticity of Labour 0.48 0.57 1.32 1.14 1.08 0.97

Philippines
Labour Productivity Growth Rate (%) 1.8 4.2 3.6 0.5 -4.0 -2.8
Average Wage Growth Rate (%) 121 12 .2 7.7 - 18.6 16.7 7.1
Wage Elasticity of Labour 0.15 0 .34 047 0.03 -0.24 -0.39

Sowrces:  Caleulated trom the statistics of each country, ASIAN DATA HANDBOOK 1992 (The International Center for the Study of Fast

Asian Development).  and World Tabour Report 1990 (International Labour Ovrganization).




Table 28: ENERGY CONSUMPTION OF ASEAN COUNRTRIES AND ITS FORECAST

1.Per Capita Epergy Consumption 1988 2000 - 2003~* 2010*
(Unit: Tonnes o0il equivalent)
Singapore 3.61 7.30 8.84 9.52
Malaysia 1.01 1.72 2.07 3.27
Thailand 0.40 1.11 1.39 2.35
Indonesia _ 0.22 0.40 0.45 0.60
Philippines 0.24 0.39 0.43 0.55
Vietnam 0.08 0.20 0.23 0.30
U.S.A. 8.11 8.20 8.53 ' g9.22
2.Gross Epergy Consumption
(Unit: Million tonnes oil equivalent)
Singapore 9.4 22.6 28.3 32.4
Malaysia 17.1 37.1 47.3 83.7
Thailand 21.8 76.2 100.3 193.8
Indonesia 38.5 88.8 106.7 165.3
Philippines 14 .4 31.4 37.2 56.0
Vietnam 5.1 16.4 19.4 29.3
Total of ASEAN-6 106.2 272.6 339.2 560.5
(1.4)**  (3.0)** (3.6)** (5.3)**
U.S.A. 1997.5 2244 .1 2390.8 2733.3
World Total 7544 .4 9061.2 9487.8 10483.4

* Projection made by the authors.

** Figures in parentheses are the share in the world total (Unit: Per Cent).

Sources: Calculated from INDUSTRIAL RESTRUCTURING IN ASIA AND THE PACIFIC 1991
{(United Nations), BP Statistical Review of World Enegy 1994 (British
Petroleum), and ASIAN DATA HANDBOOK 1992 (The International Centre for
the Study of East Asian Development) .
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Table A-1: SINGAPORE - GDP BY [NDUSTRIAL ORIGIN

Unit: Millicns of S$ - at constant 1985 prices-

1981 1982
1. Gross Domestic Product 31,603.0 33,772.0
2. By Industry
Agriculture Sector 318.0 303. 0
Agriculture & Forestry 319.0 303. 0
Industry Sector 12,423. 0 13.018.0
Quarrying 84.0 104. 0
Mapufacturing 9.291.0 8, 965. 0
Construction 2,128.0 3,299.0
Electricity, Gas & Water 620. 0 650. 0
Service Scctor 16, 464. 0 17, 939. 0
Vholesale, Retail, Restaurant,
Hotels, etc. 5. 755.0 6, 092. 0
Transportation, Storage
and Communication 3,897.0 4,352.0
Finance, Insurance & Real Estate 6, 812.0 7,495. 0
Others 3.578.0 3.908. 0

" Source: Economic Survey of Singapore 1987, 1989, 1993.
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Table A-2: SINGAPORE - GDP GROWTH RATE
Unit: Per Cent

1. Gross Domestic Product

2.By Industry
Agriculture Sector
Agriculture & Forestry

[ndustry Scctor
Quarrying
¥anufacturing
Construction
Electricity, Gas & ¥ater

Service Scctor
¥holesale, Retail, Restaurant,
Hotels, ete.
Transportation, Storage
and Communication
Finance, Insurance & Real Estate

Others

" Source: Economic Survey of Singapore 1987
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Table A-3: SINGAPORE - GDP AVERAGE GROWTH RATE
Unit: Per Cent

1. Gross Domestic Product

2. By Industry
Agriculture Sector
Agriculture & Forestry

Industry Sector
Quarrying
Manufacturing
Construction
Electricity, Gas & Water

Service Sector .
fholesale, Retail, Restaurant
Hotels, etc.

Transportation, Storage
and Communication
Finance, Insurance & Real Estate

Others

Source: Economic Survey of Singapore 1987, 1989, 1993.
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Table A-4: NALAYSIA - GDP BY INDUSTRIAL ORIGIN
Unit: Xitlions of Ringgit - at |978 zarket prices

1. Gross Domestic Product

2. By Industry
Agriculture Sector
Agri., Fishery & Forestry

Industry Sector
Nining & Quarrying
Manufacturing
Construction
Electricity, Gas & Water

Service Sector
Transportation & Cozmunication
¥holesale & Retail
Finance, Insurance & Real Estate
Government Services
Other Services

Source: Ministry of Finance, Economic Report 1983/86.
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Table A-5: MALAYSIA - GDP GROVTH RATE
Unit: Per Cent

1. Gross Domestic Product

2. By Industry
Agriculture Sector
Agri., Fishery & Forestry

Industry Sectar
Mining & Quarrying
Manufacturing
Construction
Electricity, Gas & WVater

Service Sector
Transportation & Cozsunication
¥holesate & Retail
Finance, Insurance & Real Estate
Governzent Services
Other Services
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Table A-6: MALAYSIA - GDP AVERAGE GROWTH RATE
Init: Per Cent

1. Gross Domestic Product

2. By Industry
Agriculture Sector
Agri., Fisherv & Forestry

Industry Sector
Mining & Quarrying
Manufacturing
Construction
Electricity, Gas & Water

Service Sector
Transportation & Communication
fholesale & Retail
Finance, Insurance & Real Estate
Government Services
Other Scrvices

Source: Ministry of Finance, Economic Report 1985/86
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Table A-T7: THAILAND - GDP BY INDUSTRIAL ORIGIN
Unit: Millions of Baht - at constant 1988 prices

1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1592
1. Gross Domestic Product 936, 351 891,097 1,030,032 1,088,601 1,166,242 1,202,803 1,257,177 1,376,847 1,559,764 1,745,952 1,653,382 2,110,878 2,270,527
2. By Industry
Agriculturce Sector 179, 370 192, 457 194, 401 202, 080 213,615 227,735 228, 151 228, 346 252, 3186 212, 564 266, 227 279, 493 290, 586
[ndustry Scctlor 311,919 322, 436 331, 642 354, 799 382, 980 379. 195 406, 060 464, 132 539, 340 b, 672 737,153 825, 234 901, 735
Mining 21,672 20, 263 19, 736 20, 822 23. 154 21, 950 21,511 24, 107 26, 558 28,221 31051 36, 063 37, 966
Manufacturing 212, 376 225, 968 235, 911 253, 133 270, 346 268, 724 294, 521 341, 750 403, 034 167, 632 512, 669 606, 897 671, 359
Construction 61, 143 57. 169 99, 683 58, 746 65, 326 61, 929 60, 138 66, 060 74, 449 95, 524 116, 606 130, 462 135, 038
Electricity and ¥ater 16, 728 19, 036 20,311 22,098 24,153 26, 593 29, 890 31,515 35, 298 42,2539 46. 867 51,812 57,392
Service Sector 415, 063 476. 203 503, 989 531,722 569, 647 595, 873 622. 926 685, 069 768, 078 839, 711 519,662 1,006,251 1, 078.206
Transportation & Communication 60, 363 64, 830 69. 692 74, 780 82,482 85. 864 92, 046 100, 585 116, 611 128, 754 146, 753 157, 035 171, 2717
¥holesale & Retail 155, 908 165, 263 170, 717 178, 058 191, 768 198, 288 207, 211 229, 839 266, 257 296, 919 311,137 364, 211 382, 671
Banking, [nsurance & R. Estate 25,135 27,422 30,192 33,724 36, 962 38,219 39, 404 51,834 66, 220 80, 126 108, 111 113, 106 142, 202
House Ownership 43, 249 44, 209 45,118 46, 997 48, 875 49, 761 50, 647 52,575 95,416~ 58,213 B0, 756 63. 181 65. 139
Administration & N. Defense 10, 916 43, 453 45, 582 47,770 47,436 50, 756 92,329 53, 717 56. 488 57,2117 61, 366 84, 938 66, 562
Other Services 119, 441 131, 027 142, 688 150, 393 162, 124 172, 986 181, 289 196, 499 207, 086 218,122 231, 839 243, 780 250, 355

_Source: NESOB, National Income of Thailand, Rebased Series, 1980-1991.



vy

Table A-8: THAILAND - GDP GRO¥TH RATE
Unit: Per Cent

1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1887 1988 1989 1390 199] 1992
1. Gross Domestic Product 5.8 3.9 5.7 7.1 3.1 4.5 9.5 13.3 11.9 11.9 8.1 7.6
2.By Industry
Agriculture Sector 7.3 1.0 3.9 5.7 6.6 0.2 0.1 10.5 8.0 -2.3 5.0 1.0
[ndustry Sector 3.4 2.9 7.0 7.9 -1.0 7.1 4.1 16. 4 17.5 16.3 11.9 9.3
Mining -6.5 -2.6 5.5 1.2 -5.2 -2.0 12.1 10.2 6.3 10. 0 16. 1 3.3
Manufacturing 6. 4 4.4 7.3 6. 8 -0.6 9.6 16. 0 17.9 16.0 16. 0 11.8 10. 6
Constructicn -6.5 -2.6 5.5 11.2 -5.2 -2.9 9.8 12.7 28.3 22.0 11.9 3.5
Electricity and Water 13.8 6.7 8.8 9.3 10.1 12.4 5.4 12.0 18.7 10.9 10. 6 10.8
Service Sector 1.9 5.8 5.9 7.1 4.6 4.5 10. 0 12.1 9.3 13. 1 5.9 7.2
Transportation & Communication 7.4 1.5 7.3 10. 3 4.1 1.2 8.3 15.9 10. 4 14.0 7.0 9.1
¥holesale & Retail 6.0 3.3 4.3 .1 3.4 4.5 10. § 15. 8 11.5 14.9 6.8 3.1
Banking, Insurance & Real Estate 9.1 10. 1 1.7 8.6 3.4 3.1 3.5 27.8 21.5 34.4 4.6 25. 17
flouse Ownership 2.1 2.1 4.2 4.0 1.8 1.8 3.8 5.4 50 4.4 4.0 3.1
Administration & National Defense 6.2 4.9 4.8 -0.7 7.0 3.1 2.7 52 1.4 7.1 5.8 2.5
Other Services 9.7 8.9 5.4 7.8 6.7 4.8 8.4 5.4 3.8 6.3 5.2 2.1

_ Source: MESDB, Naticnal Income of Thailand, Rebased Series, 1980-1991.



Table A-9: THAILAND - GDP AVERAGE GROWTH RATE
Unit: Per Cent

1. Gross Domestic Product

2. By Industry
Agricul ture Sector

Industry Sector
Mining
Manufacturing
Construction.
Electricity and VWater

Service Sector
Transportation & Communication
Wholcsale & Retail
Banking, Insurance & Real Estate
House Ownership
Administration & National Defense
Other Services

Source: NESDB, National Income of Thailand, Rebased Series,

1981-84 -
5.

.__.
TI W e = oo
O OO bt — O ks

6

o

Y O DN WO o

8.

1980-1991.

1985-89

5

[NelNw ool JuiNe ol

— e OO O DD Ha

1990-92

9.2

12.
10.
12.
12.

-J oo & At

—

[y
I DN Co SO & =3



Table A-10: INDONESIA - GDP BY INDUSTRIAL ORIGIN
Unit: Billions of Rupiah

1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992
1. Gross Domestic Product 717, 676. 3 82,910. 7 84, 959. 1 89, 473. 6 94, 302. 3 99,156.9 107.369.9 115,217.3 123, 164.8  130.908.8
2. By Industry
Agriculture Sector 17, 696. 2 18, 431. 1 19, 209. 0 19, 698. 7 20, 136.3 21,007. 6 21,917. 8 22, 356. 9 22, 657. 2 24, 003. 7
Agri., Forestry & Fishery 17, 696. 2 18, 431. 1 19, 209. 0 19,698.7 20, 136.3 21,007. 6 21,917. 8 22, 356. 9 22, 657. 2 24,003. 7
Industry Sector 30,914. 9 33, 916. 7 33,779. 8 35, 485. 5 37, 898. 3 39, 400. 5 42, 946. 4 47, 267. 2 52, 140. 8 55,019. 8
Mining and Quarrying 16, 107. 4 17, 120. 1 15, 480. 4 16, 308. 6 16, 365. 5 15, 394. 0 16, 663. 8 17,531. 7 19, 341. 4 19, 064. 5
Manufacturing 9,896.4 12,078. 8 13,430.5 14, 678. 1 16, 235. 3 18, 339. 9 19, 855. 7 22,336.9 24, 481. 6 26, 856. 1
Construction 4,597.2 4, 393. 8 4,508.0 4, 069. 0 4, 802. 9 5 119. 1 5, 878. 0 6, 672.9 7,475. 0 8 171.0
Electricity, Gas and Water 313.9 324. 0 360. 9 429. 8 494. 6 547.5 548. 9 125. 17 842. 8 928.2
Service Sector 29, 065. 2 30, 562. 9 31, 970. 3 34, 289. 4 36, 267. 7 38, 748. 8 42,505. 7 45, 593. 2 18, 366. 8 51, 885. 3
Commerce, llotels '
and Restaurant Busincsses 11, 540. 7 11,793.0 12, 388. 5 13, 450. 3 14, 357. 8 15, 662. 3 17, 338. 1 18, 568. 6 19,572. 8 21,029.7
Transportation & Communication 4, 098. 1 4, 443. 1 4, 487. 0 4, 668. 4 4,937.3 5, 225.2 5 811.5 6, 367. 9 6, 869. 4 7, 545. 0
Finance 2, 358. 6 2,801.8 2,998.5 3, 464. 9 3,530.5 3,597.2 4,290.7 4, 893. 8 5, 561.0 6, 257. 8
Real Estate 2,355.5 2,411.5 2,461. 0 2,545. 1 2,653.9 2,762.2 2,871. 17 2,998. 8 3, 119. 7 3,249.3
National defense & Sccurity 5 711.5 5, 996. 7 6, 455. 1 6, 862. 1 7, 366. 1 7,932. 1 8.396.9 8, 783.3 g9, 052. 1 9,320.0
Other Secrvices 3, 000. 8 3,116.8 3, 180. 2 3,298.6 3,422. 1 3, 569. 8 3, 790. 8 3, 980. 8 4, 191. 8 4,433.5

Source: Pendapatan Nasional Indonesia



Table A-11: INDONESIA - GDP GROWTH RATE
Unit: Per Cent

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992
1. Gross Domestic Product 6.7 2.5 5.3 5.4 5.1 8.3 7.3 6.9 6.3
2. By Industry
Agriculture Sector 4.2 4.2 2.5 2.2 1.3 4.3 2.0 1.3 5.9
Agri., Forestry & Fishery 4.2 4.2 2.5 2.2 1 {.3 2.0 1.3 5.9
Industry Scctor 9.7 -0. 4 5.0 6.8 4.0 9.0 10. 1 10. 3 5.5
Mining and Quarrving 6.3 -9.6 5.3 0.3 -5.9 8.2 5.2 10.3 -1
Manufacturing 22. 1 11.2 9.3 10. 6 13. 0 8.3 12.5 9.6 9,7
Construction -4. 4 2.6 -9.7 18.0 6.6 14.8 13.5 12. 0 9.3
Electricity, Gas and Water 3.2 11.4 19. 1 15.1 10. 7 0.3 32.2 16. 1 10. 1
Service Scctor 5.2 4.6 7.3 5.8 6.8 9.7 1.3 6.1 7.3
Commerce, lHotels .
and Restaurant Busincsses 2.2 5.0 8.6 6.7 9,1 10. 7 7.1 5.4 7.4
Transportation & Communication 8.4 1.0 4.0 5.8 5.8 11.2 9.6 7.9 10. 6
Finance 18. 8 7.0 15. 6 1.9 1.9 19. 3 141 13.6 12.5
Real Estate 2.4 2.1 3.4 4.3 4.1 4.2 1.2 1.0 1.2
National defense & Sceurity 5.0 7.8 6.3 7.3 1.1 5.9 4.6 3.1 3.0
Other Scrvices 3.9 2.0 3.7 3.7 4.3 6.2 50 53 5.8

Source: Pendapatan Nastonal Indonesia



Table A-12: INDONESiA - GDP AVERAGE GROWTH
Unit: Per Cent

1. Gross Domestic Product

2. By Industry
Agriculture Sector
Agri., Forestry & Fishery

Industry Sector
Mining and Quarrying
Manufacturing
Construction
Electricity, Gas and Water

Service Sector
Commerce, lHotels
and Restaurant Businesses
Transportation & Communication
Finance
Real Estate
National defense & Security
Other Services

Source: Pendapatan Nasional Indonesia
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Table A-13: PHILIPPINES - GDP BY INDUSTRIAL ORIGIN
Unit: Yillions of Pesos - at constant 1985 prices

1981 1982
1. Gross Domestic Product 630, 642 653, 642
2. By Industry
Agriculture Sector 148, 179 149, 641
Agriculture 106, 776 108, 920
Fishery 25,251 26. 987
Forestry 16,452 13, 734
Industry Sector 258, 545 264, 957
¥iing & Quarrying 9, 350 9. 165
Manufacturing 171, 569 174, 315
Construction 63, 421 64, 110
Electricity, Gas & Water 14, 205 17, 367
Service Sector 223, 618 238, 869
Transportation, Communication
and Storage 30,629 31,415
Trade 79,511 86, 338
Finance 20, 770 21,914
Ownership of Dwellings
and Real Estate 31, 803 34, 093
Private Services 33,783 36,918
Government Services 27,122 28, 191

Source: National Statistical Coordination Board, Philippine Statistical Yearbook 1994.

665

144,
101,
28,
13,

268,
9
173,
70,
15.

252,

42,
89,
24,

3,
42,
21,

1983

. 467

586
202
968
416

987
244
756
204
783

144

622
749
957

693
289
844

616

143,
102,
29,
11

238,
8,
156,
56.
16.

235,

32,
83,
20,
32,
39,
21,

1984

. 962

247
204
383
660

038
959
195
027
857

6717
060
637
110
585

506
119

1985
571, 833

140, 554
104, 499
27,058

8. 997

200, 548
11, 893
143, 851
29, 037
15, 767

230, 781

J1, 666
82,835
17,123

32,132
39,121
21,904

1986
591, 423

145, 725
106, 240
29, 246
10, 238

205, 164
12,313
146, 453
28, 547
17, 851

240, 534

33,075
86, 917
18,517

43, 205
40,120
28, 700

616

150,
107,
30,
12,

213,
11,
154,
31,
15,
253,
J5.
90,
21

34,
42.

29

1987

. 923

414
155
920
339

389
232
604
742
811

120
086
038
485

159
060

Y

1988

658,

155,
115,
28,
1,

232,
I,
169,
33
17,

271,
31,
85,
23,
J6,
48,
32,

581

292
447
581
264

052
T04
316
235
97

231

898
180
815

691
301
322

1889
699, 448

159, 964
121, 066
29, 628

9, 210

249,175
11, 389
179, 152
39, 878
18, 756

290, 309

40, 243
102, 729
21, 261

39. 083
47,534
33, 459

720

160,
122,
30,
1,

295,
11
183,
41,
18,

J04,

11,
167,
29,

40,
19,
36,

1950

. 650

734
B3l
783
320

548
091
925
858
671

408
108

428
968

146
353
405

1992

718,

163,
121,

3z,
. 186

4

2417,
11,
178,
36.
19,

307,

BEIR

108,
29,

40,
49,
37,

941

511
010
315

J84
495
947
261
681
586
870
780
217
5341
551
034

733

166,
130,
32,
Jd,

251,
11,
181,
38,
20,

314
13,

ATY
, 908

1893

. 097

853
120
536
497
788
271
289
673
253

406
095

11, 269
» 934

36, 720
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Table A-14: PHILIPPINES - GDP GROWTH RATE
Unit: Per Cent

1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1588 15989 1890 1991 1952 1993
1. Gross Domestic Product 3.6 1.8 -1.3 -71.3 3.4 4.3 6.8 6.2 3.0 0.6 0.3 2.0
2.By Industry
Agriculture Sector 0.8 -3.4 -0.9 -1.9 3.7 3.2 3.2 3.0 0.5 1.4 0.4 2.0
Agriculture 2.0 -7.1 1.0 2.2 1.7 0.9 7.7 4.9 1.3 2.9 0.6 2.9
Fishery 6.9 11.0 -2.0 -7.9 8.1 5.7 -7.6 3.1 3.9 4.0 1.2 0.8
Forestry ~-16.5 -2.3 -13.1 -22.8 13.8 20.5 -8.7 -17.7 -21.0 -35.4 -11.5 -16.5
Industry Sector 2.5 1.5 -11.5 -15. 7 2.3 4.0 8.7 1.4 2.6 -2.17 -0.5 1.8
Miing & Quarrying -2.0 0.9 -3.1 32.17 3.5 -8.8 4.2 -2.1 -2.6 -2.9 6.7 0.7
Manufacturing 1.6 -0.3 -10.1 -7.9 1.8 5.6 9.5 5.8 2.7 0.4 1.7 0.7
Construction 1.1 8.5 -20.2 -48. 2 -7 11.2 4.7 20.0 5.0 15,7 2.8 6.7
Electricity, Gas & Water 22.3 -6.1 6.8 -6.5 13.2 -11.4 12.6 5.4 -0.4 4.7 0.7 2.9
Service Sector 6. 8 5.6 -6.5 -2.1 4.2 5.2 7.2 7.0 {. 9 0.2 1.0 2.1
Transportation, Communication
and Storage 2.6 3.8 -1.7 -1.2 4.4 6. 1 8.0 Lz 2.1 0.4 1.4 2.9
Trade 8.6 3.9 -6.8 -1.0 4.9 3.6 5.7 7.9 4.6 0.5 1.6 2.5
Finance 5.5 13.9 -19.4 -14. 9 8.1 15.9 111 14.3 9.9 -2.8 0.4 2.4
Ownership of Dwellings )
and Real Estate 7.2 1.8 -6. 1 -1.4 3.3 4.7 5 6 6.5 2.1 0.2 0.7 1.8
Private Services 8.3 14.5 -6.6 -1.0 2.6 4.8 1.1 4.9 3.8 0.2 0.6 2.8
Government Services 3.9 -1.2 -0.2 0.4 2.9 3.5 8.8 3.5 8.8 1.5 0.2 -0.8

Source: National Statistical Coordination Board, Philippine Statistical Yearbook 1994.



Table A-15: PHILIPPINES - GDP AVERAGE GROWTH RATE
Unit: Per Cent
1982-84 1985-89 1990-93

1. Gross Domestic Product -0. 6 2.7 1.2
2. By Industry
Agriculture Sector -1.2 2.3 1.1
Agriculture -1.4 3.5 1.9
Fishery 5.3 0.4 2.5
Forestry -10. 6 -3.0 -21.1
Industry Sector -2.5 1.3 0.3
Miing & Quarrying -1.4 5. 8 0.5
Manufacturing -2.9 3.0 0.3
Construction -3.2 2.8 0.3
Electricity, Gas & Water 6.6 2.7 2.0
Service Sector 1.9 4.3 2.0
Transportation, Communication
and Storage ' 1.6 4.7 1.7
Trade 1.9 4.2 2.3
Finance -0.0 6.9 2.5
Ownership of Dwellings
and Real Estate 1.0 3.7 1.4
Private Services 5. 7 3.8 1.8
Government Services : 0.8 3.8 2.4

Source: National Statistical Coordination Board, Philippine Statistical Vearbook 1994



APPENDIX B

-FDI AND FDI GROWTH FOR EACH ASEAN COUNTRY CLASSIFIED BY COUNTRY ORIGIN-



Table B-1: SINGAPORE - FDI BY COUNTRY
Unit: Nillions of S$

United States
Japan
European Countries
United Kingdom
Netherlands
Gernany
France
Italy
Switzerland
Swedcen
Other EC
Qther European Countries
Others

Total Amount

Source: Ecoromic Development Board (EDB)
Notes: 1) Figures are cumulative agount

1980

2,091
1, 187
2. 886
1172
1,292
138. 4
o7

0. 01
111
41

19

26
§22

7,091

1981

2,541
1, 396
3,421
1, 402
1,421
189
82
0.01
15
1
13

28
970

8,384

2) Only wanufacturing projects granted approval.

33 Germany: Figures before 1989 ure those of W. Germany.
4) Other EC: 1983 and 1994 figures are those of EU (Buropean Union).

1982

3. 108
1,612
3. 806
L 640
L 477
212
93

0. 03
119
121
109
35
977
9,618

1983

J, 549
1, 843
4,130
1, 802
1,633
235
112
0.1
125
125
152
46
984

10,779

1984

4, 147
2, 855
4, 307
1. 809
1, 589
244
134
0.1
126. 8
127
224
53
999

12, 639

1985

4, 650
2,934
4,508
1. 815
1, 661
245
190
0.2
129.0
137
211
53

1, 080

13, 147

1986

5, 135
3, 357
4, 600
1. 822
1, 661
213
209
0.4
H4. 2
139
296
55

1, 087

14,012
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1989

6, 785. 3
5.160.7
5, 812
2,085. 6
1,988.8
436. 4
419.5
35
161. 6
139. 0
435.5
1317

1 160. 5

19, 086. 2

1990
7. 840. 1

21.304.1

L2740

23.765.2

1992

10.010. 7
7.470. 1
7. 186
20775
2, 320.
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589.
41
169.
139.
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Table B-2: SINGAPORE - FD1 GRO¥TH RATE BY COUNTRY
Unit: Per Cent

1981
United States 2.2
Japan . 17.6
European Countries 8.5
United Kingdon 19. 6
Netherlands 10.0
Germany 36. 6
France 43.9
Italy 0.0
Switzerland 3.6
Sweden 170. 7
Other EC 49.0
Other European Countrics 7.1
Others 18.0
Total 18.2

Source: Economic Developaent Board (EDB)
Notes: 1) Based on the cumulative amount.
2) Only manufacturing projects granted approval.
32 Germany: Figures before 1989 are those of ¥, Germany

4) Other EC: 1993 and 1994 figures are those of EU (Buropean Union).
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Table B-3: SINGAPORE - FDI AVERAGE GROWTH RATE BY COUNTRY
Unit: Per Cent

1987-1989  1990-1994

United States 9.7 15.5
Japan 15.7 12. 0
European Countries 8.1 9.9
United Kingdom 4.8 11.3
Netherlands 6.2 4. 8
Germany 17.5 20.0
France 26.8 13.0
[taly 106. 5 108. 5
Switzerland : 3.9 8.8
Sweden 0.0 0.0
Other EC 13.9 5.4
Other European Countries 37. 1 22. 1
Others 2.2 4.7
Total 10.9 12.2

Source: Economic Development Board (EDB)
Noles: 1) Based on the cumulative amount.
2). Only manufacturing projects granted approval.
3) Germany: Figures before 1989 are those of W. Germany.
4) Other EC: 1993 and 1994 figures arc those of EU (European Union



Table B-4: WALAYSIA - FDI BY COUNTRY

Unit: ¥iltions of Ringgit

United States

Japan

Australia

India

China

Panama

Bahamas

NIES
S. Korea
Taiwan
Hong Kong-
Singapore

Other ASEAN Countries
Indonesia

Europcan Countrics
United Kingdom
Y. Germany
Netherlands
France
Italy
Denmark
Switzeriand
Finland
Ireland

- Others

Total Amount

1982

H33.
.108. 2
199.

2

109. 7

J2.
2, 953.
2.
0.

790

[RVAYHS

2, 220.

26.
L 75,
1. 324.
218.
126.
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_C:EJI_C.:

DD LS DO DY =

St W O oo

4
6
9

3

7,830.5

1983

805.
2, 380.
302.
171

41
4, 505.
4.

1, 085.
3, 410.

43.
2,500.
1971

334
176.

220.

5
.8
.5
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326.9
18, 959. 3

Source: Malaysian Industrial Development Authority (MIDA)
Notes: 1)0nly manufacturing projects granted approval.

DGermany - Figures before 1990 are those of ¥West Cermany
$)Cumulative amount since 1982
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Table B-5: NALAYSIA - FDI GROWTH RATE BY COUNTRY

tnit: Per Cont

United States

Japan

Australia

India

China

Panama

Bahamas

NIES
S. Korea
Taiwan
Hong hong
Singapore

Other ASEAN Countries
Indonesia

Euvopean Countries
United Kingdom
¥. Germany
Netherlands
France
Italy
Denmitrk
Switrerland
Finland
Ireland

Others

Total

500.
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39.
95.
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35.
40.
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J8.
38.
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48.
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Source: Malaysian Industrial Development Authority (MIDA)

Notes: 1Only manufacturing projects granted approval.
Figures before 1890 arce those of ¥est Germany
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Table B-6: MALAYSIA - FDI AVERAGE GROWTH RATE BY COUNTRY
Unit: Per Cent
1987-1989 1990-94

United States 17. 4 28. 9
Japan 22. 6 11.9
Australia 7.3 45.5
India 58. 4 17.2
China 823. 7
Panama
Bahamas 15.5 9.7
NIES 19.9 19.6
S. Korea 161. 1 94. 7
Taiwan 322.9 55.9
Hong Kong 16. 0 9.1
Singapore 11.0 6.6
Other ASEAN Countries
Indonesia 60. 7 66. 0
European Countries 14. 8 13.6
United Kingdom : 13.6 5.0
¥. Germany 21.2 10.1
Netherlands 3.9 18.0
France 3011.9
Italy 99.8
Denmark 70. 2 64. 1
Switzerland 40. 2 12.5
Finland 241. 4 0.0
Ireland v
Others 61.5 41. 8
Total 19.1 17.0

Source: Malaysian Industrial Development Authority (MIDA)
Notes: 1)Only manufacturing projects granted approval.
2)Germany - Figures before 1990 are those of West Germany.



Table B-7: THA{LAND - FDI BY COUNTRY

Unit: Millions of Baht

Japan

United States

Australia

India

Panama

[srael

European Countries
United Kingdom
Germany
Swwitzerland
Netherlands
Portugal
France
[taly

NIES
S. Korea
Taiwan
Hong Kong
Singapore

Other ASEAN Countrices
Indonesia
Philippines
Malaysia

V Total Amount

1980

165
160
172
122
521
321
344
851
a67
895
612
&6
148
175
169
150
922
413
. 984
. 693
382
197
814

—o
e CTS e e

— (33
oo (SRR S R - P

s DD S e

133, 002

Source: Board of tnvestment (BO[)

Notes: 1)Cumulative amount since 1960.

f=r I 2}

RSN

1,

0D DO OC Se IO WD 2

1981

), 260

, 255
. 234
162
937
327
497
508
658
269
141

, 134

175
212

L120

202
. 087
. 538
. 293
. 008
4117
563
028

. 144,919

1982

36, 754
13,305
1, 695
1,319
8, 331
3217
34,813
13, 354
324
401
056
, 198
. 251
229
22,028
345
10, 739
5, 342
5, 602
2. 464
501
664
1, 299

DO DO (0 g L0

156, 836

e

37
. 030

1,

AT N o

1883

289
340
082
716

. 670

026
089

476
549
970
369
261
434

2,925

368
813
575

109

942
585
707
610

161, 721

2)Germany: Figures before 18990 are those of West Germany.

1684

44,512
16, 982
2,163
8, 826
8,670

38.

14,
3

4,

24,

590
308
131
566
601

9, 970
2
2,271

552

611
255
496

. 007
. 136
, 616

993
665
07

, 621

180, 314

47

38,
15,
3
4
10,
2
2

28,

1

—

_;f\_\]NCJ

1985

. 065
19,
2,
9
8

750
253
169
838
590
610
059
821
719
000
870
281
860
430
668

544
. 100

113
220
755

. 263
L 202

183, 892

48
45

1986

, 834
. 542
. 164
, 911
, 227

590

11, 308

15, 690

. 542
021
. 284
. 870
. 280

1, 211

1
3

238

LN =) ]

L2417
901
142
653
951
829
859
. 356
422

, 694

69,
47,
15,
10,
10,

44,
16,
4,
5
10.
2,
2,
2
38,
1,
16,
11,
8
b,

L
3

289,

1987

223
383
842
729
219
601
702
321
179
700
568
879
315
740
080
215
917
159
789
438
914
856
638

208

.
3

352

93,
55,
16,
11,
10,

1588

69
473
653
435
221
612
. 687
045
415
L34
L1702
L 444
447
. 820
. 083
. 070
L 636
, 254
. 623
L 225
516
Adb
. 833

, 122

1989

185, 145
63, 126
17,187
12,202
10, 822

751
62, 466
23. 158

4, 980
11, 617
12, 454
Jd. 985
3. 435
2. 836
70, 982
1. 824
30, 877
18,571
19,510
9,423

1, 416

2. 446

5, 531

498, 687

1890

232.
76,
17,
13,
1,

94,
12.
5,
13,
16.
3
8
113,
4
15,
38,
24,
10,
L.

3
5,

657,

174
311
591
042
112
872
000
182
913
343
397
895
318

. 462

073
077
874
605
5117
aTH
938
107
930

212

1991

211,
103,

0

182
221

LT02
. 946
T

561

132, 255

b

I
2

1
15

—e e T

b
b
5
2
4
]
1
3
5
0
1
0
B
1
J
9,

848,

129
. 093
, 069
926
. 304
. 207
Yy
. 185
318
. 166
, 282
419
275
. 629

L1718

868
431

1992

309. 116
187, 147
20, 503
14, 891
12, 000
1, 059
166, 764
80, 244
6. 579
16, 785
25, 774
4, 638
23,311
9. 424
337, 518
6. 025
T4, 344
208, 163
48, 746
25, 9717
1, 852

4, 585
19, 530

1, 208, 058

1993

428,522
193, 505
22, 046
15, 911
12,470
1, 167
256, 078
139, 599
7. 103
18,519
29, 835
4, 587
42,7158
13, 267
352, 102
6, 829
6. 102
210, 53
58, 637
28,725
2. 105
9, 589
1. 031

1, 384, 869
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Table B-8: THAILAND - FDI GROVTH RATE BY COUNTRY
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United Kingdom

Germany
Swwitzerland

Netherlands
Portugal

France
Philippines

[taly

S. Korea

Taiwan

Hong Kong
Singapore

Other ASEAN Countries

[ndonesia

Valavsia

European Countries
NIES

Japan

United States
Australia
India

Panama

[srael

VTotal

Figures before 1980 are thosc of West Germany.

1)Based on the cumulative amount since 1960

Board of lnvestment (800)
2)Germany :

Source:
Notes:



Table B-9: THAILAND - FDI AVERAGE GROWTH RATE BY COUNTRY
Unit: Per Cent
. 1987-1989 1990-1993

Japan 58. 2 15.7
United States 12.0 347
Australia 4.3 6.5
India 1.2 6.9
Panama 5.4 3.6
Israel 11.0 10.2
European Countries 14.9 42.7
United Kingdom 14.2 58.5
Germany 8.2 9.5
Swwitzerland 36. 1 12. 4
Netherlands 6.8 24.9
Portugal 11.9 5.9
France 15.7 91. 7
[taly 43.2 50. 4
NIES 31.6 H4. 8
S. Korea 28.9 42.2
Taiwan : 28.5 26. 3
Hong Kong 34.6 118. 1
Singapore 36. 3 32.9
Other ASEAN Countries 17.7 34. 3
Indonesia 21.0 9.9
Philippines 22.9 23.0
Malaysia 18. 7 44. 8
Total 28.2 29.5

Source: Board of Investmenti (BOI)
Notes: 1)Based on the cumulative amount since [960.
2)Germany: Figures before 1990 are those of West Germany.



Table B-10: INDONESIA - FDI BY COUNTRY
Unit: Millions of US$

1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1950 1691 1992 1993
United States 575.2 663. 7 1,172.8 1,231.8 1,235.7 1,239.6 1,243. 6 1,754.6 2,019.4 2,196. 8 2,496. 2,716.4 3,700.5
Japan 3.372.4 4, 343.7 4,999.5 5, 036. 6 5. 144. 0 5,251.4 5, 927. 6 6.183.9 7,224. 4 9, 645. 1 11, 405. 6 13, 068. 4 13, 937. 0
Canada 863. 3 863.3 863.3 863. 3
Australia 208. 4 211.4 214.3 214.3 226. 9 243.7 254.2 264. 6 625. 7 863. 6 562. 0 1,275. 0 1,500. 7
India 61. 6 154. 4 182.5 183.0 318.9 347.8 376. 6 385. 2 486. 7 588. 1 695. 0 821.5 §70. 9
Panama 112. 6 132.3 166. 6 235.4 312.9 420.5 473.5
NIES 1,405.5 1,590.4 1,9853. 7 2,281. 8 2,386.5 2.472.2 2,540. 2 4,151, 1 5, 745.4 8.890.5 11, 396. 1 14, 197.7 17, 233.5
S. Korea 81.8 117.8 150. 7 150. 7 201.4 219. 4 221.9 428.0 938. 6 1,863.8 2,228.9 2,964. 6 3.621.6
Taiwan L1133 117.8 122.5 128.5 133.8 143. 9 143.9 1, 048.5 L279.0, & 2,302, 1 3,3875.2 3,936, 0 4,034 5
Hong Kong 1, 062.3 1, 193. 0 1,509.8 1, 826. 6 1, 843.0 1,858.5 1,875.9 2, 118. 4 2,730.5 3,131, 2 4,213.2 5,237. 8 5, 682.5
Singapore 145. 1 161. 8 J 1707 186. 0 208.3 253.4 298.5 556. 3 796. 4 §93. 4 1,578.8 2, 059. 3 3,851 9
Other ASEAN Countries 25. 6 28.3 32.2 37. 1 42.5 47.9 53.5 70.0 113.8 133.9 176. 6 235. 8 318. 3
Thailand 20.4 21.4 22.5 23.5 24.1 26. 0 26.0 27.2 28.4 3.2 32.7 34.3 36. 0
Malaysia 5.2 6.9 9.7 13.6 17.8 21. 8 27.5 42.8 85.3 102. 7 113.9 201.5 282.3
Europcan Countrics 1, 060. 3 1, 567.2 1, 838.8 1, 880. 8 2,326.9 2.361.4 2,894.8 4,163.7 4,573.0 5 211. 6 6, 368. 9 7, 633. 1 9,901. 7
United Kingdom 110. 8 286. 17 360. 0 373. 9 663. 9 665. 5 667.1 674. 9 682. 6 733.3 LA T 2,453.5 2,759.1
Germany 213. 9 295. 0 394. 7 385. 7 486. 3 50L. 0 867.2 1,818.8 1, 848.8 1,8538. % 1,859.6 1, 865. 4 1957, 4
Netherlands 420. 0 9511 630. 3 646. 4 685. 3 685. 3 850. 9 1L 12.7 1,422. 1 1, 962. 9 2, 131.5 2,295. 7 4,071 1
Switzerland 143. 6 1510 158.4 158. 4 165. 8 173.2 173.2 192.6 198.1 2119 492.0 ©553.1 572. 6
France 121. 6 130.0 139.0 148.7 164. 2 170. 4 170. 4 171.2 199.1 222.3 231.7 254.2 271. 8
Belgium 81.1 83.5 85.3 85.3 88.9 89.5 89.5 115.9 142.2 470 1507 167. 6 185.2
Denmark 8.7 69. 1.1 72.4 72.5 76.5 76.5 77.8 79.0 80.3 81.7 83.1 84.5
Multinationals 1,526.9 1. 636.8 1, 746.7 1,856.6 1, 966. 3 2,535. 6 2,818.2 3.102.6 6,371. 2 8, 947.5 13, 452.3 15, 436. 3 17.833.9
Total Amount 10,464.9 11, 777.3 14, 416.3 14,841.1 15, 265. 8 15, 808. 8 17, 283.5 21,397.5 28,442.1 38.677.9 48, 351. 4 63, 015.8 67, 624.6

Source: Badan Koordinasi Penanaman Modal (BKPY)

Notes: DCumulative amount since 1967.
2)Germany: Figures before 1990 are those of West Germany.
PAustralia: 1981 figure includes New Zealand.



Table B-11: INDONESIA - FDI GROWTH RATE BY COUNTRY

Unit: Per Cent )
1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993
United States 15. 4 76. 7 5.0 0.3 0.3 0.3 41,1 15. 1 8. 13.6 8.8 36. 2
Japan 28.8 15. 1 0.7 2.1 2.1 12.9 4.3 16.8 33.5 18 14. 6 6.6
Canada 0.0 0.0 0.0
Australia [.4 1.4 0.0 5.9 7.4 4.3 4.1 136.5 38.0 1.4 32.5 7.7
India 150. 6 18.2 5.8 65. 2 9.1 8.3 2.3 26. 4 20. 8 18.2 18.2 18.2
Panama 17.5 25.9 41.3 32.9 34. 4 2.6 o
NIES 13.2 22.8 17.3 4.1 3.6 2.8 63. 4 38. 4 54. 7 28. 2 24.6 21. 4
S. Korea 38.9 28.0 0.0 33. 6 7.0 3.0 92. 9 119.3 98. 6 19.6 33. 0 22.2
Taiwan 4.0 4.0 4.9 4.1 7.5 0.0 628. 6 22.1 79.9 46. 6 16. 6 2.3
llong Kong 12.3 26.6 21.0 0.9 0.9 0.9 12. 9 28.9 36. 6 12.9 24.3 8.5
Singapore 11.5 5.5 9.0 12.0 21. 7 17.8 86. 4 43.2 24.7 58. 9 30. 4 89. 1
Other ASEAN Countries 10.4 13.8 5.2, 14. 4 12. 8 1.7 30.8 62.5 1.7 319 33.5 35. 0
Thailand 4.9 5.1 4.4 51 5.3 0.0 4.6 4.6 9.7 1.8 4.8 5.0
Malaysia 32.1 40. 6 40. 2 30.5 23.4 25. 6 55. 6 99. 4 20. 4 40. 1 40. 0 40. 1
European Counlries 17. 8 17.3 2.3 23.7 1.5 22.6 43. 8 4.8 110 22.2 16. 8 29.7
United Kingdom 168.8 25.6 3.9 117. 6 0.2 0.2 1.2 1.2 7.4 92.9 73. 4 i2.5
Germany 37.9 33.8 0.3 22.9 3.0 73. 1 109. 7 1.6 0.3 0.3 0.3 4.9
Netherlands 72.2 14. 4 2.6 6.0 0.0 24.2 30.8 21.8 38.0 8.6 5.8 80.5
Switzerland 5.2 4.9 0.0 4.7 4.5 0.0 11.2 3.4 6.4 132.2 12.5 3.4
France 6.9 6.9 7.0 10. 4 3.8 0.0 0.9 16. 3 1.7 6.9 6.9 6.9
Belgium 2.2 2.2 0.0 4.2 0.7 0.0 29. 4 22.8 3.3 3.2 10.5 10.5
Denmark 1.7 1.7 1.8 0.1 5.5 0.0 1.7 1.6 1.6 1.7 1.7 1.7
¥ultinationals 7.2 6.7 6.3 5.9 29.0 1.1 10.1 105.4 40. 4 50.3 4.7 15.5
Total 12.5 22.4 2.9 2.9 3.6 9.3 23.8 32 - 36.0 25.0 30.3 1.3

Source: Badan Koordinasi Penanaman Modal (BKPM) .

Notes: 1)Based on the cumulative amount since 1967.
2)Germany: Figures before 1990 are those of West Germany.
Piustralia: 1981 figure includes New Zealand.
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Table B-12: INDONESIA - FDI AVERAGE GROWTH RATE BY COUNTRY
Unit: Per Cent

1987-1989
lnited States 18.8
Japan 11.3
Canada
Australia 48. 3
India i2.3
Panama 33.4
NIES 34. 9
S. Korea 1.7
Taiwan 216. 9
Hong Kong 14.2
Singapore 49. 1
Other ASEAN Countries 35.0
Thailand 3.1
Malaysia 60. 2
Europcan Countries 25.4
United Kingdom 0.9
Germany 61.5
Netherlands 27.6
Switzerland 4.9
France 5.6
Belgium 17.4
Denmark 1.1
Multinationals ' 42.2

Total 22.0

Source: Badan Koordinasi Penanaman Modal (BKPM)
Notes: 1)Based on the cumulative amount since 1967.

1990-1993

16.9
18.

[§\]

24,
18.
1L
32.
43.
36.
20.
90.
29.

6.
35.
21
46.

L.
33.
38.

8.

6.

1.
30.

24.7

2)Germany: Figures before 1990 are those of West Germany.

MNAustralia: 1981 (igurc includes New Zealand.



Table B-13: PHILIPPINES - FDI BY COUNTRY
Unit: Millions of US$

1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1850 1991 1992

United States 647 791 926 1,127 1. 306 1,461 I, 552 1, 620 1, 649 1,718 1771 1, 829 1, 887
Japan 257 282 346 362 362 362 312 317 396 148 302 603 764
Australia 3 34 38 44 44 4. 45 45 45 a7 ) 45 67
Canada 11 41 43 43 . 46 46 47 48 48 49 22 52 23
llong Kong 72 106 116 128 31 60 163 176 190 208 224 214 267
European Countries 126 178 244 263 294 309 332 337 339 364 385 401 123
United Kingdom 1] 63 71 73 83 88 101 102 103 106 115 123 131
Netherlands by 30 80 91 109 119 126 130 131 148 152 135 158
Switzerland 16 51 Y 29 60 60 63 b3 63 h3 1h 81 36
France 19 34 36 40 42 42 42 42 42 42 43 46 {8
Total Amount 1, 306 1,614 1,916 2,188 2, 344 2,591 2,722 2,830 2,902 3, 106 3,275 3. 680 3, 857

Source: Central Bank of the Philippines
Note: Comulative amount since 1970.
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Table B-14: PHILIPPINES -

Upit: Per Cent

tnited States

Japan

Australia

Canada

Hong Kong

European Countries
United Kingdom
Netherlands
Switzerland
France

Total

FD1 GRO¥TH RATE BY COUNTRY
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Table B-15: PHILIPPINES - FDI AVERAGE GROWTH RATE BY COUNTRY
Unit: Per Cent
1987-1989 1990-1992

United States 3.5 3.2
Japan 6.5 19.6
Australia 8.9 5T
Canada 1.4 2.1
Hong Kong 8.1 9.0
European Countries 3.2 5.1
United Kingdom 1.6 1.3
Netherlands 5.6 2.2
Switzerland 2.6 8.2
France 0.0 4. 6
Total 4.5 7.5

Source: Central Bank of the Philippines
Note: Based on the cumulative amount since 1970.



94

Table B-16: VIETNAM - FDI BY COUNTRY
Unit: Millions of US$

1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993

United States 0.2
Japan 83.0 84.9 97. 8 318.5 3947
Australia 1.6 2.6 90.5 169. 1 285. 0 443, 1
Malavsia 70.9 91.8 139. 1
European Countries 10. 4 177.6 228. 1 315. 2 612. 3 790. 5
United Kingdom 118. 6 118. 6 123.5 290. 0 291. 1
Netherlands 7.1 7.1 54.1 122. 9 128. 6 137.9
France 3.3 51.9 55. 4 68. 8 198. 7 361.5
NIEs 10. 0 55.0 237. 1 957.7 I,691.7 3, 118. 1
S. Korca 0.4 41.1 148.5 519.6
Taiwan 1.0 109. 5 593. 5 923.0 1,326.6
Hong Kong 10. 0 54. 0 107. 3 288. 7 507.9 910.0
Singaporce ' 19.9 34.4 112.3 361.9
Others 125. 1 192.5 381. 8 558. 4 1,085.2 1, 524. ]
Total Amount 147. 3 510.9 1,023.2 2,169.9 4, 096. 0 6, 7T11.4

Source: JETRO
Notes: 1)Projects granted approval.
2)Cumulative Amount since 1988.
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Table B-17: VIETNAX -

Unit: Per Cent

United States

Japan

Australia

Malavsia

Europcan Countrics
United Kingdom
Netherlands
France

NIEs

PR

S horca
Taiwan
Hong Kong
Singapore
Others

Total

Source: JETRO

FDI GROWTH RATE BY COUNTRY

1989

62.

[ha]

1607. 7

1472.
450.

D o

440. 0

246. 8

Noles: 1)Projects granted approval.

2)Bascd on the cumulative amount since 1988.
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Table B-18: VIETNAM - FDI AVERAGE GROWTH RATE BY COUNTRY
Unit: Per Cent

1990-1993

United States
Japan 66. 8
Australia 897. 9
Malavsia 102. 0
European Countries 47.5
United Kingdonm 34. 8
Netherlands . 200.3
France 71. 8
NIEs 199. 0
S. Korea 2671.6
Taiwan 2847.8
Hong Kong 105. 7
Singapore ' 130. 4
Others 70.0
Total 91.2

Source: JETRO
Notes: 1)Projects granted approval.
2)Bascd on the cumulative amount since 1988.



APPENDIX C

-FDT AND FDI GROWTH FOR EACH ASEAN COUNTRY CLASSIFIED BY INDUSTRY-



Table C-1: SINGAPORE - FDI BY INDUSTRY
Unit: Nillions of S$

1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 - 1994
Food & Beverages 241 301 363 372 383 394 404. 3 550. 9 729.3 763. 4 807. 2 8470 925.3 1, 016. 1
Textiles 15 48 52 55 60 63 68. 6 12.6 83.2 85.2 88.0 G9. 2 105. 7 109. 2
Yood Products 2 116 120 125 130 135 138. 4 153. 1 153. 1 155.2 163. 8 166, 0 138. 6 195.9
Electrical Machinery & Appliances 1,212 1,132 1. 822 2,122 2, 666 3. 117 3.247. 9 4, 086. 3 5 0219 5,798. 8 6,995. 9 8. 236. 3 9,011 7 9, 618. 1
Petroleun 3, 160 3, 494 3, 903 4, 178 4,178 4, 182 4,298. 0 4,420.4 4, 420. 4 4,120. 4 4,801 1 4, 800. 9 5, 368. 5 54511
Industrial Chemicals 122 176 187 701 - 1,139 1. 213 1,291 0 1.323.9 1,448. 6 1,738. 6 2,001 5 2,328.5 2,590.7 38142
Machinery except Electrical 562 702 T84 866 867 905 1 110. 6 1,204, 1 1,328. 8 1, 542. 3 1.728. 5 2,105. 0 2,158, 5 2,789. 3
Fabricated Metal Products 261 310 335 426 792 822 851.8 956. 1 1, 136. 6 1,267. 6 L3707 1,197 8 1.639.0 1, 786.9
Paper Products & Printing 102 131 132 162 265 211 278. 2 301.3 411. 2 512.2 588. 4 697. 8 793. 1 §84. 3
Precision Equipment 156 178 203 231 263 288 299. 7 404. 4 476. 4 570. 2 591. 3 625. 3 766. 8 877.3
Non-Xetallic Ninera! Products 125 131 161 191 285 324 333. 3 339. 5 383. 5 476. 5 485.5 5334 608. 0 7341
Basic Netals b0 Tl i1 79 §2 85 87. 3 92.5 226. 3 226. 3 226.3 229. 1 2644 3338
Transport Equipment 339 421 442 502 506 509 512.0 573.7 589.0 675, 6 189. 1 911, 0 1,084 9 1,425, 1
Plastic Products. 08 128 157 170 198 226 254. 8 283.5 393. 9 $44. 7 154 8§ 510. 8 660. 9 709. 2
Total Amount 7. 091 8,384 9,618 10, 779 12, 639 13, 147 14,012, 0 15, 803. 0 17.460. 8 19, 086. 2 21,304. 1 23, 765. 2 26, 436. 0 29,588.3 33.915.7

Source: Econoaic Development Board {EDB)
Notes: 1DFigures are cumilative amount.
2)0nly mumfacturing projects granted approval.



Table C-2: SINGAPORE - FDI GROWTH RATE BY

Lnit: Per Cunt

Food & Beverages

Textiles

food Products

Electrical Machinery & Appliances
Petrolenn & Petroleun Products
Industrial Chemicais
Machinery except Electrical
Fabricated Metal Products
Paper Products & Printing
Precision Equipment

Non Metaltic Mineral Products
L Basie Metals

Transport hEquipment

Plastic Products

Total

Source: Econcmic Pevelopment Board (DB
Notes: 12Based on the cumulative amount.

2°0nly manufacturing projects granied approval.

INDUSTRY
1981

Y
i
)

1982
24).

—_ o
—_ =
e c we

w

1.
22.

Lot
—T T D Os U

_— e
[CS
-

1983

NE N

WO U U D O U — W

274.
10.
20.
22.
13

—
[y
—

1584

Pl
[

o NN — IO O D AL

25.

I

62.

=

85.
63.
13.
44.

0.
16.

1985

SIS R )
N ==

crroNneioos
—t

—C bl =~

-
=)

1986

L2 o =3

e e )

oD — L

(=]

N =g
oo oo o oe ~

oo

R == - ()

.__
o
oo

1988

o~ —_—
o= A~
DY

oW

38.

h -~
O~ S o oe s

e
wr

1989

S-S

(=3
oo L

SN T U —

1990

—_— e — o
200 DD LN oo © LT Lo L

il
e L % -~ S ST

oo
oo

—
—
(=2

1992

o

-1 A OO e D OO

t

o
SR e

S U N

oed oy — —
NS S
[

—
—
<

1594

oo —

TS S
SO A S N =St

[

el =R R

o o

—
b
>



Table C-3: SINGAPORE - FDI AVERAGE GROWTH RATE BY INDUSTRY

Init: Per Cent

1987-1989
Food & Beverages 24.5
Textiles 7.6
Wood Products 4.0
Electrical Machinery & Appliances 21.4
Petroleum & Petroleum Products 0.9
Industrial Chemicals _ 10.7
Machinery except Electrical 11.6
Fabricated Metal Products 14.2
Paper Products & Printing 23.4
Precision Equipnent 24. 1
Non Metallic Mineral Products 13.0
Basic Mctals 50. 2
Transport Equipment 9.8
Plastic Products 21.0
Total 10.9

Source: Economic Development Board (EDB)
Notes: [DBased on the cumulative amount.

1990-1994

9.
10.
0.
14.
6.
17.
14.
11.
17.
9.
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2)0nly manufacturing projects granted approval.



Table C-4: MALAYSIA - FDI BY INDUSTRY
Unit: Millions of Ringgit

1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1588 1989 1990 19891 1992 1993 1694
Foed b 3145. 8 19437 2,512.2 4. 285.9 4, 284. 1 5077.8 5. 561. 1 T.713.3 8, 216.0 8 0103 8, 158.9 8, 9150 6, 002. 4
Textiles 859.5 1, 281.1 1, 7240 2.291.5 30135 3.586.3 d.182. 8 4, 082. 4 5.081.3 2, 506.5 6, 66:1. 9 7, 14003 8 358.0
Yoad & Yood Products J16. 8 495. 1 3. 5 945. 3 1,242.0 LA71.3 I, 594. 2 2, 408. 4 2,961.5 34977 3771403 f03 9 4, 660. 8
Chemical Products 569. 8 885. 3 1,219. 6 1 813. 6 2. 660.8 3, 548. 4 4, 229. 1 1,612, 8 b 642. 4 8 13l U, 152.6 11,515, 1 12, 6534
Non-Metallic Mineral Products 791.9 1, 164. 7 1,037.8 2, 366.17 3, 480. 6 4, 547. 7 4, 568. 4 1, 677.3 4, 946. 8 6. 723. 0 T.057.3 1.1172.2 1,977 6
Rasic Metal Products 352.5 533. 8 T91. 4 1, 070.0 2.020.2 3,522.2 4, 060. 8 1, 2840 8, 554. 2 i1, 768. 2 12,544, 8 13,3305 14,789 0
Fabricated Metal Products 210. 0 425. 1 608. 7 825. 0 1, 105.3 1,342.3 I, 466. 1 1854 § 2, 176.7 S T4 3, 8ab. 1 3,952.0 41130
Machinery 125. 2 194. 0 213. 1 364. 1 477. 0 568. 0 702. 2 854. 5 1.123. 3 I 18 1 1. 821.8 1, 880. 1 2,137.2
Electric & Electronies Products 1 151.8 1.602.7 I, 868. 5 2,522. 4 3022407 3, 760.5 4, 803. 4 T.047.9 10, 675. 7 12, 688. 0 14, 6405 12, 176. 9 2001524
Transportation Eguipacnt 6.6 S06. 1 1371 I 0183 Lot 2,691 4 J.380. 6 31808 i, 058. 1 12620 170,02 t, 687, Lobnd. |
Others I, 780. 1 308107 1, 816. 7 8 %0 12,0316 15, 158. 6 16, 319. 4 17, 269. 2 22,329. 3 20,8810 38, 0012 S8, LS 39,802
Total Amount 1, 880. 5 12, 138. 4 16, 959. 3 24,625. 1 35,251. 5 45,708.8 50, 586. 8 59, 154. 9 76, 784. 0 §2,740.3 110,512.4 116, 799.6 128, 023.6

pt

Source: Malaysia Industriai Development futhority (MIDA)
Notes: DOnly Manufacturing projects granted approval
2ibermany - Figures betore 1990 are those of ¥est Germany
Sl iewres are cusulative tmount since 1982



Table C-5: MALAYSIA - FDI GROWTH RATE BY INDUSTRY
Unit: Per Cent

Food

Textiles

Yood & Wood Products

Chemical Products
Non-Metallic Mineral Products
Basic Metal Products
Fabricated Mctal Products
Machinery

Electric & Electronics Products
Transportation Equipment
Others

Total

1983

44.
49.
o6.
55.
47.
571.
51.
55.
39.
59.

3.
54.

Source: Malaysia Industrial Development Authority (MIDA)

Notes: DOnly Manufacturing projects granted approval
2)Germany - Figures before 1990 are those of ¥est Germany.

IBased on the cumnlative amount since 1982
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1984

29.
34.
42.
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1985

31.
32.
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Table C-6: MALAYSIA - FDI AVERAGE GROWTH RATE BY INDUSTRY
Unit: Per Cent
1987-1989 1990-1994

Food 22.

6 3.0
Textiles 10. 8 15.6
Wood & Wood Products 26.0 15.8
Chemical Products 23.1 21.0
Non-Metallic Mineral Products 11.2 11.9
Basic Metal Products 31.7 30. 7
Fabricated Metal Products 19.1 19.8
Machinery 21.7 20.5
Electric & Electronics Products - 30.4 24.3
Transportation Equipment 31.0 5.9
Others 13.3 19. 1
Total 19.1 17.0

Source: Malaysia Industrial Development Authority (MIDA)

Notes: 1)Only Manufacturing projecls granted approval
2)Germany - Figures before 1990 are those of Westl Germany.
3)Bascd on the cumulative amount since 1989.



Table C-7: THAILAND - FDI BY INDUSTRY
Unit: Millions ol Baht

1.Agriculiural Products

2. Mining & Manufucturing
J.Chemical Preducts

4. Electric & Electronics Products
9. Services

Total Amount

Source: Board of I[nvesiment (BO@,
Note: Cumulative amount since 1960

1980

13,038
42, 384
26,701
L 677
1,85

133, 002

1981

14, 140
10, 151
29, 536
17,221
8,077

144,919

1882

16, 225
4h, 184
39, 973
18, 197
14, 723

156, 836

1983

16, 141
45, 217
44, 713
18, 903
15, 361

161, 727

1984

17,222
45, 249
46, 378
25,435
15, 998

180, 314

1985

18, 226
45, 653
48, 558
29, 086
16, 493

193, 862

1986

18, 151
H8, 270
4,558
33,208
16, 974

238, 694

1887

21, 827
58, 306
84, 413
48, 735
21, 940

289, 208

1988

28, 241
af, 730
49, 936
65, 572
24, 807

352,122

1989

36, 271
79, 610
1186, 427
92, 463
10, 857

498, 687

1530

AL 92T
109, 136
1385, 765
123,478
104, 684

657,212

848, 431

1992
28, 217
140, 024
276, 012
180, 713
380, 953

1,208, 058

L1 261

1,384, 869



Table C-8: THAILAND - FDI GROWTH RATE BY I[NDUSTRY

Unit: Per Cent

1. Agricultural Preducts

2. ¥ining & Manufacturing

3. Chemical Products

{. Electric & Electronics Products
5. Services

Total

Source: Board of [nvestment (BOL)
Note: Based on the cumulative amount
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Table C-§: THAILAND - FDI AVERAGE GROWTH RATE BY INDUSTRY
Unit: Per Cent
1987-1989 1990-1993

1. Agricultural Products 23.9 17. 4
2. Mining & Manufacturing 11.9 20.0
3. Chemical Products 16.0 29.6
4.Electric & Electronics Products 40. 8 22.3
5. Services 6.0 61.9
Total 28. 2 29.5

Source: Board of Investment (BOI)
Note: Based on the cumulative amount since 1960.



Table C-10: INDONESIA - FDI BY INDUSTRY
Cnit: Millions of USS

1881 1982 1583 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1980 1991 1992 1993

Agri., Fishery & Forestry 586. 5 616.5 682. 9 762. 2 796. 2 813.7 543. 0 985.3 L1614 1L 750. 4 1.186.2 2.004.35 2.325.8
a. Agriculture 235.0 242.6 281.9 327. 6 330. 3 372.2 415. 2 446. 1 540. 1, 094. 3 1, 115.3 1, 173.1 1, 365. 2

b. Fishery 195, 4 161. 1 170. 0 183. 9 193. 9 206. 3 219.5 221. 5 227.5 258.3 278.0 308.9 330. 4

c. Forestry 166. 1 212.8 2310 250. 17 272.0 295. 2 308. 3 311 496. 4 398. 8 102. 9 522.5 630. 2
Mining La3lo 1.339.4 1,497.3 1,497.3 1,538.1 1,580. 9 1,725.0 1, 725.0 2.925. 7 3. 269. 8 3, 385.8 5, 875.0 6,551. 6
Yanufacturing 7. 036.9 8, 233.5 10, 757. 4 11,175. 9 11, 315. 9 11,5573 12,417.7 16, 155. 7 21,332.3 21,8314 32,182, 1 37.674.2  40.857.3
a. Textiles 1, 329. 6 1, 350. 4 1, 385. 0 1544, 1 L 721.4 1,919.3 2,139.5 2, 492.5 2,845.5 3. 198.5 3, 803. 4 4,334, 3 4, 783,14

b. Chemicals L6 2,212.4 2,214.2 2,216.0 2,355. 3 2,601.3 2.632.1 4, 189. 3 6, 866. 6 8,983.5 10, 202. 2 12, 858. 2 13,822 4
c. Metal Products 695. 8 1, 456. 8 2,154.7 2,264.9 2,393.5 2,476.3 2,760.¢€ 2,842.5 3, 032.1 4,476. 8 1, 649. 3 5,524. 8 6, 835. 8
d. Basic Yetals 1. 865. 4 1, 865. 4 2, 8046. 4 3.400.9 3, 620.8 J, 672. 1 3. 723.4 3. 774.8 3, 964. 2 4, 173.1 4, 383. 2 4,395. 9 4, 504. 17
e. Non Metallic Yinerals 668. 4 710.8 753. 2 1753.2 762. 6 763. 4 883. 2 1,092.5 13017 1, 696. 1 2,222.2 3. 076. 9 3, 310. 4
Construction 153.1 165. 3 177. 4 193. 2 319.3 347. 8 4114 4143 4338.2 443 584. 2 622. 4 T22.5
Real Estate 1315 171.3 223.1 290.5 558.5 569. 1 581. 1 600. 3 676. | 1, 661.2 2, 089. 6 2,405.7 J. 785. 0
Hotels 272.1 298. 9 333.0 356. 8 380. 6 388. 1 583. 7 802. 3 1. 087.3 2,067.8 b, 119.6 6. 987. 7 7.461. 0
Transportation 120.5 1511 189. 4 237.5 240. 8 255. 1 395. 8 398.3 412. 1 1,154. 8 1,198.8 1,535.5 1, 602. 4
Services 4.7 58. 3 102. 9 102.9 105. 3 138. 6 193. 6 197. 6 356. 0 J98. 6 6941 821.8 L5 7
Total Amount 10,464.9 11,7713 14, 416.3 14, 841. 1 15, 265. 8 15, 808. 8 17, 283.5 21,387.5  28,442.7 38,6717. 9 48,351.4  63,015. 8 67,624. 6

Source: Badan Koordinasi Penanaman Modal (BKPY)
- Note: Cumulative amount since 1967.



Table C-11: INDONESIA - FDI GROUTH RATE BY INDUSTRY
Unit: Por Cent

1982 1983 1984 1685 1986 1987 1983 1989 1990 1991

igri., Fishery & Forestry 5.1 10. 8 11.6 4.3 5.7 7.9 1.5 18.2 20,3 2.6
a. Agricul ture 3.2 16.2 16. 2 0.8 12.1 11.5 1.5 211 102.3 2.4
h. Fishery 3.1 5.5 8.2 94 6.4 6. 4 0.5 2.1 13.5 76

c. Forestry 8.9 8. 6 &5 8.5 8.5 4.4 3.0 21,8 0.6 1.4
Mining 0.6 11.8 0.0 2.8 2.7 9.1 0.0 §9. 6 11. 8 3.5
Manufacturing 17.0 30.7 3.9 1.3 2.1 7.4 30. 1 32.0 30.5 15.6
a. Textiles L6 . 2.6 115 11.5 1.5 11.5 16.5 14.2 12.1 18. 9
b. Chemicals 27.0 0.1 0.1 6.3 1. 4 1.2 59. 2 63. 9 50.8 13. 6

¢ Metal Products 109. 4 47.9 5.1 5.1 3.5 13 3.0 6.7 14.7 33,1

d. Basic Mewals 0.0 50.4 21.2 6.5 1.4 1.4 1.4 5.0 5.3 3.0
e. Non-¥Metallic Minerals 6.3 6.0 0.0 1.2 0.1 19.7 23.1 19.2 50,3 1.0
Construction 3.0 7.3 8.9 65. 9 8.9 18. 3 0.7 ) 25.6 13
Real Estate 30.3 30.2 30. 2 92. 8 1.7 3.5 1.6 12.6 .45, 7 25.8
Hotels 9.8 1.4 7.1 6. 7 2.0 50. 4 54.6 20.5 90. 2 195. 9
Transportation 25.4 25.3 25.4 1.4 5.8 55.2 0.6 3.9 180. 2 25. 8
Services 30. 4 76.5 0.0 2.3 31.6 39.6 2.1 80. 2 12.0 741
Total 12.5 22.4 2.9 2.9 3.6 9.3 23.8 32.9 36.0 25.0

Source: Badan Roordinasi Penanaman Modal (BKPY)
Note: Based on the cumulative amount since 1967,
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Table C-12: INDONESIA - FDI AVERAGE GRO¥TH BY INDUSTRY

Unit: Per Cent

Agri., Fishery & Forestry
a. Agriculture
b. Fishery
c. Forestry
Mining
Manufactluring
a. Textiles
b. Chemicals
¢. Metal Products
d. Basic Metals
e. Non-Metallic Minerals
Construction
Real Estate
Hotels
Transportation
Services

Total

1987-1989

10.
13.
3.
10.
26.
23.
14.
41

1.

2.
19.

1.

6.
41.
19.
10.

22.

O H O DN DN OO QO H IND

YOO OO e T O

0

Source: Badan Koordinasi Penanaman Modal (BKPM)
Note: Based on the cumulative amount since [967.

1990-1993

20.
31

9.
13.
25.
17.
13.
19.
22.

3.
2.
13.
61.
76.
54
36.

O DN OO WO O ~J U W e OO0 U b

24.17



Table C-13: PHILIPPINES - FDI BY INDUSTRY

Unit: Millions of USS

Agriculiure Sector

Industry Scetor
Mining
Manufacturing
Construction

Service Sector
Commerce
Services
Finance

Public Utilities

Total Amount

Source: Central Bank of the Philippines

1580
31

888
196

675
17

346
§2
42

222

22
1, 306

Notes: DProjects granted approval.

2 Cumulative amount since 1470.
SAgriculture seclor consists of agriculture, fisheries and forestry

1981
36
1,125
281
826
18

404
94

239
2
1,614

1982
38
1,386

410
958

421
94
257
25
1,916

1983

1,519

1, 004

1984

1,702
572
L1
19

473
101

288
28
2,344

1985
44

1, 980
687

21
534

104
319

34
2,581

1986
46

2,074
732
22
566
112
106
348

2,722

1987

2, 166

1988

2,220
797
1, 401
22
611

129
3517

39
2,902

1989

71t

110
J98

3,275

1891
54
2,19
881
1892
23
792

170
427

3,690

1952

2,526
346
2,004
26
832
209
177
446

3. 857



Table C-14: PHILIPPINES - FDI GRO¥TH RATE BY INDUSTRY
Unit: Per Cent

1981 1982

Agriculture Scctor 13.3 7.9
Industry Scctor 26. 7 23.2
Mining 43.4 46.0
Yanufacturing 22.4 15. 9
Construction 4.6 1.4
Service Sector 16. 6 5.9
Commerce 13.8 0.3
Services 69.9 7.9
Finance 7.0 7.5
Public Utilitics .0 2.9
Total 23.6 18.7

Saurce: Central Bank of the Philivpines
Nates: D)Projects granted approvat.
2)Based oo the cumulative amount sinee 1470.

DAgriculture sector consists of agriculture, fisheries and forestry
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Table C-15: PHILIPPINES - FDI AVERAGE GROWTH RATE BY INDUSTRY
Unit: Per Cent
1987-1989  1990-1992

Agriculture Sector 0.7 1.9
Industry Sector 1.3 7.6
Mining 1. 0 2.8
Manufacturing 1. 6 10.1
Construction 0.3 5.9
Service Sector 5. 4 7.9
Commerce 11. 6 10.7
Services 8. 6 9.7
Finance ‘ 2.3 0. 1
Public Utilities 5.0 3.2
Total 4.5 7.5

Source: Central Bank of the Philippincs
Notes: 1)DProjects granted approval.
2)Bascd on the cumulative amount since 1970.
d)Agriculture scctor consistls of agriculture, [isheries an’ ferest
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Table C-16: VIETNAX - FDI BY INDUSTRY
tnit: Millions of US$

Hleavy Industry

Light Industry

Pctrolcum & Gas

Agriculture & Forestry
Fishery

Transportation, Communication

- & Postal Services

lfotels & Tourism

Iinance

Construction

Culture, Health Services
& Education

Total Amount

Source: JETRO
Notes: DDProjects granted approval.

2)Cumulative amount since 1988.

147.3

1989

49.
10.
228.
16.

43.
156.

o10.

9

1990

I

65.

38.
134

218.
10.

1, 023.

67.
73.
410.

oD — O N

O N Co

1991

308.
122.
H27.
111

6.

162.

193.
10.

2, 169.
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Table C-17: VIETNAM - FDI GROWTH RATE BY INDUSTRY
Unit: Per Cent

Heavy Industry

LLight Industry

Petroleum & Gas

Agricul ture & Forestry
Fishery

Transportation, Communication
& Postal Services

Hotels & Tourism

FFinance

Construction

Culture, llealth Services
& Fducation

Total
Source: JETRO

Notes: Projects granted approval. .
2)Based on cumulative amount since [988.

1989
703. 3
65. 6
103. 6
0.0

8520. 0
3726. 8

246. 8

1990

J7.
627.
79.
1959.
141

s =3

Co

212.
39.

— OO

100. 3

1991

304.
SYES
28.
69.
69.

20.
126. 2

(W]

112.1

1993

83.
66.

a9.
16.

o
[orEE N NI TWR

153.
3.7
36. 6

808. 3

e

278. 6

63. 9
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Table C-18: VIETNAM - FDI AVERAGE GROWTH RATE BY INDUSTRY

Unit: Per Cent

Heavy Industry

Light Industry
Petroleum & (as
Agriculture & Forestry
Fishery

Transportation, Communication
& Postal Services

lotels & Tourism
Finance

Construclion

Culture, Health Services
& Education

Total

Source: JETRO
Notes: 1)Projects granted approval.

2)Bascd on cumulative amount since 1988.

1990-1993

168.
0

30

ad.
033.

63.

101.

75.
261.
248.

70.

9

2
6
2

oo
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j
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