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An International Financial Crisis in the Making

The twin problem of the US sub-prime mortgage melt-down and the  bursting of the US  housing bubble — the two actually being so interrelated as hard to pinpoint their exact casual relations — has now grown and spread, giving rise to a serious financial turmoil in the US and spilling over to the global financial markets at large. 


Just not long ago, economists were fretting about whether or not the US economy was heading for a recession (conventionally defined as a decline in GDP growth for two consecutive quarters) after its long periods of relatively strong growth. Driven by the rising specter of both recession and inflation, the financial woes of the Wall Street have recently become deepened, culminating in the collapse of its 5th largest investment bank, the Bear Stearns in mid-March 2008. This immediately sent shock waves far and wide across the global financial markets. 


The USA constitutes the world’s largest economy, accounting for about 25% of the global GDP, and its financial sector is also the world’s largest and most internationally-oriented. Furthermore, the US financial markets are supposed to be the world’s most advanced, most sophisticated and best regulated. Not surprisingly, the recent US financial turmoil was largely unanticipated.  For a long time, whenever the Wall Street sneezed, the world’s financial markets all caught a cold. This follows that if the present US financial woes were to continue and could not be contained, the resultant contagion effect could well develop into a serious global financial pandemic.
  In fact, the stock markets the world over, including those like China which had not been so internationalized,  have already fell the tremors by plunging around 10-20% in recent weeks. An international financial crisis is evidently looming.


In the past, the financial sector activities are closely linked to the “real economy”, i.e., goods producing activities. In the highly developed post-industrial countries, financial services and financial activities have been growing much faster than their manufacturing activities, particularly after the process of de-regulation and globalization (call the Big Bang). Increasingly, the financial sector performance is no longer closely correlated with the “real” economic performance. Thus, the Wall Street can go up and down, driven more by influx of foreign capital and factors like expectation and sentiment than domestic economic changes in USA. This is because the financial sector can usually grow on its own internal dynamics and on its own resources while the “real sector” economic growth is determined by a different set of economic forces like technological progress and expansion of the export markets.  Hence, the collapse of the Dow Jones could produce little economic impact on the rest of the economy, especially in the short run.


This time around, however, the situation is different. The current US financial turmoil has its root in the sub-prime crisis, which is in turn rooted in the housing bubble. The collapse of the housing market has seriously affected the building and construction industry, and a lot of economic activities related to household consumption. Hence, the continuing financial turmoil will precipitate or deepen the US economic recession.

How Different from the 1997 Asian Financial Crisis?

Just over ten years ago, East Asia was struck by a serious financial crisis, which brought down many fast-growing economies in the region. Does the current US financial turmoil bear any resemblance to the Asian one ten years ago?  For the Asian financial crisis, the problem started in Thailand in July 1997 with the collapse of the Thai baht, and it then quickly spread to the Philippines, Malaysia, Indonesia and South Korea, whose economic growth  in 1998 all plunged to well-below the negative level while growth for Singapore, Japan and Hong Kong also suffered near-zero or just below-zero growth. Taiwan’s economic growth was not so seriously affected. China’s economy and the new ASEAN members of Cambodia, Laos, Myanmar and Vietnam remained basically unaffected because they were at that time largely insulated from external financial forces. (See Charts 1 and 2). 


Much like the current US financial crisis, the outbreak of the Thailand’s crisis was mainly attributable to the overheating of its property markets along with the large exposure to bad housing loans of the Thai banks — typically, the Thai banks borrowed “short” from foreign banks and lent “long” to property developers. This set off a serious banking and currency crisis first in Thailand and it was then quickly transmitted to other East Asian economies. Apart from the immediate collapse of their stock markets, their currencies had suffered from large measure devaluation — most serious for the Indonesian rupiah, and a substantial devaluation for the Thai baht, the Philippine peso, the Malaysian ringgit and the Korean won, though only mild depreciation for the Taiwanese NT dollar and the Singapore dollar.  Pegged to the US dollar, the Hongkong dollar was subject to a severe attack by international currency speculators. In the end, the Hongkong dollar survived, but only at a high cost to the Hong Kong economy with a serious asset deflation. 


By comparison, the extent of the US dollar depreciation so far is not large. Technically, the US dollar is still not in a crisis; it has only significantly weakened. This is partly because the US dollar is the world’s foremost “reserve currency”, with the world’s central banks putting the bulk of their foreign reserves in US dollar-denominated financial assets. In other words, global savings have continued to remain invested in or even continued to flow into the US financial markets. This in turn helps to sustain the ailing dollar. If the US dollar should continue to float downward, foreign holders of the US assets would suffer from more capital loss. But that was not the case when the Asian currencies were under stress during their financial crises. The foreign banks in East Asia actually withdrew from the region’s currency markets, forcing many Asian currencies to depreciate further, bringing about a big financial shake-out in the region in the wake of the crisis — some currencies of the region today have not recovered to their 1997 levels. This includes   the rupiah, the Pesos, the baht and the ringgit. .  


Another significant difference in these two financial crises is about the state of their economies on the eve of their financial crisis. Before the current financial turmoil, the US economy had already experienced a downturn. In contrast, most of the East Asian economies were having robust economic growth prior to the outbreak of their financial crises, as shown in Table 1. It can be argued that the “real economic (production of goods) sectors” of many East Asian economies were fundamentally strong while their financial sectors were weak (partly due to their poor regulations and weak institutional foundation). In fact, many East Asian economies were not just steaming in high growth on the eve of their crises, but also have reasonably strong internal and external balances, i.e. basically no acute fiscal deficits and no serious balance of payments problem on the eve of their crises, as shown in Table 2. 


The reverse seems to be true for the US situation: weak macroeconomic fundamentals but strong financial growth. It is well known that the US economy has for many years been saddled with serious macroeconomic imbalances caused by its twin-deficit: current account deficit and fiscal deficit, which has grown into a structural shortcoming of the US economy. 


Ironically, the main cause of the current US financial crisis is not so much because of the weakness of the US “real economy” whose structural problems have persisted for a long time. The real culprit of the US financial crisis this time can be attributed to the structural problem of its financial sector, i.e. some endemic problems in the financial sector itself. 

The Root of the Problem

The US financial sector is the world’s most dynamic one, having grown very rapidly in recent years by absorbing the surplus capital from the world over and by promoting numerous financial innovations as the main source of its growth. However, this has resulted in what it now appears as “over-growth” and “over-expansion”. 


True, the US financial regulatory framework is mostly effective and efficient, often being touted as the world’s best. But this applies only to the formal part of the financial sector while the legal oversight has not effectively covered the large and rapidly expanding “informal part” of the financial sector involving many non-bank financial institutions — now called the “shadow banking sector”. In this informal sector, financial innovation has really thrived in recent years, thanks to the abundant cheap money (due to low interest rates) and loose regulations, producing too many new financial products and new financial instruments, e.g. converting many debt obligations into new derivatives with different risk profiles. 


The case in point is to how the financial institutions cleverly slice the various house mortgages into pieces and bundle them into new investment products known as collateralized debt obligations (CDOs), which are then sold to different groups of investors. As indeed the case, the liberal issue of CDOs was the underlying cause of the sub-prime mortgage crisis in USA. Driven mostly by greed and the reward of big fees and large bonus, the practitioners of this form of “financial engineering”(the Japanese call it “zhaiteki”) have all the incentives to create new products and find new ways  to “make money with money, leading to over-production of new financial instruments. Such new financial products can easily run foul of the existing regulatory framework. A good analogy is a thief running ahead of the regulator or lawman.


As these financial activities have exceeded their institutional limits and their market capacity, the US financial sector has now started its self-correcting process. Up to a point, the market has to turn around when banks start reducing their exposure to potential bad loans and the non-bank financial institutions start unwinding their debt positions, thereby sparking off a downward spiral. This in turn has created a credit crunch, with banks stop lending to each other and with other non-bank financial institutions scrambling for covers. As a result, the financial institutions are losing their mutual trust with each other, thereby sparking off a confidence crisis through the whole financial market. 


Such is the saga that is being played out right now in USA today. In the end, the US Federal Reserve had to come in to bail out the larger ailing institutions. In doing this, the “Fed” had also created what economists call a “moral hazard”, i.e. starting a bad precedent when future losers are not held responsible for their bad decisions but instead expecting an easy way out.  


It is not the purpose of this short paper to run an in-depth analysis of the existing US financial turmoil, nor to provide a detailed comparison between the past Asian financial crisis and the present US financial turmoil. Suffice it to say that the East Asian economies are, in varying degrees, also getting the contagion effects from the current instabilities of the US financial markets.

Can East Asia “Decouple” Itself from the US Crisis?

For 2008, many East Asian economies are facing a potentially turbulent international economic environment which will affect their economic growth and their financial sector development.  Specifically, the US economy as the world’s leading economic growth locomotive is slipping into a recession (or at least a serious economic slowdown) as a result of various economic and financial woes, as discussed earlier. In fact, the financial turmoil in USA has already produced worldwide ramifications, sending stock markets everywhere (including the less exposed Shanghai Stock Exchange) into a tailspin in recent months.  


In recent years, the economic rise of China and India along with the recovery of the EU economy has significantly reduced the US global economic predominance, giving rise to the “Decoupling Thesis”, meaning that economic growth of the rest of the world is getting increasingly less dependent on US economic growth. In simple terms, when the US economy sneezes, the rest of the world is now less likely to catch a cold.
 How true is this?


To begin with, the notion of any economy decoupling from other economies is inherently unrealistic and problematic in today’s globalized international economic order marked by global movements of capital, goods and other resources. In fact, the world economy over the years is getting increasingly integrated, particularly for the financial market. The case in point is the recent turmoil in the world’s major stock markets (in the third week of January 2008 and again in the second week of March 2008), sparked off by the sell-off in the New York Stock Exchange. When the Dow Jones plunges, the Nikkei in Tokyo would follow in a matter of hours, and the ripple effect would then be picked up by the markets of London, Paris and so on in Europe, again after a time lag of only a few hours. In other words, for the global financial economy at least, there clearly has been no decoupling from one another.


For the “real economy”, however, the decoupling argument is more complicated and controversial. Still, the trends are for the “real economies” everywhere to become increasingly more interdependent, driven by such integrating forces as the rise of regional and global production networks (also referred to as international supply chains). The question is, therefore, not how one economy can effectively de-link itself from the other economies, but rather, the extent of its dependency on the others. The extent of its dependency is, technically speaking, linked to the sources of its economic growth.


The growth of any market economy, on the demand, depends on both domestic demand (i.e. domestic consumption and investment) and external demand (i.e. exports minus imports or net exports). The highly open economies of Hong Kong and Singapore are heavily dependent on external demand as their main source of growth; and as such they are extremely vulnerable to the global economic ebbs and flows. On the other side, large economies like China and USA are inherently less susceptible to international economic fluctuations because of their large domestic markets. Thus, the decoupling issue actually boils down to the structural characteristics of the individual economies, i.e. exactly how important “external demand” is a source of its economic growth — or how much its own growth depends on the growth of other economies.


Specifically, how exactly will East Asia suffer from the current US recession and financial turmoil? It is already made obvious in the discussion above that for the financial economy, the contagion effect of the US financial crisis can indeed be extensive and immediate, affecting every important market in the region, with China on the one extreme and Hong Kong and Singapore on the other. This explains why the Shanghai Stock Exchange also followed other stock markets in their recent roller-coaster movements, even though it was not yet widely internationalized. 


The less developed ASEAN members like Cambodia, Laos, Myanmar and Vietnam with their still very backward financial sectors will also been much less affected by the US financial turmoil while the more developed ASEAN countries like Malaysia, Thailand, the Philippines and Indonesia will be relatively more exposed to external financial shock emanating from the USA. In the final analysis, how well the individual East Asian countries can respond to the external financial shock also depends on the relative strength of their own economic and financial fundamentals. If a particular economy has robust external and internal balances such as a strong balance of payments position and no serious fiscal deficits, as can be seen from Tables 1 & 2, it will be much easier for it to weather an external financial shock.


It must be stressed that the foregoing discussion and arguments constitute merely the “first level analysis”, focusing on only the “direct effects” or the “direct transmission” of the US crisis to the East Asian economies. In the real world, economic linkages and economic activities are far more complex. 


Take China as an example.  By simple statistical analysis, China’s economic growth is supposedly to be determined mainly by domestic demand, particularly domestic fixed assets investment, with net exports or external demand providing only a few percentage points for its overall GDP growth. But such “first-level” argument is highly misleading and over-simplified.  A substantial slow-down of China’s exports to the US markets would still create a large negative effect on China’s economic growth, simply because a lot of domestic investment is connected with the export sector and a lot domestic consumption is linked to the export sector (i.e. the multiplier effect of the workers in an export industry). Furthermore, the loss of the US market share cannot be easily made up by the expansion of other markets such as the EU and Japan, because they too will suffer from their own direct exposure to the US economic slow-down. 


Still more, as already been noted earlier, China is home to many regional and global production networks. A slump in China’s exports will start the chain reaction of slowing down imports of hi-tech components from Japan, Korea and Taiwan, and raw material imports from ASEAN countries, thus reverberating throughout the East Asia region and eventually getting back to China for still lower export growth.


So much for the “real economy”. Indirect effects also operate for the “financial economy”. The financial sector of Laos may not feel any external financial shock because of its underdevelopment. But a serious US financial turmoil will badly affect global capital movement, resulting in less FDI (foreign direct investment) available for Laos.


 In short, if all the indirect effects or total linkages are taken into account, no economy (both its financial sector and the real sectors) can shrug off any external shock. All economies are an integral part of the increasingly interdependent global economy, for better or for worse. But those economies with stronger economic and financial fundamentals can better withstand the onslaught of any external shock, and faster to recover from its adverse effect. This explains why South Korea, Singapore, Hong Kong and Japan in the region have quickly recovered from the 1997 Asian financial crisis.

A Crisis also an Opportunity for Regional Cooperation


Crisis in Chinese (and Japanese) also implies opportunity. The past Asian financial crisis brought to the fore the urgent need for greater regional cooperation as a means of dealing with regional economic problems. Indeed, the crisis has galvanized the East Asian governments into taking some concrete steps towards this direction, giving rise to the “10 + 3” process and various forms of financial cooperation under the Chiang-Mai Initiative (CMI) in May 2000. The immediate focus of the CMI was on how to expand the existing ASEAN Swap Arrangements to cover all ASEAN members by encouraging the three Northeast Asian countries to conclude bilateral swap arrangements with individual ASEAN members. The longer-term objective was   the creation of the Asian Bond Market. 


In retrospect, many of the post-1997 crisis financial cooperation initiatives were essentially defensive in nature, focusing primarily on how to prevent the recurrence of another regional financial shock (e.g. how to improve the existing surveillance mechanisms).


The looming US financial crisis this time should be another good opportunity for the “10 +3” governments to re-visit the existing cooperation programmes if they are actually sufficiently “shock-proof” and if they need to be modified or expanded in the light the latest developments. If the US financial crisis becomes deepened and its contagion more serious, the 10 + 3 mechanism should become a convenient framework or a good platform for East Asian governments to exchange information and coordinate their policy responses. This should be the central challenge for this working group.
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TABLE 1     EAST ASIA ECONOMIES: GDP GROWTH AND INFLATION
	 
	GDP growth (%)
	Inflation (CPI) %

	 
	1996
	1997
	1998
	2006
	2007
	2008
	1996
	1997
	1998
	2006
	2007
	2008

	USA 
	3.7
	4.5
	4.2
	2.9
	2.2
	0.8
	2.9
	2.3
	1.5
	3.2
	2.9
	2.9

	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Japan 
	2.8
	1.6
	-2.1
	2.9
	2.1
	2.5
	0.1
	1.8
	0.7
	0.2
	0.1
	0.6

	South Korea 
	7
	4.6
	-6.8
	5
	4.9
	4.4
	4.9
	4.4
	7.5
	2.2
	2.5
	2.9

	China 
	10
	9.3
	7.8
	11.1
	11.5
	10.5
	8.3
	2.8
	-0.8
	1.7
	4.8
	5

	ASEAN 
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	    Brunei 
	n.a
	n.a
	n.a
	3.7
	n.a
	n.a
	 
	n.a
	n.a
	0.2
	n.a
	n.a

	    Cambodia
	5.3
	5.6
	4.9
	10.8
	8
	6.8
	7.1
	8
	14.8
	4.7
	5.9
	7.4

	    Indonesia
	7.8
	4.7
	-13.1
	5.5
	6.2
	6.1
	8
	6.2
	58.4
	13.1
	6.4
	6.4

	    Malaysia
	10
	7.3
	-7.3
	5.9
	6.1
	5.5
	3.5
	2.6
	5.2
	3.6
	2
	2.8

	    Lao PDR
	6.9
	6.9
	3.9
	8.3
	7
	6.5
	13.1
	27.4
	91
	6.8
	4.6
	4.5

	    Myanmar
	6.4
	5.7
	5.7
	3.9
	3.3
	3.4
	16.2
	29.7
	51.6
	20
	36.2
	34.5

	    Philippines 
	5.8
	5.2
	-0.6
	5.4
	7.3
	5.4
	7.5
	5.6
	9.2
	6.2
	2.8
	4

	    Thailand
	5.9
	-1.4
	-10.5
	5.1
	4.8
	4.8
	5.8
	5.6
	8.1
	4.6
	2.2
	3.9

	    Singapore 
	7.8
	8.3
	-1.4
	8.2
	7.7
	4.4
	1.4
	2
	-0.3
	1
	2.1
	3.3

	    Vietnam
	9.3
	8.1
	5.7
	8.2
	8.5
	8
	5.7
	3.2
	7.3
	7.7
	8.4
	8.5


(Data of 2008 is estimated) 

Sources: ADB; EIU database 

TABLE 2     EAST ASIA ECONOMIES: INTERNAL AND EXTERNAL BALANCES
	 
	Current Account Balance-% of GDP
	Balance of Payments (US$ mil)
	Fiscal Balance-% of GDP

	 
	1996
	1997
	1998
	2006
	2007
	1996
	1997
	1998
	2005
	2006
	1996 
	1997
	1998
	2006
	2007
	2008

	USA 
	-1.6
	-1.7
	-2.4
	-6.2
	-5.1
	-6,667
	1,012
	6,731
	-141,000
	-23,099
	-1.4
	-0.3
	0.8
	-1.9
	-1.2
	-2.4

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Japan
	1.4
	2.2
	3
	3.9
	4.8
	35,139
	6,567
	-6,164
	223,300
	319,800
	-5.1
	-4
	-5.8
	-2.9
	-3.4
	-3.7

	South Korea
	-4.2
	-1.6
	11.7
	0.7
	0.6
	1,416
	-22,979
	25,930
	19,864
	22,089
	2.7
	2.4
	1.2
	0.4
	0.3
	0.2

	China 
	0.8
	3.7
	3
	9
	11.6
	31,705
	35,857
	6,248
	207,342
	246,855
	-0.7
	-0.7
	-1.1
	-0.8
	0.1
	0.2

	ASEAN
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	    Brunei  
	n.a
	n.a
	n.a
	45.1
	n.a
	n.a
	n.a
	n.a
	n.a
	n.a
	n.a 
	n.a
	n.a
	21.3
	n.a
	n.a

	    Cambodia
	-5.4
	-6.2
	-5.5
	-4.6
	-6
	72
	34
	17
	75
	208
	n.a 
	n.a
	-3.2
	-2
	0.8
	6.8

	    Indonesia
	-3.1
	-2
	3.8
	2.7
	2.7
	4,503
	-8,137
	-3,693
	-2,111
	11,370
	1.1
	-0.6
	-2.6
	-1
	-1.2
	-1.8

	    Lao PDR
	-18.5
	-17.5
	-11.7
	-1.7
	-6.8
	-158
	-369
	-254
	 n.a
	 n.a
	-5.3
	-6
	-7.5
	-4.3
	-4.2
	-4.3

	    Malaysia
	-4.4
	-5.9
	13.2
	16.3
	16.4
	2,516
	-3,859
	10,018
	3,620
	6,864
	0.7
	2.3
	-1.8
	-3.3
	-3.2
	-3.1

	    Myanmar
	-5.5
	-8.9
	-10.3
	7
	9.9
	-25
	31
	60
	144
	423
	-3.2
	-1.1
	-0.5
	-2.9
	-3.3
	-3.6

	    Philippines 
	-4.8
	-5.3
	2.3
	5
	5
	4,338
	-3,094
	1,279
	1,662
	4,715
	0.4
	0.3
	-1.9
	-1
	-0.1
	-0.2

	    Thailand
	-8.1
	-2
	12.7
	1.1
	6.1
	2,167
	-18,250
	-3,222
	5,417
	12,669
	0.8
	-1.8
	-2.7
	1.2
	-2.4
	-2.8

	    Singapore 
	15
	15.6
	22.1
	26.6
	28.2
	7,396
	7,940
	2,966
	12,315
	17,008
	6.8
	3.3
	2.4
	0.6
	3.4
	1

	    Vietnam
	-8.2
	-5.7
	-3.9
	0.3
	-4.5
	n.a
	n.a
	n.a
	n.a
	n.a
	-0.2
	-1.7
	-0.1
	-0.3
	-1.8
	-2.2


(Data of 2008 is estimated) 

Sources: ADB; EIU database
CHART 1     ECONOMIC GROWTH OF CHINA & ASEAN-4
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CHART 2     ECONOMIC GROWTH OF CHINA AND OTHER                         EAST ASIAN ECONOMIES (1981-2007)
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� 	Nouriel Roubini, “The Coming Financial Pandemic”, Foreign Policy (March/April, 2008).


� 	This issue was much discussed in the recent World Economic Forum in Davos. See, e.g., “Economists fault U.S. stimulus as not enough”, International Herald Tribune (January 26-27, 2008.
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GDP SE Asia

				China		Singapore		Malaysia		Thailand		Indonesia		Philippines		Vietnam

		1981		5.2%		9.7%		6.9%		5.9%		7.4%		3.4%		5.8%

		1982		9.1%		7.1%		6.0%		5.4%		-0.3%		3.6%		8.2%

		1983		10.9%		8.5%		6.2%		5.6%		-3.8%		1.9%		7.1%

		1984		15.2%		8.3%		7.8%		5.8%		7.6%		-7.3%		8.4%

		1985		13.5%		-1.4%		-1.1%		4.6%		3.9%		-7.3%		5.6%

		1986		8.8%		2.1%		1.2%		5.5%		7.2%		3.4%		3.4%

		1987		11.6%		9.8%		5.4%		9.5%		6.6%		4.3%		2.5%

		1988		11.3%		11.5%		9.9%		13.3%		7.0%		6.8%		5.1%

		1989		4.1%		10.0%		9.1%		12.2%		9.1%		6.2%		7.8%

		1990		3.8%		9.2%		9.0%		11.2%		9.0%		3.0%		5.0%

		1991		9.2%		6.6%		9.5%		8.6%		8.9%		-0.6%		5.8%

		1992		14.2%		6.3%		8.9%		8.1%		6.5%		0.3%		8.7%

		1993		14.0%		11.7%		9.9%		8.3%		8.0%		2.1%		8.1%

		1994		13.1%		11.6%		9.2%		9.0%		7.5%		4.4%		8.8%

		1995		10.9%		8.1%		9.8%		9.2%		8.2%		4.7%		9.5%

		1996		10.0%		7.8%		10.0%		5.9%		7.8%		5.8%		9.3%

		1997		9.3%		8.3%		7.3%		-1.4%		4.7%		5.2%		8.2%

		1998		7.8%		-1.4%		-7.4%		-10.5%		-13.1%		-0.6%		5.8%

		1999		7.6%		7.2%		6.1%		4.4%		0.8%		3.4%		4.8%

		2000		8.4%		10.0%		8.9%		4.8%		5.4%		6.0%		6.8%

		2001		8.3%		-2.3%		0.3%		2.2%		3.8%		1.8%		6.9%

		2002		9.1%		4.0%		4.4%		5.3%		4.4%		4.4%		7.1%

		2003		10.0%		2.9%		5.4%		7.0%		4.7%		4.9%		7.3%

		2004		10.1%		8.7%		7.1%		6.2%		5.1%		6.2%		7.7%

		2005		10.2%		6.4%		5.3%		4.5%		5.6%		5.0%		7.2%

		2006		11.1%		6.9%		5.5%		4.5%		5.2%		5.0%

		2007		11.50%		7.50%		6.30%		4.50%		6.10%		7.30%		8.50%

		Source		China Stat Yrbk		EIU		EIU		EIU		EIU		EIU		IMF World Economic Outlook
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GDP NE Asia
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				China		S Korea		Japan		HK		Taiwan		Singapore

		1981		5.2%		4.6%		3.0%		9.2%		6.2%		9.7%

		1982		9.1%		7.5%		2.8%		2.7%		3.5%		7.1%

		1983		10.9%		11.0%		1.6%		5.7%		8.3%		8.5%

		1984		15.2%		8.0%		3.1%		10.1%		10.7%		8.3%

		1985		13.5%		7.1%		5.1%		0.5%		5.0%		-1.4%

		1986		8.8%		10.3%		3.0%		10.6%		11.5%		2.1%

		1987		11.6%		11.6%		3.7%		13.0%		12.7%		9.8%

		1988		11.3%		10.6%		6.8%		8.1%		8.0%		11.5%

		1989		4.1%		5.4%		5.3%		2.7%		8.5%		10.0%

		1990		3.8%		9.1%		5.3%		3.7%		5.7%		9.2%

		1991		9.2%		9.6%		3.3%		5.6%		7.6%		6.6%

		1992		14.2%		5.7%		1.0%		6.6%		7.8%		6.3%

		1993		14.0%		5.2%		0.2%		6.3%		6.9%		11.7%

		1994		13.1%		8.1%		1.1%		5.5%		7.4%		11.6%

		1995		10.9%		9.1%		1.9%		3.9%		6.5%		8.1%

		1996		10.0%		7.0%		2.6%		4.3%		6.3%		7.8%

		1997		9.3%		4.7%		1.4%		5.1%		6.6%		8.3%

		1998		7.8%		-6.9%		-1.9%		-5.0%		4.5%		-1.4%

		1999		7.6%		9.5%		-0.1%		3.4%		5.7%		7.2%

		2000		8.4%		8.5%		2.9%		12.4%		5.8%		10.0%

		2001		8.3%		3.8%		0.4%		0.6%		-2.2%		-2.3%

		2002		9.1%		7.0%		0.1%		1.8%		4.2%		4.0%

		2003		10.0%		3.1%		1.8%		3.2%		3.4%		2.9%

		2004		10.1%		4.7%		2.3%		8.6%		6.1%		8.7%

		2005		10.2%		4.0%		2.6%		7.3%		4.1%		6.4%

		Source		China Stat Yrbk		EIU		EIU		EIU		EIU
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GDP SE Asia

				China		Singapore		Malaysia		Thailand		Indonesia		Philippines		Vietnam

		1981		5.2%		9.7%		6.9%		5.9%		7.4%		3.4%		5.8%

		1982		9.1%		7.1%		6.0%		5.4%		-0.3%		3.6%		8.2%

		1983		10.9%		8.5%		6.2%		5.6%		-3.8%		1.9%		7.1%

		1984		15.2%		8.3%		7.8%		5.8%		7.6%		-7.3%		8.4%

		1985		13.5%		-1.4%		-1.1%		4.6%		3.9%		-7.3%		5.6%

		1986		8.8%		2.1%		1.2%		5.5%		7.2%		3.4%		3.4%

		1987		11.6%		9.8%		5.4%		9.5%		6.6%		4.3%		2.5%

		1988		11.3%		11.5%		9.9%		13.3%		7.0%		6.8%		5.1%

		1989		4.1%		10.0%		9.1%		12.2%		9.1%		6.2%		7.8%

		1990		3.8%		9.2%		9.0%		11.2%		9.0%		3.0%		5.0%

		1991		9.2%		6.6%		9.5%		8.6%		8.9%		-0.6%		5.8%

		1992		14.2%		6.3%		8.9%		8.1%		6.5%		0.3%		8.7%

		1993		14.0%		11.7%		9.9%		8.3%		8.0%		2.1%		8.1%

		1994		13.1%		11.6%		9.2%		9.0%		7.5%		4.4%		8.8%

		1995		10.9%		8.1%		9.8%		9.2%		8.2%		4.7%		9.5%

		1996		10.0%		7.8%		10.0%		5.9%		7.8%		5.8%		9.3%

		1997		9.3%		8.3%		7.3%		-1.4%		4.7%		5.2%		8.2%

		1998		7.8%		-1.4%		-7.4%		-10.5%		-13.1%		-0.6%		5.8%

		1999		7.6%		7.2%		6.1%		4.4%		0.8%		3.4%		4.8%

		2000		8.4%		10.0%		8.9%		4.8%		5.4%		6.0%		6.8%

		2001		8.3%		-2.3%		0.3%		2.2%		3.8%		1.8%		6.9%

		2002		9.1%		4.0%		4.4%		5.3%		4.4%		4.4%		7.1%

		2003		10.0%		2.9%		5.4%		7.0%		4.7%		4.9%		7.3%

		2004		10.1%		8.7%		7.1%		6.2%		5.1%		6.2%		7.7%

		2005		10.2%		6.4%		5.3%		4.5%		5.6%		5.0%		7.2%

		Source		China Stat Yrbk		EIU		EIU		EIU		EIU		EIU		IMF World Economic Outlook
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GDP NE Asia
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				China		S Korea		Japan		HK		Taiwan		Singapore

		1981		5.2%		4.6%		3.0%		9.2%		6.2%		9.7%

		1982		9.1%		7.5%		2.8%		2.7%		3.5%		7.1%

		1983		10.9%		11.0%		1.6%		5.7%		8.3%		8.5%

		1984		15.2%		8.0%		3.1%		10.1%		10.7%		8.3%

		1985		13.5%		7.1%		5.1%		0.5%		5.0%		-1.4%

		1986		8.8%		10.3%		3.0%		10.6%		11.5%		2.1%

		1987		11.6%		11.6%		3.7%		13.0%		12.7%		9.8%

		1988		11.3%		10.6%		6.8%		8.1%		8.0%		11.5%

		1989		4.1%		5.4%		5.3%		2.7%		8.5%		10.0%

		1990		3.8%		9.1%		5.3%		3.7%		5.7%		9.2%

		1991		9.2%		9.6%		3.3%		5.6%		7.6%		6.6%

		1992		14.2%		5.7%		1.0%		6.6%		7.8%		6.3%

		1993		14.0%		5.2%		0.2%		6.3%		6.9%		11.7%

		1994		13.1%		8.1%		1.1%		5.5%		7.4%		11.6%

		1995		10.9%		9.1%		1.9%		3.9%		6.5%		8.1%

		1996		10.0%		7.0%		2.6%		4.3%		6.3%		7.8%

		1997		9.3%		4.7%		1.4%		5.1%		6.6%		8.3%

		1998		7.8%		-6.9%		-1.9%		-5.0%		4.5%		-1.4%

		1999		7.6%		9.5%		-0.1%		3.4%		5.7%		7.2%

		2000		8.4%		8.5%		2.9%		12.4%		5.8%		10.0%

		2001		8.3%		3.8%		0.4%		0.6%		-2.2%		-2.3%

		2002		9.1%		7.0%		0.1%		1.8%		4.2%		4.0%

		2003		10.0%		3.1%		1.8%		3.2%		3.4%		2.9%

		2004		10.1%		4.7%		2.3%		8.6%		6.1%		8.7%

		2005		10.2%		4.0%		2.6%		7.3%		4.1%		6.4%

		2006		11.1%		5.2%		2.1%		6.4%		4.3%		7.9%

		2007		11.50%		4.80%		1.90%		6.30%		5.40%		7.40%

		Source		China Stat Yrbk		EIU		EIU		EIU		EIU
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