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ABSTRACT

A comparative perspective on Asian urbanization and development is
offered in this paper. In the first part. some aspects of urbanization
and spatial concentration are discussed using data on South, Southeast,
East and Centrally Planned Asian countries. South and Southeast (and

to some extent Centrally Planned) Asian countries have been expariencing
s2low urbanization but :ﬁpid urban and rural population growth: the reverse
iz true for East Asian comntries. In the second part, an expanded
urhanization-development model is proposed and then tested empirically.
The results show that, in addition to manufacturing and agricultural
Erowth, population growth plays a crucial rele but this is to slow down
the urbanization process. Apricultural development also appears to
retard urbanization, perhaps because it allows for absorption of labor,
lending further support to the potion that rural development can reduce
umwarranted migration to cities. Another noteworthy finding is that
openness of the economy, beaides manufacturing activity, is a significant
determinant of concentration in the metropolis. Apparently, concentra-
tion is a response to the need to be near the principal port as well as

- to offices that issue import licenses and foreign exchange. among other
things. Thus, spatial concentration seems to be partly an unintended
consequence of economic policies, salient among which was the import-

substitution industrialization strategy in the past.



ASIAN UEBANIZATION AND DEVELOPMENT: A COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS

by

Erpesto M. Pernia®

There seems to be a recognition that urbanization is a preblem to
be I'Eﬂkﬂned“:jiurjﬂg the 19803 and beyond. The reason is not because
there is something wrong or unusual about wbanization per se which is
a feature that goes with development. Rather, the reason seems to be
that urbanization, like economic development itself, continpes to be
urbalanced spatially or concentrated in the metropolitam centers of LICs.
There is a sense that the great majority of the people outside those
centers have been practically left out from the benefits of urbanization

and development. There iz also the common observation that the carrying

capacity of urban centers is bursting ja:?tthe seams, so to speak. These

]

and other concerns appear to have become prominent in recent grears.l

This paper offers a comparative perspective om Asian urbanizatiom.
An analysis of certain indicators of urbanization and spatial comcentration

may prﬂ".ri.de a eiue 28 to what particular aspects of the 'urbanization

*associate Professor of Economics, University of the Philippines.
Research assistance by Rosario Gulinzo and tyning by Ana E. Aurec are
gratefully acknowledged.

15&&, e.g., the report of the U.N. Ecomomic and Social Council
{1978) and Todaro (197%).
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problem” our concerns should be addressed. The focus of the paper is

on South, Southeast and East Asia, and the constituent countries exclude
ﬂity—sfat&s {Hongkong and Singapore) and countries in turmoil (Cambodiz
and Vietnam} or with inadequaté®ata (Wepal). In addition, two

centrally planned Asian countries, namely, the Feoples Republic of China

'EPRDE?:anﬂ the Pecples Republic of Korea (North ¥orea)are included to

increase the range of experiences.

-_' | W

The trends for the different Asian regions are first presented in

the mntemi of the world's more developed and less developed Hﬁlﬂﬁu
Fy s ~

Earrpamtilra_ ata on the constituent countries in each of the regions
i
are Elert:l_shc:wt_‘}.. Then a modified urbanization-development model is
T S : ; ¥
prﬂpn_ag.d and subsequently tested empirically. The concluding section
& "

summarizes the findings and implications.

_"‘r ]
ASIAN REGIDﬂE_ IN CONTEXT ; '

According tn'-:r data from the United Mations (19801, the warld in
& -

1980 was about 51 percent urban; more developed regions were 70 percent

e
urban agd less developed pregions 30 perceni imban. In absolute Terms,

thege trapslate to 1806 million urhan mpula.'tic:-n in the world as a
whole, 834 !nill:li‘c:-n in more developed rerions apnd 972 million in less

developed'regions. Against this background we can situate the Asian

- t

EL"E‘-‘r--:rfn,:-:s:_;-::-r Gshim® has written important treatises (1978, 1980, 1981)
on the ecofiomic performance of , and prospects for, Asian cowntries. The
present paper could perhaps serve as a copplement to those tTreatises.




regionz in 1980 with the following statistics (from Tables 1 and 2):

Urban Population
Percent Urban (in millions)
South Asia 22.8 201.1
~ Southeast Asia 22.7 Bl.nu
Cemtrally Plammed Asia 26.1 41 .y
East Asia T2.5 1329

The data readily indicate extyemes in whanization levels in
these regions. At one end i= East Asia which corresponds closely to
the average for the more developéd world, and at the other end are
Souwth, Southeast and Centrally Flamned Asia which fall below the mean
for the lessz developed world and far below the average for the world
as a whole,” The majority of Asia is thus still relatively unurbanized,
reflecting the low level of development in these regions. This is
particularly true of South Asiz amd Southeast Asia which are less

than a guarter urbam.

The relatively unurbanized statws of Asia iz the result of its
slow pace of wrbanization even in recent decades. This is contrary
to the common impression that Asia has a problem of repid urbanization.

If anything, the problem seem= to he more that Asian regiops have

aTh-E laess developed world averape is a;nﬁ_tua.lly pulled up by
Latin America whose urbanization level is closer to the more
developed world than to the less developed world.




been urbanizing rather sluggishly as evinced by the following comparative

data {from Table 1) on rates of urhanizatiﬂnu (in percent)ever three

decades :
1350=E0 1960-70 1970=80

South Azia 103 - 4.5 1=.%
Somtheast Asia 20.3 16.0 19.0
Centrally Planned Asia B2.8 21 .4 2:.3

i East A=sia i T ! 45.8 & B
World 9 5.7 17.0 178

More developed Fegions 8.5 28.7 28.5

« Less developed Regions 39.3 24.3 2.5

South Asia's rate of urbanization has been the lowest and that of
Southeast Asia has been practically the same especially in the 70s.
These rates resemble the world average but are lower still than the
mean for less devéloped rcginns.5 Centrally Planned Asia's urbanization

has been faster than South and Southeast fsia (unusually fast during

1}R.ate of wrhanization is here defined 48 the percentage change
in urban-rural ratio rather than the change in proportion urban.
The former measure iz superior because it does not have an upper
Tinit of 1, °

5 . . -

There iz also evidence to show that the rate of whanization
in LICs is not rapid cggpared to the historical experience of Western
countries (see Davis 1975, Pernia 1976, Preston 1979).




1950-60) and close to the less developed worid average. The remarkable
performance is that of East Asia whose speed of urbanization has been over

]
50 percent faster etill than the average for the more developed world.

The pattern of wrban population growth is guite: the revem:e.
S-:.'ﬁthaas.t Agia manifests the highest rate of urban grewth, approximating
the average for the less developed regions, followed closely by South
Asia. What is more striking iz the pattern of g#ural populatien growth.
The growth rates for South and Southeast Asia are very high relative
to the average for the less developed regions as well as for the world
2s a whole. But the real contrast is with East Asia and the more
developed regions whose rural growth rates have Been negative throughout
the three decades. The comparative rates of whan and rural population

growth (from Table 2) are (in percent):

1950-80 1960-T70 197080

Urban Rural  Urban  Bural Urban  Rural

. é;ﬁ¥h Asia | 3.5 20.0 4z.8 .5 47.% 23.7
Southeast Asia 47.% 22.2 k8.7 éﬁ.ﬂ 2.3 28.3
Centraily Flanned

Asia 955 T FT.8 13.5 39.0 11.8
East Asia 4.5 =77 32.9 =88 29.5 -11 .8
World o 0 R i i | 33.9 1%.3 3.4 13.8

#ore developed .
Regions 27.6 0.8 22.7 4.5 IB.T -7.5.

Less developed - e
Fegions 89,6 14.G g3 15.1 L. 3 i8.2



It is clear that in purely demographic terms the high rate of rural
population prowth is slowing deown the pace of whbanization in Asiz
{except East Asia) and in the less developed world (despite high wwban
growth rates). If we compute for urban-rural growth difference (URGD),
wa would See the same in'l:err'egi:cmal pattern as that for rates of uyrbaniza-

tion {Table 2}.6

. -
South Asia

Thiz region, a5 already mentioned, iz predominaptly rural. It
was 1o percent urbam in 1950 and even in 1980 only 22 percent wrban,
The sountries in this repioniare among the lowest in terms of levels of
income and. their growth rates. Recent data on levels of urbanization.
industrial ization and GHP per capita for individual countries (from

Tables 1 and 5) are as follows:

Urbanization Industrialization GNF per capita '
(1980) {1978} {1978) (1960-78 annual change

g Bangladesh 11.2% 2% g0 U5 5 -0.4%
Burma 27,32 10 150 1.0
India 29,3 17 180 1.4
Sri Lanka 26.6 23 190 2.0
Pakiztan 28.2 16 230 2.8

B :
UEGD iz also used to measure speed of urbanization.

7 . . - a;, -

Industrialization level is here indicated by manufacturing share
of GDF since this iz the most dynamic component of the industrial sector.
Data on GHF per capita are taken from the World Bank [(1980%.



The degree of concentration {(proportion of urban population in

largest city) in these countries in 1980 ranged from a low of & percent

for India to a high of 30 percent for Bangladesh (Table 3). Urban
concentration has remained more or less gtable in India and in P:-ﬂcista.n.
{at 21 percent) but has markedly risen .i:;:.t. Bangladesh from 20 pen:tut.
in 1960. By contrast, Sri Lanka has evinced remarkable deconcentration
from 28 percent in 1960 to 16 percent in 1980 despite the presence

of only one city of over 500,000 inhabitants.

|I
[

Southeast Asia

The regicn as a whole has exhibited practically the same
urbanization trend as South Asia although all but one country have
‘been classified by the World Bank as middle-ipcome countries.
Indon zia, like South Asian countries, still belong to the low-income
poup of countries. Comparative data on urbanization, industrialization
R GNP per capita for individual countries (from Tables 1 and 5)

shown below:

Urbanization Industrialization GNF capita
{1980} {1973} {1578) tlgggrﬁﬁ.annuai Change )
20,2% 9% 3o Us 5 L 1%
10 .4 118 Lag L.6
36,2 25 510 2.6

23,4 7 1,090 3.9

=l



The income levels as well as their prowth rates are significantly
higher in Southeast than in South Asian courtries. Thus, if the link
butweeﬁ urbanization amd ecﬁnnmic growth continpes to hold, Southeast
Asian countries would probably accelerate in irbanization in the COMiTE

yedrs, at least relative to Scuth Asian countries.

Urban concentration (proportion of urban population in largest city)
is very pronounced in the region, ranging from 23 percent in Indenesia
to 69 percent in Thailand (Table 3). And this indicator has been steadily

riging in all four coumtrdies, as can be seen below:

1350, 1570 1380,
Indonesia 20 22 23
Thailand 65 et 68 55
Philippines ' 7 29 30
Malaysiz £ 18 A 27

1t may be hypothesized that the excentionally marked urban
concentration or primacy in Southeast fAszian countries iz not unrelated
to ﬁ:e i.i'l'll‘.!;:‘.i;_“"l:—.F.'L't]"-Ht.'l' tution industrdalization stratepy pursued by
these countries in the 1950z and 60s (see Myint 1872). This point
will be discussed further and partial support for the hypothesis will

be shown in svhsecuent sections.




Centrally Planned Asia

This region ipcludes two countries: PROC whose level of -~ooei
whanization appears similar to' some countries in South and Scutheast
Asia, and North Korea which resembles more the countries in East
Aszia than elsewhere. By Horld Bank income standards, FROC would be
considered a low-income country and North Korea a middle-income country,
as denoted by the following data (from Table 1):

Urbanization GNP per capita
{1980) (1578) (1950-78 armual change)

FROC 25.4% 230 US 5 3.7%

Horth ¥orea BERGRS T TR RS

fnother p&i_:_:-t that may be noted is that the ecomomic growth performance
of both {'..-::'mtr-ies compares Well with those of the high performers in
Southeast ﬂs.i:al. . |

The remarkable characteristic that seems to set these two countries
apzrt from the other Asian mm‘tr'ies is the relative absence of urban
cnncﬁtmﬁm PROC exhibited only 6 ]::EI'CED‘t urban concentration fmm
_'LEJED to lEiE-L'r whi‘l.e Horth Korea had 15 percen‘l: cnmen‘tmtmu in lElEﬂ Hlm:h
declmu-ii to 12 percent in 1980. It' would seem that Euch relative lack

of concentration is due to central controls on population movements.
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East As=ia

The countries in this region are among the great ecomomic
performers of the post-war era: Japan in the 505 and 60s., Taiwan in
the €0s and 70s, and South Korea in the 70z (see, e.g., Oshima 1980).
The average arnual growth rate of GNP per capita in these countries

from 1960 to 1978 was in the vieinity of 7 percent. (See also Table u}

It i= not surprising. therefore, that they have alsc experienced
very rapid wrbanization rates of over twice those manifested by the
_ other Asian countries. By 1980, more than half of the population in
South Korea was whanized, and over three-fourths of both Taiwan and
Japan's populations were urbanized. The growth rates of mural
population in these countries have been negative for some time already.
Data on 1980 degree of concentration show that 41 percent of South
Forea's wurban population is in Secul, while for Japan 22 percent is in

TI:'k'j’G {There iz no information on concentration in Taiwan.)

VERANIZATION A0 DEVELOPMENT . MODEL

The 1evel of uwrbanizaticon at a peint in time, its pace over time,
and the degree of :ancentratlnn are 1nd1cativu of the current and future
scale of the urbanlzatlnn prnblem. These are among the major indicatbrs
of concern relative tc.l.'i:i;-a urbanization izsue. FProm the previous

discussion of experiences across Asian regions and countries within

sach region it appears that urbanization is closely related to economic




development. What needs to be done now is to determine the principal
correlates of urbamization. The Asian countries included in this
study pertray varied experiences and circumstances such that a eross-
sectional statistical analysis should throw some light on the
urbanization-development nexus. Specifically, what this eross-
.sﬁctinnal analysis should do is to identify the factors that account
for the variation in wbanization levels and Tates, as well as in

the degrees of concentration across Asian countries.

On the besis of standard development theory (e.g., Lewis 1354,
Ranis and Fei 1961), we suppose that overall development of the
aconomy as well as developments in both the agrieultural and indust-
rial sectors determine urbanizatieon in a Fundamental way. Agri-
cultural development tends to release farm labor and population over
time which are then attracted to the urban-industrial sector.
Thus, it has been assumed that the speed of rural-urban transformaticn
is directly conditiomed by agricultural and industrial developments .
This seems to be the traditional view. Recent data on LOCs, “however,
sugpest that rapid pepulation growth tends to retard the urbanization
process. The relationship may be hypothesized to operats in two
ways. In the first place, where overall population growth is high,
it is usuvally pronouncedly higher in the rmrat gector than in the
urban sector, and this has the direct demographic effect of pulling

down the rise in the proportion wban. In the second place, population
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growth tends to hamper economic development and thus, indirectly, the
urbanization process itself. It, therefore, seems warranted to expand
the standard urbanization-development model by adding the populatiom

growth variable.

-

Concerning degree of urban comcentraticn, our hypothesis'is that
it iz alsc influenced Ey industrial development (or manufacturing
activity) and populatien growth. In addition, degree of openness of
the economy would play a crucial role inasmich as importation of goods
and services requires licenses and foreign exchange which are more
easily chtainable in the ca]:r_ital city. Likewise, most other support
services for manufacturing are found in the metropolis. There is
clearly then a strong incentive for industries and business concerns
to locate in the capital metropolis which in most cases is also the
capital port of the country. This iz all the more so in developing
countries where transportation and communications are deficient ;
{Alonso 1968), The spatial coincidence of the capital metropolis and
the capital port .1'.3. thus advantageous for manufacturing activity with
it_:a_himpc::_r't requirements. As is known, import-intensive industrializa-

tion characterized many Asian economies in recent past.

Data, Hotations, and Besults

““The data emploved in our repression exsrcise pertain to the

ﬂEnuth, Sn;iﬁeast, Certrally Plamned and East Asian countries considered
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in the previcus discussion. The data are reported in the most

recent publications of the United Nations (1920) and the World Bank
(1980). (See Tables 1 through 6.) To increase the mumber of cases we
pooled the cross-section .:-hsmtinns for 1960, 1970, and 1980 (or 1978).

The variable notations and their specifications are as follows:

LERHt = .level of urbanization at time t, specified asz

proportion urhan )
l-proportion urban

urban-rural ratio (op

rather than simply proportion urban which has an

upper limit of 1.

RURE, , .= rate (or speed) of urbanization during some

interval, specified as percentage change in URB.

El‘.‘rbili:t = depree of concentration at time t, specified as
T where L denotes the proportion of urhan
population in the largest city.

lHDt = industry share of 2DP at time t, which mpres;nts
gconomic level, = o

GRAGt_l,t—-_ average annual growth rate of apricultimral
production. 1

mﬂhﬂt_l 4= 3verage anpual prowth rate of manufacturing =

production. (Manufacturing is often the most

dynamic part of the industrial sector.)
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GRFD averagea ammual growth rate of population.

P =
=1t

4]

OFEN degree of cpenness of the economy, specified

as the import share of GDF.

Owr regression results correspond to three dimensions of an

urbanization-development model explaining: (1) level of urbanization,
H

(2) rate of whanization, and (3) degree of concentration.

(1) URE = =1.249 + 1.669:IND — 0.732 CRAC + 0.23: CEMAN
(%.583) (2,231} (0.917)
RZ = 0.66
{1") URE = 0.559 + 1.292 IND - 0.533 GRAC + 0.276 GRMAN - 1.179 CRPOP
C3.494) (1.685) (1.178) {2.146)
E? =073

Equation (1) shows that level of urbanization is significantly conditioned
positively by economic level {IND) and negatively by agricultwral

growth iﬁﬂﬂﬁl.g A 1.0 percent increase in econcmic level brings about

a 1.7 percent change in wbanization level; on the other hand, a

similar change in agricultural growth pulls down urbanization lewvel

by 0.7 percent. Hanufacturdng growth (GRMAY) has a positive effect on

urbanization but is not sipnificant.

E: : -
t-ralues are enclosed in parentheses under repression
coefficients. ;

: I h -
Both equations (1) and (1) are in double-log formulations.




15

Equation (1') is an enhanced model with population growth
(GRPOP) added as an explanatory variable. GRPOP has a significant
negative influence on URB and the owverall explanatory power of the
model increases from 66 percent to 73 percent. This result lends

strong support to our hypothesis.

The results for rate of wrbanization (specified in sﬁm£~ing.

form) are as Ffollows:

(2) RURE = 3.910 — 0.006 IND - O.415 CRAG + 0.110 CRMANM
(0.483) (3.718) {3.288)
E? = ﬂ.#ﬂ
{2') RURB = 5.270 - 0,021 IND - 0.313 GRAG + 0.097 GRMAN - 0.556 GRPOP
{1.522) (2.898) {3.220) {2.351)
2 = 061

Equation (2} parallels equation (1) with the dependent variable expressed
as speed of urbanization over time. Economic level (appropriately
lagped as IHDt_lJ haz the reverse sign as expected but iz now
insignificant. The negative sipn simply mE;na that urbanization tends

fﬂ slow down at higher economic levels, Agricultural growth (GRAG)

continues to be negative and significant, and manufacturing growth

now exhibites a significant positive effect.
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Equation (2') is likewise analogous to equation (1') with the
added population growth wvariahle (GRPOF) once again figwring importantly
with its negative sign, and raising the explanatory value of the mndei
by 12 pﬁrtent‘lﬂ The negative effect of agricultwral growth on .
urbanigation in 211 Four regressions, th:-upr]'- contrary to standard
urbanization-development theory, seems to reflect absnrptinﬁ.ﬁf iabar in

agriculture which would otherwise migrate to urban areas.

Our last regresszion results have to do with urban concentration

(in double-log):

(3} CONC = 1.,914% - 0.055 URB + 0.682 CRMAN + 0.655 GRPOP
(0.203) (2.501) (0.802)
:F'.E =0T
(3') COMC = 1.020 — 0,192 URB + 0.432 CRMAN — 0,096 GRPOP + 0.889 OPEN
(0.827) (1.761) (0 .130) (2.822)
R* = .56

:&mnng the lnd31enﬂent variables in the Frevious equations, GRMAN and
GRFOF wers plﬁkﬂd for both theoretical and statistical significance
reasons {equation 3). URB (similar to IND) iz included as a control
vafi%ble but iz not significant. Equation (3') shows that adding degree

of openness (OPEN) reises the R? by 22 percentage points. 411

lﬂHe experimented with 2-SLS regressions to deal with possible
similtaneity bias but the results were not encowragins.
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the signs are in accord with expectations although they are not
significant for URB and GRPOF. The important thing to note, however,
iz the significance of the wvariable OFEN -- a 1.0 percent Inorease

in degree of cpenness raises urban concentration by about 0.9 percent.
This result strongly supports our hypothesis that Dpenness'ﬂf the
economy to the foreign sector is a strong incentive for concentration

in the principal port and city of the country.

CONCLUSION

Azia is still predominantly rural -- a reflection of both its
low level and pace of development. From Hithin tﬁis vast region,
however, East Asia has sprung forth as a great acﬁiavar (at least
in a relative sense) in both urbanization and development so that it
can now be bE'L'tEI." associated with advanced countries than with

developing Agian countries.

Whether or not South and Southeast Asian countries will follow
the trajectory of East Asian countries would depend on manf things.
The Empirical results of am expanded urbanization-development model
suggests that. in addition to manufacturing activity and agriculturél

development, population growth plays a crucial role in et s

llHeedlﬂss to say, cne should be cauticus about using the
results of cross-section analysis for predicting future trends.
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Population growth seems to result in a slowing down of the urbaniza-
tion process. Hence, if population prowth is going to decelevate

in South and Southeast Asian countries, ceteris paribus, we could expect

fagter urbanization in the coming decades.

Ancther impnr’tﬁn‘t point to consider is that agricultural
development appears to retard urbanization, perhaps becanse it allews
for labor absorption in the rural sector which would otherwise mipgrate.
Thiz could be the effect of apricultural growth at low levels of
BCoTomic d.evalnpaept_ It i= possible that at higher levels, agri-
cultural development would have the reverse conseguence, as obgerved,
for e?'l»:a:mple, in Industrialized countries. In any case, the negative
relationship betwsen agricultural develepment and urbanization obserwved
for Asian countries lends further support to the notion that ruralf

agricultural development can reduce unwarranted migration to cities.

Urban concentration or primacy seems moderate in South Asian
coumtries but high and risiog in Scutheast Asiap countries,
inclyding South ¥orea. It is wirtually meglipible in the Centrally
Plamnmed cowmntries of FROT and Morth XKorea for ::alizvinus reasonS .

Thcrﬁ: is no clear development-concentration '.J:-elat.i:mship. ‘r'.:t:rweufer,
even if the exceptional caszes of FROC and Horth ¥orea are set azide,
We bave couwriries like Thailand and South Horea which l:r.a:'re exrremf:ly

high concentratien ratiod but which differ substantially with
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respect to urbanization and development levels. We also have India
which has little concentration, and Bangladesh which iz less
urbanized and developed than India but has a moderate degrea of

concentration similar to Japan.

It would seem, therefore, that there are other factors that
accﬂﬁnt for urban primacy differentials (after allowing for measure-
ment problems). O(hr analysiz sugpests that degree of openmess of the
. economy, in addition to manufacturing growth, is a significant deter—
minant of the primacy phenomenon. The reason behind manufacturing
growth is known: manufacturing activity has invariably been
concentrated in the metropolitan capitals of many Asian countries.
The finding on degree of openness bears out our hypothesis that
concentration in the metrppolis is a response to the need to be near
the principal port as well as to offices that issue licenses and
foreign ewxchange. among other things. Thus, spatial concentration
appears to De partly an unintended consequence of macroeconomic and
growth policies in the past, salient among which was the pow-famous
import-substitution industrialization strategy. This point seems alse
worth noting in the design of urbanization and spatial development

pelicie=s for Asian countries.
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Table 3, Urban Conceptration Indicators: Asian Countries, 1960-B0
. Percentage of Urban Population : £ - .
Country i In Cities af Owvep ?EEMMM Mwﬂmwwwwwdwﬁ A Index
In Largest City 500,000 Persons — — = ey

1960 1970 1980 1960° 14970 1980 1980 1870 1980 1960
Bangladash 20 25 an 0 a9 - Gl 1 z 3 0,88
Byrma 23 23 23 23 23 29 1 i 1
India ) il G 26 3l 7 11 2k 36
Sri Lanka 28 20 16 0 20 16 o 1 1 |
Pakiztan 20 21 21 33 50 52 2 G i 0.0
Ind-nesia X 22 23 34 L 44 3 f g
Thailand B3 A 6o 65 af GH 1 i L
Fhilippines 27 29 an 27 29 35 1 1 3
Malaysia 18 23 27 a 23 27 { L pl
South Korea 3B 2 1 Bl GY 77 3 b ¥
Taiwan | = = 2 E, - [ £
Japan 18 20 22 a5 ag 41 5 7
FROC & B £ 4z 41 4l 34 i
Horth Korea 15 113 12 15 13 19 1

mﬁ_._.,.._a of ﬁ&u.ﬁm.ﬂ&: of Pﬂ.mmmﬂ city to the combined populaticna of Lt
source: World Bank World Development Report. 1980, Annex Table unh
Rural Population nua:ww 1280, Annex qmwunm LE and uﬂ.




Average Annual Percent Growth Rates of Population, GDF and Sectoral Production:

able 4

Azian Countries, 1960=T70, 1570-T7B
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d Bank, ﬁ'ld Development Report, 1980, Annex Tables 2 and 17.
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Table &,

Percentage Distribution of GDF: Asian Countries, 1900

Azviculture

Industry

eaumneny 1560 1870 1678 1886 1970 1978

Bat gladeth 61 59 57 B 10 13 i 7
Burma 33 ag L& 1z 14 13 g 10
Irdia a0 LT La 20 2z 20 L LG
Sri Lanke Ay au an; 22 19 3l 17 13
Fakiaten i a7 ag 16 g2 24 12 16}
Inde nesie 54 L7 31 1y 18 33 8 g B
Thailand ) 28 27 19 25 27 13 b
Fhilippires 26 28 27 28 a0 a5 20
Malaysis av 32 25 18 26 a2 8

South Korea Lg a0 24 19 27 36 12

Tedfwan 28 15 10 249 ] L 22

Jeipail 13 & 5 45 47 40 an

Source: ﬂnﬁwm.wmﬂrw World Development R

Table 4, pp. 8992-395.~

eport, 1960, Annex Table i)
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Table §. Export and Import Shares of GDF (in percent )

) Exports of Goods and N.I.5.2 Imports of Goods and N.F.5.2/

£ 1560 1570 1577 1460 1970 1677
Bangladesh 10.0 B.3 g.1 9.3 12.5 15.7
Burma 1.7 52 6.0 20,7 2.7 10.0
India Ty 5.1 e TR 4.7 7.1
ori Lanka 2.8 17.5 23.4 32.8 19.7 20.7
Pakistan . Bl 7.8 8.5 - 15.0 14,6 19.4
Indenesiz 13.3 12.8 21.6  12.6 15.8 18.8
Thailand 1Ty 16:7 21 5" TE.O 21 .5 27.0
Philippines 10.6 18.2 19.0  10.4 19.5 22.5
Malaysia 53.6 o AT S 39.2 41.9
South Korea = —Zn i 1.3 35,6  12.8 24,1 35.6
Taiwan ' 11.1 oE o SRS ECS 29 .6 47.8
Japan 11.0 10.8 13.1  10.5 3.5 11.4
af

— H.F.5. means non-factor services.

Soureea:

Lo

World Bank, World Tables, 1980 (Second Edition}, Table 3.
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