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Abstract
After having briefly reviewed the recent experiences with trade liberalization the paper argues that the
effects of financial liberalization on employment and incomes often carry great disturbances for economic and social development. Therefore, financial liberalization warrants at least as much attention as
trade liberalization. The paper weights the potential benefits in terms of growth against the adverse
effects of volatility and crises that are frequently associated with financial liberalization, and in particular
with debt and portfolio flows. It is motivated by the concern expressed by the World Commission on the
Social Dimension of Globalization that “[g]ains in the spheres of trade and FDI run the risk of being set
back by financial instability and crisis” and draws the conclusion that volatility in international financial
markets is currently perhaps one of the most harmful factors for enterprises and labour in developing
countries. Hence, the paper suggests how greater policy coherency between international and national
financial, economic and employment policies can give greater attention to employment and incomes.
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External Openness and Employment:
The Need for Coherent International and
National Policies

“The consequences of mistakes in financial markets, where capital is volatile and mobile
globally, far exceeds the consequences of mistakes in the labour markets, where labour is
largely immobile across national lines”
Richard Freeman, Responding to Economic Crisis in a Post-Washington Consensus World:
The Role for Labor, May 2003.

1.) Facets of Globalization: Trade Liberalization and
Financial Openness
The current wave of globalization is characterized by a more liberal policy stance at the
international and national levels. While policy for trade liberalization dominated the international agenda since the 1960s, policies for financial liberalization have been of a much
more recent vintage. Both have been advocated by the international financial institutions as
part of the policy package that has become known as the Washington Consensus. Since the
early 1980s, many developing countries have implemented structural adjustment policies
that were designed in its spirit. The adverse social consequences that often resulted from
these policies were subject to an intense debate (see e.g. van der Hoeven and Taylor 2000)
that has now been resolved in so far as the World Bank itself has adopted a more critical
look of its past policy advice (World Bank 2005b). For example, there is now almost universal agreement that consolidating the public budget at the expense of health and education spending is a short-sighted policy, and counter-productive to longer-term objectives
such as poverty reduction. However, the debate on the social repercussions of trade liberalization and financial openness is continuing. As the present paper will argue, both have
an impact on the labour market – although to different degrees. In the remainder of this
introduction, we will first briefly revisit the debate on the employment outcomes of trade
liberalization, and then argue why financial openness (that has less visibility in the public
debate) is the element that deserves to be studied in greater depth – a task the remainder of
the present paper is subsequently devoted to.

1.a.) Trade Liberalization and Labour Markets
Policies for trade liberalization still draw headlines in the newspapers and raise high sentiments in various policy arenas. Underlying this debate is a divide in opinion between
many economists of international financial institutions arguing that free trade and open
capital markets are an important contribution to economic success, and sceptics who argue
that trade (and globalization more generally) can destroy jobs, create poverty and increase
inequality unless strong flanking policies are adopted. However, as Freeman (2004) points
out, neither side advocates autarky – the argument is more on the kind of globalization that
would work best for the world and the world’s poor. According to Freeman (2004), perhaps the attention which both proponents and opponents to free trade demonstrated is
exaggerated and that other issues like capital flows, intellectual property rights, technology
and migration are more important but receive less attention.
The initial optimism about the positive impact of trade liberalization was based on several
influential studies during the early 1990s (in particular Dollar 1992; Ben-David 1993;
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Sachs and Warner 1995). These were first severely put into question on methodological
grounds by Harrison and Hanson (1999) and Rodriguez and Rodrik (1999); the later concluded their review with the assertion that
“[w]e know of no credible evidence – at least for the post-1945 period – that suggests that
trade restrictions are systematically associated with higher growth rates. On the other hand, we
believe that there has been a tendency in academic and policy discussions to greatly overstate
the systematic evidence in favor of trade openness.” (Rodriguez and Rodrik 1999: 39)

Since the turn of the century, one has observed a more cautious stand by many researchers,
including those associated with the international financial institutions. They concede that
trade liberalization is not an engine of growth (most would have agreed with the reverse
causality) and that trade liberalization in the absence of other policies will not necessarily
lead to higher growth (see e.g. Winters 2004; World Bank 2005b: 131ff.). On the other
hand those who were traditionally critical of the Washington Consensus tend to agree that
there is no direct link between trade openness and a race to the bottom (see e.g. Ghose
2003; Lee 2005). Others have observed that in effect a race to the bottom is taking place in
“marginalized countries”, i.e. those countries which are unable to increase production in
manufacturing or modern services and thus continue to depend on primary commodity
exports (which often experience adverse shifts in trade and are subject to a heavy influence
of policies in industrialised countries in the market mechanism).
Much similar to the shift in the debate on the direct growth effects of liberalization of
trade, there also has been a rethinking of the effects of trade liberalization on poverty and
employment in developing countries. The proponents of trade liberalization in the last
century based their support on the assumptions of Heckscher-Ohlin and Stolper-Samuelson
theorems (for an overview see Cornia 2004: 183f.). From these theorems it follows that
developing countries, with their relative abundance in unskilled labour, would gain from
trading in products produced with unskilled labour. Further, the position of unskilled
labour in the labour market would improve vis-à-vis other factors of production, leading to
a reduction in the skills premium. However, in many cases, the conditions under which
these theories are valid did not apply (e.g. no full employment, different technologies for
production, no constant returns to scale; see e.g. Ocampo and Taylor 1998).
A recent paper by World Bank economists Hoekman and Winters (2005) provide a number
of stylized facts on the impact of trade liberalization, of which the first one is that “[t]here
has been a significant increase in the relative reward for skilled labour”, both in developing
countries and in the OECD (ibid.: 23). The increase in the wage premium has been accompanied by an employment shift from unskilled to skilled workers across sectors, not just
those that use skilled labour intensively (ibid.). They also find that for most developing
countries, wage responses are greater than the employment impact. The generally adverse
impact of trade liberalization on wage differential is conformed by a recent cross-country
study, although the finding only holds for the group of poorer countries (i.e. those with per
capita incomes of less 4000 PPP$ in 1995 prices). Milanovic and Squire (2005) report that
tariff reductions are associated with greater inter-occupational wage inequality, favouring
skilled over unskilled labour. They also present evidence of greater inter-industry
inequality.
However, there appear to be important regional differences. The trend for growing
inequality has been recently demonstrated in Latin America (Perry et al. 2006: 45ff.), confirming earlier studies such as Londoño and Székely (2000: 104) that had described shifts
towards greater inequality especially during the 1980s. Combined with modest growth in
the region, this explains the absence of large reductions in poverty. A growing body of
detailed case studies has shown that increased trade openness is contributed to greater
wage inequality in countries like Brazil (Pavcnik et al. 2002), Mexico (Harrison and
Hanson 1999; Robertson 2000; Airola et al. 2005), Chile (Beyer et al. 1999) and Colombia
(Attanasio et al. 2002). A somewhat deviant finding is reported Behrman et al. (2003).
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Their regional study of Latin America confirms “that the gap between workers with higher
education and those with secondary and primary education has widened considerably,
especially in the 1990s” (ibid.: 40). However, the authors conclude that “[t]rade openness
has no overall effect on wage differentials” while domestic financial market reform, capital
account liberalization and tax reform had a strong disequalizing effect (ibid.: 40). By
contrast, no increase in inequality between unskilled and skilled labour took place in most
Asian countries, at least prior to 1997 (see e.g. Cornia 2004). Some analysts explain this
through the fact that access to education is more widespread and egalitarian in Asia than in
Latin America (i.e. Latin America has a stock of highly educated university graduates, but
inequality in educational attainment is very large). For example, a recent study by Mamoon
and Murshed (2005) finds that “increased international trade transforms […] educational
inequalities into wage inequalities by favouring skilled over unskilled labour” (ibid.: 13).
Similar to the heterogeneous trends in wage inequality, the effects of increased trade openness on levels of employment become unclear when the assumptions of the H-O/S-S world
are dropped. As Lall (2004) has argued, the crucial link between trade openness and
employment outcomes is “how countries manage the process of integrating into the global
economies”(ibid: 79). He therefore deems it “fruitless to search for a general causal relationship between globalization and employment” (ibid.) and draws attention to factors that
decide over success and failure: the level of national capabilities in general, and the
development of technological capabilities in particular. In the absence of technological
learning, trade liberalization may freeze comparative advantage in low-return activities and
reduce employment (ibid.). However, as Ghose (2003) points out, even in the successful
cases, employment creation is often accompanied by job destruction as labour moves from
one sector or industry to another. This process, known as ‘churning’, means that people
who loose their jobs will be in need of social safety nets and of mechanisms that help in
their transition to the newly created employment opportunities.
Much similar to the employment outcomes, the poverty impact of trade liberalization
seems to be mixed. The World Bank in its recent publication “Poverty and the WTO:
Impacts of the Doha Development Agenda” investigates the effect of the Doha round on
poverty by means of a global model and, since there have been quite some discussions on
the validity of large scale global models, also by means of country studies (Hertel and
Winters 2006). One of the main conclusions which can be gleaned from this exercise is
that the effects of further trade liberalization are actually rather small. Under a Doha
Development scenario, for five out of nine countries studied (Bangladesh, Mexico,
Mozambique, Philippines, Russia), the poverty headcount measure would increase or
remain unchanged in 2015 compared to a baseline trend. In four countries (Brazil,
Cameroon, China and Indonesia), the poverty headcount would decrease by 0.4 per cent,
0.4 per cent, 1.1 per cent and 0.1 per cent respectively. The global model reports a 0.3 per
cent decrease in the headcount at a global level by 2015, using the poverty threshold of 1
US$ per day. If a full scenario of trade liberalization (a successful completion of the Doha
round, plus other measures) is applied, the poverty headcount will decline by 3.8 per cent
in 2015 (ibid.: 27).1
The preceding discussion does not imply that policies towards trade are not important for
employment outcomes, nor does it negate that “big bang” approaches to trade liberalization
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Even these estimates might be too high since the global model applies for all countries in the
model a constant poverty elasticity to GDP. It is well known by now in the literature that there is a
strong correlation between poverty elasticity and inequality (Shorrocks and van der Hoeven, 2004).
Hence if trade liberalization leads to increased inequality the poverty elasticity would change with a
smaller decline in poverty as a result. Also, preliminary estimates of a similar model developed at
the Carnegie Endowment (in which labour market dynamics are included) point to lower total
effects.
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can entail substantial adjustment costs and economic hardship for workers. As with other
policies, the impact of trade liberalization will vary with country characteristics – and
crucially on capabilities in terms of institutions, education and infrastructure. Hence,
adapting trade liberalization to initial conditions is important to ensure that it leads to beneficial outcomes (see the recent volume edited by Lee and Vivarelli 2004). However, what
the preceding discussion means to imply is that trade is generally not the single most important determinant of employment outcomes – neither for good nor for bad. By contrast,
financial liberalization seems to be the proverbial “elephant in the room”. Its impact on
labour markets can be severe, and the link between is less well-understood. The remainder
of the paper is hence devoted to the employment impact of financial liberalization.

1.b.) Some Characteristics of Financial Openness
Financial liberalization policies have been applied across the developing world in the wake
of stabilization and adjustment policies which characterized the 1980s and early 1990s.
The major expected result from financial liberalization was that it would allow (developing) countries to utilize resources better and to increase capital formation, through stimulating foreign direct investment (FDI) and other international capital flows such as private
portfolios investment. A more open national financial system was seen as a necessary
complement to the lifting of impediments to international capital flows. Over the past two
decades, many countries have liberalized their capital accounts (see Lee and Jayadev 2005)
and almost all policy measures related to foreign direct investment favoured a more open
regime (see Annex Graph 1 and 2).
As a consequence, capital has become globally mobile – in contrast to labour, whose
movement is still highly restricted.2 International capital flows accelerated especially since
the mid-1990s. Worldwide gross private capital flows (the sum of the absolute values of
foreign direct, portfolio, and other investment in- and outflows) have been equal to more
than 20 per cent of world GDP for the past seven years, compared to less than 10 per cent
of world GDP before 1990 (see Annex Table 1). Worldwide FDI flows, a sub-category of
private capital flows, also rose substantially during the 1990s and equalled 4.9 per cent of
world GDP in 2000. They have since declined, but they are still well above the level of the
1980s or 1970s. Yet, despite this substantial increase in capital flows, a number of worrying trends remain:

i. During the surge in foreign capital flows since the 1990s, actual investment into
new infrastructure and productive capacity stagnated. Gross fixed capital formation (the most commonly used measure for physical investment) equalled 22.0 per
cent in 2000 (the year when international capital flows peaked), only marginally
above the level of the early 1990s (see Annex Table 2 and Graph 1 below). This divergence in trends can in part be attributed to the fact that much FDI was spent on
mergers and acquisitions, and did not go into new factories or machinery.3 Despite
the widespread perception of an investment boom during the 1990s, increased
cross-border flows have not increased the overall level of investment. Gross fixed
capital formation was on average actually lower since 1990 than in the 1980s or the
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Although labour migration has gained importance, the world’s approximately 86.3 million migrant
workers accounted for only 3.1 per cent of the economically active population in 2000 (based on
ILO 2004a, p. 7, and the ILO database Laborsta, EAPEP, Version 5).
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UNCTAD data show that the FDI boom was in part driven by mergers and acquisitions: From
1998 to 2001, total cross-border M&A sales were equal to more than 70 per cent of total FDI outward flows, up from less than 50 percent between 1992 and 1994. See UNCTAD (2004b: Annex
Table B.7.) and UNCTAD (2004a).
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1970s.4 It is thus not surprising that world GDP growth, too, was slower than in
previous decades (see also Graph 2 below).

ii. Cross-border capital flows are still largely a phenomenon of developed countries.
In 2002 (the latest year where data are available for all regions), gross private capital flows equalled 23.2 per cent of GDP in high-income countries, but only 12.3 per
cent of GDP in middle income countries and 4.6 per cent of GDP in low-income
countries (see Annex Table 1). While there was a positive balance between in- and
outflows for developing countries as a group, over 90 per cent of net inflows went
to middle income countries since the early 1990s (see Annex Table 3). FDI, as well,
is highly concentrated among industrialized countries and a small group of middleincome countries (see Annex Graph 3). Low income countries therefore still draw,
to a large extent, their foreign resources from official development assistance
which, despite lofty statements at various international fora, has not increased during the last 15 years.5

iii. International capital movements have led to greater volatility, a trend that has been
well documented (Diwan 2001; Prasad et al. 2003 and 2004; Cerra and Saxena
2005). Most research points to the direction that volatility in turn has lead to more
frequent financial and economic crises in developing countries (while this is not
necessarily the case for industrialized countries) (see Easterly et al. 2001; Singh
2003). Such crises have negative effects on growth, investment and incomes not
only in the short term, but also in the long run (Diwan 1999 and 2001; Cerra and
Saxena 2005). Hence, volatility and financial crises that are caused by financial integration should be seen as a serious problem for enterprises and labour – contrary
to earlier views that, with proper national institutions and so-called safety-net programmes, countries would be able to withstand the medium- and long-term negative
aspects of volatility and crises.
In the light of these trends, the purpose of this paper is to review the effects of financial
liberalization on employment and incomes. The paper will concentrate on the effects of
volatility and crises on labour that is primarily associated with portfolio flows, and less
with FDI flows.6 The paper is motivated by the concern expressed by the World Commission that “[g]ains in the spheres of trade and FDI run the risk of being set back by financial
instability and crisis” (WCSDG 2004: 88) and draws the conclusion that volatility in international financial markets is currently perhaps one of the most harmful factors for enterprises and labour in developing countries. Hence, the paper suggests how greater policy
coherence between international and national economic and employment policies can give
greater attention to employment and incomes.
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The respective figures are 21.7 per cent of GDP (1990s), 22.5 per cent of GDP (1980s) and 23.8
per cent of GDP (1970s). See World Bank (2005a); based series “Gross fixed capital formation (%
of GDP)”.
5

Official development assistance and official aid (ODA/OA) to all low- and middle-income countries actually declined through most of the 1990s, falling from 65.5 billion current US$ in 1991 to a
low of 52.3 billion US$ in 1997. The recovery thereafter brought it back to 65.3 billion US$ in 2002
and to 76.2 billion US$ in 2003. Despite this nominal increase, ODA/OA was about equal to its
1991 level in real terms in 2003. See World Bank (2005a); based on series “Official development
assistance and official aid (current US$)”.
6

The latter is discussed in a recent ILO paper by Ajit Ghose (2004) and in two recent documents
prepared for the ILO’s governing Body (ILO 2002 and 2004b). Ghose concludes that the “available
empirical evidence in fact suggests that capital account liberalisation is neither necessary nor
sufficient for inducing FDI inflows.” (Ghose 2004: 23f.).
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Graph 1: FDI and Investment as Share of GDP,
World (1970-2004)
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In discussing the rules, conditions and behaviour at the international financial markets, different authors use different terms to describe the recent developments at the international
financial markets. In this paper, the following terms are employed: Financial openness7 is
used as an umbrella term that includes both financial integration and financial liberalization. Financial liberalization in turn incorporates the liberalization of the capital and financial account8, but also other elements such as less or different supervision and regulation of
the banking sector. The difference between financial integration and financial liberalization
is that the former describes a situation in which a country is more integrated in the world
financial markets (i.e. through higher FDI/GDP ratio), while financial liberalization means
changes in laws and regulations, which may (or may not) lead to greater financial integration.9
Since this paper focuses on private capital flows (i.e. those private international transactions that are recorded under the balance of payments’ financial account), it will only
make reference in passing to other important sources of foreign financing – such as official
and private development assistance, income generated from exports and workers’ remittances. Although the later are a genuinely private form of financial flows, they do not establish an investment position and are therefore recorded under the current account.10
Using a broad definition, the World Bank estimates that remittances to developing
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Prasad et al. (2004) use another term, namely financial globalization; this is close what others and
this paper call financial openness.

8

Congruent with the literature, we henceforth use “capital account liberalization” as a shorthand for
the liberalization of the capital and financial account (while acknowledging that, strictly speaking,
the relaxation of rules that refer to direct investment and portfolio flows should be called “financial
account liberalization”; for the standard presentation of the Balance of Payments see IMF, 2004).
9

It should be noted that some countries have become more financially integrated, without or with
little financial liberalization (e.g. China), while other countries have financially liberalized but have
not become more financially integrated – either because of geopolitical circumstances, or because
they have been ignored by the international financial markets (various African countries would fall
into this category). See the discussion in section 2.a.
10

Hence, the statistics presented e.g. in Annex Table 1 and 3 exclude workers’ remittances. See the
classification in IMF (1993) and the technical discussion in World Bank (2005a: 105ff.)
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countries amounted to 166.9 billion US$ in 2005, compared to 85.6 billion US$ in 2000
and 31.2 billion US$ in 1990 (World Bank 2005a: 88). Remittances are not only a rapidly
growing source of external finance, but they are generally continuous over the years and
not prone to sudden reversals of direction (Ratha 2003). Moreover, they even tend to be
countercyclical (i.e. migrants send more money home to support their families at times of
crises) and hence help to smoothen consumption volatility. Although very large remittance
flows can cause “Dutch disease” problems, their overall economic impact is generally
thought to be positive (World Bank 2005a: chapters 4 and 5; Giuliano and Ruiz-Arranz
2005). In particular, remittances can make a significant contribution to poverty reduction
since they often directly benefit poorer households (Adams and Page 2005).
The remainder of the paper is organized as follows: We first discuss the effects of financial
openness on labour (Section 2.) by looking into the effects that are moderated through a
possible growth effect (Section 2.a.), by discussion financial volatility and crises (Section
2.b.), by providing some evidence on the direct effects of financial crises on employment
(Section 2.c.), and finally by examining the effects of crises on wage shares in national income (Section 2.d.). A short summary of the main findings follows in Section 2.e. Some
policy responses that could make the international financial system more conducive to the
goal productive employment and decent work are outlined in Section 3. by drawing the report of the World Commission. Policies in industrialized countries, new rules for the international system and policies in developing countries are in turn addressed before the paper
attends to the role of institutions in designing and implementing coherent policies.

2.) Financial Openness and Labour
How does financial openness affect labour? In this section, we follow several lines of
argument.
First, we briefly review the effects of liberalization on growth. Here, two arguments are
advanced: In addition to the potential direct positive effect of capital flows on growth (as
countries gain additional resources that can be invested), there can also be an indirect
negative effect on growth. In particular, financial liberalization forces countries to hold a
larger amount of foreign reserves which reduces incomes and growth potential. If financial
flows have, on balance, a positive impact on growth, this would be generally beneficial for
labour, while slow growth is usually disadvantageous for labour. However, even in the
case of fast or steady growth the distributional impact on different categories of labour
needs to be taken into account. Labour might be benefiting less than appropriate and necessary for long term institutional and human capital development.
Secondly, we look into the effects of international financial flows on volatility, and their
role in provoking financial crises. If financial crises become more frequent, their negative
consequences for growth (both in the short and long run) could cancel out any benefits
from financial liberalization, or even lead to a net negative effect of financial openness on
growth. Moreover, financial crises can have impacts on labour that go over and above their
general economic impact. Since, as indicted above, volatility and the frequency of financial
crises have increased, we review their direct impact on employment. This is followed by a
discussion of wage shares, and how they have evolved during crises, and a summary of the
main findings.
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2.a.) Financial Openness and Growth
Direct effects on growth
A recent study by IMF researches (Prasad et al. 2004) has confirmed the main findings of
earlier studies such as those undertaken in UNCTAD (2001): it is difficult to establish a
robust causal relationship between financial integration and growth. In general, growth is
more depending on the quality of domestic institutions and careful macro-economic management. Edison et al. (2004) argue in the same direction and demonstrate that the findings
of previous research (that found a positive association between capital account openness
and growth) crucially depended on the country coverage, the choice of time periods and
the indicator for capital account openness. They also find evidence for a suggestion that
was first made by Rodrik (1998), namely that conventional indicators for capital account
openness closely proxy the reputation of a country’s government. If governance is controlled for, capital account openness has no significant effect on economic performance
(Edison et al. 2004: 243ff.). By contrast, Tornell et al. (2003) study a sub-set of countries
with functioning financial markets (thus excluding the majority of developing countries)
and argue that switching to a regime of de facto financial openness will ease credit constraints, which leads to higher growth but also increased risk of financial crises. By their
account, the growth effect outweighs the cost of crises. This result runs counter to the
findings presented by Lee and Jayadev (2005) who use a de jure measure of capital
account liberalization (rather than a de facto measure that reflects the success in attracting
inflows). For the period from 1973-1995 (i.e. excluding the negative impact of the East
Asian crisis), they find no positive effect on growth rates and, contrary to theory, some
indication that openness reduces the investment share in GDP.
The conflicting results could in part be caused by differences in country coverage, but also
by differences between the indicators employed in the literature. Prasad et al. (2004) and
Collins (2005) draw attention to the difference between “de jure” and “de facto” financial
integration. “De jure” financial integration includes abolishment or changes in rules and
regulation concerning foreign capital, as it is often required as part of the conditionality for
financial support by the International Financial Institutions. Many countries in Latin
America fall under this category. “De facto” financial integration relates to increases in a
financial openness indicator, irrespective of whether rules have changed or not (India and
China, but also other Asian countries fall into this category.) In the latter case, the causal
relationship is more difficult to establish. Did financial integration lead to higher growth or
did higher growth induce financial integration? Rodrik (2003) and Singh (2003) argue that
especially for India and China, growth induced greater financial integration. Policy discussions should therefore emphasize firstly appropriate growth strategies, and, in the light of
those, consider various variants of liberalization. Tokman (2003) for example argues that
slow growth cum liberalization in Latin America has led to a greater informalization of the
work force, persistent poverty and greater inequality.
Another factor to explain the difference in results could be the different impact of financial
openness across countries. As Edison et al. (2004) argue, capital account liberalization can
be beneficial to middle-income countries under certain conditions, while low-income countries with a poor regulatory framework and inadequate institutions have little to gain. The
importance of institutions and the policy framework as a pre-condition for capital account
liberalizations is also pointed out by Gilbert et al. (2001). They conclude that “[b]y itself,
capital account liberalisation will deliver relatively little” while leaving poor countries
more vulnerable to crisis (ibid.: 121). An even more pessimistic view emerges from the
study by Lee and Jayadev (2005) who find that even when the most commonly mentioned
pre-conditions are met, capital account liberalization has, overall, no positive effect on
growth.
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The argument that the impact of financial flows depends on country characteristics has also
be made for FDI. Ghose (2004) found that the effects of FDI on the host country depended
very much on country specific circumstances, in particular whether they met an unmet demand for investment finance (e.g. to build up export-oriented manufacturing industry).
However, FDI does not always add to the productive capacity of the recipient country, but
can also crowd out domestic investment when foreign entrepreneurs seize upon investment
opportunities that would have otherwise been taken up by domestic enterprises (Ghose
2004). A similar point is made by Hanson in a paper for the G24 technical secretariat; he
argues that “[t]here is weak evidence that FDI generates positive spillovers for host
economies” (Hanson 2001: 23). The overall effects of FDI on employment are mixed, as
an ILO Governing Body paper suggests:
“When viewed together, the findings from empirical research show that employment effects
of FDI inflows to developing countries are rather weak and are not unambiguously positive or
negative. Such inflows at best make a weak contribution to increasing the rate of investment in
recipient countries. At the same time, a rising share of FDI in total investment tends to reduce
the overall employment elasticity while shifting the pattern of labour demand in favour of
high-skilled labour. Rising wage inequality is also a consequence. On the positive side, a rising share of FDI in total investment leads to an improvement in the average quality of employment for both high-skilled and low-skilled labour.” (ILO 2004b: p. 10, para. 35)

Indirect effects through increased reserve holdings
A consequence of openness and of the instability of the current international financial system is that developing countries have been rapidly building up foreign reserves. For some
countries these reserves were created by surplus on the current account, others built up reserves through capital inflows which were not spent on foreign goods. Baker and Walentin
(2001) and Stiglitz (2000) alerted already to this phenomena, which is an indirect subsidy
to the countries in whose currency the reserves are held (as foreign reserves are held in low
interest bearing instrument such as US treasury bills, rather than earning much higher returns on the capital market). Baker and Walentin (2001) argue, that in the 1990s for most
countries the gains of trade liberalization in terms of higher GDP growth were actually
“eaten up” by the earning forgone on holding higher reserves. Stiglitz also made this point.
Why would countries built up reserves? Part of the explanation was that Asian countries in
particular built up reserves after the Asian financial crisis in order not to be obliged to
request support from international financial institutions in times of future crises (see Bird
and Mandilaras 2005).
What is striking, however, is that the trend of the 1990s of building up reserves by developing countries has accelerated in the first years of the current century to a somewhat
alarming level (see Graph 3). Reserves for all low and middle income countries were equal
to 21.5 per cent of their GNI in 2004, compared to 7 per cent in the first half of the 1990s –
more than a threefold increase. The substantial increase took place both in low- and in
middle-income developing countries alike, and across regions. Even a poor region like
sub-Saharan Africa now holds foreign reserves equal to almost 12 per cent of its GNI, a
doubling compared to the first half of the 1990s11. The trend is particularly strong in South
Asia and in East Asia and the Pacific. In the latter region, the growth of reserves is only in
part driven by China (the developing country with the largest foreign reserves). Even when
China is excluded, there remains an increase from an already high 15.1 per cent of GNI
(1990-94) to 25.2 per cent in 2003 for the rest of the region (see Annex Table 4).

11

Although sub-Saharan Africa’s figure did not increase over the last five years as in other regions
since foreign flows were often related to development aid, which was automatically spent on
imports from reserve currencies countries, and were thus not accumulated in foreign reserves.

9

Graph 3: Reserve Holdings by Developing Countries, 1970-2004 (in % of GNI)
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2.b.) Financial Openness, Volatility and Crises
Prasad et al. (2004) made also another pertinent observation, namely that financial liberalization in developing countries is associated with higher consumption volatility and increased GDP volatility than in developed countries. This observation is consistent with
those of many other researchers (see e.g. Kose et al. 2003; Levchenko 2005), and especially with those who emphasize the need for stronger institutions as a precondition for development. Kaminsky et al. (2004) pointed out that the absence of sound financial regulation, both at the national and international levels, makes developing countries much more
vulnerable to negative impacts of capital flows. When institutions with the ability to manage greater volatility are absent or not fully effective, the generally procyclical nature of
international capital flows (“when it rains it pours”-syndrome) adds to the effects of fiscal
policies, and to a certain extent also macroeconomic polices, that tend to be procyclical in
most developing countries. Such procyclical behaviour deepens and prolongs a crisis.
Other research confirms that developing countries have indeed become more prone to both
currency and banking crises after financial liberalization (see e.g. Weller 2001; Tornell et
al. 2003). Countries from across East Asia and Latin America have suffered from such
crises during the 1990s and thereafter, with the Argentinean crisis of 2000/01 being a particularly bold example. Other countries, such as Russia and Turkey, have also been
severely affected.12 When crises break out, they often cannot primarily be explained by any
deterioration in a country’s so-called ‘fundamentals’. Rather, they can occur as a result of
volatility in international capital markets that leads to changes in risk perceptions and risk
averseness of investors and creditors. As the research on contagion has investigated in
great detail, a crisis can therefore spread from one country to another even when there are
few economic linkages between them (Kaminsky and Reinhart 2000; van Rijckeghem and
Weder 2001; Caramazza et al. 2004; Goldstein and Pauzner 2004).
Financial crises typically have a large impact on the real economy. In the five countries
most affected by the East Asian crisis of 1997/98, GDP per capita fell between 2.8 per cent
(Philippines) and 14.8 per cent (Indonesia). In Latin America, the Mexican crisis of
1994/95 led to a decline in incomes by 7.8 per cent, and the Argentinean financial crisis of
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For a comprehensive overview see Capario and Klingebiel (2003).
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2001/02 reduced the country’s per capita incomes by 16.3 per cent.13 A recent study by
Hutchinson and Noy (2005) documents that so-called “sudden stop”-crises (a reversal in
capital flows and a simultaneous currency crisis) have a particular harmful effect on output
– over and above that of ‘normal’ currency crises. On average, they cause a cumulative
output loss of 13 to 15 per cent of GDP over a three-year period. One important factor behind this trajectory is often the disarray financial crises cause in the banking sector. Burdened with non-performing loans, the domestic banks fail to perform their function of providing credit at a time when it is most needed. An extreme case of a prolonged credit
crunch is Mexico, were real credit continued falling until 2002 – eight years after the crisis
of 1994 (see Tornell et al. 2003: 54ff.).
Graph 4: Typical Growth Path after a Financial Crisis in Rich and Poor Countries

Source: Cerra and Saxena (2005: 24)
Financial crises can therefore have long-term implications, although there is some controversy about how big and permanent the costs of financial crises are. Tornell et al. (2003:
23) argue that crises “are the price that has to be paid in order to attain faster growth”, and
that that it is possible for GDP growth to recover rapidly from a crisis (although this need
not happen and actually did not happen in Mexico, the case they study in more detail). The
view that crises pose only a temporary set-back is challenged by Cerra and Saxena (2005),
who deconstruct what they call the ‘myth of recovery’ by using panel data for broad datasets of countries. They document that recessions are typically not followed by high-growth
recovery phases, either immediately following the trough, over several years of the subsequent expansion, or even over the complete subsequent expansion that follows a complete
recession (see Graph 4). Indeed, for most countries, growth is significantly lower in the
recovery phase than in an average expansion year. Thus, when output drops, it tends to
remain well below its previous trend. As they argue,
“political and financial crises are costly at all horizons. Financial crises contribute to half of
the episodes of negative growth, and there is no evidence that they typically lead to economic
reforms or policy adjustments that restore output to trend. Change to a more democratic government system, on the other hand, improves the rebound from a recession. We also find evidence that while trade liberalization increases the long-run growth rate, it can weaken recovery
from recession. However, such weak recoveries tend to occur in combination with liberalized
capital account regimes.” (Cerra and Saxena 2005: 24)

Another important point the authors make is that frequent crises and instabilities prevent a
smooth convergence process as the neoclassical growth literature indicates:
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See World Bank (2005a); based on series “GDP per capita (constant 2000 US$)”.
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“When shocks derail growth, incomes [between countries] diverge. Poor countries have respectable expansion, and therefore do not appear to be stuck in a poverty trap. However, many
poor countries do appear to be mired in a crisis trap. Countries that experience many negative
shocks to output tend to get left behind and their long-term growth suffers. Thus, while standard growth theory may work well in explaining expansion, a fruitful direction for future research would be to explain the proclivity to wars, crises, and other negative shocks.” (Cerra
and Saxena 2005: 24)

This is related to the point Rodrik (2003) makes, namely that policies for stimulating
growth are different from policies to sustain growth and that frequent crises require
frequent policy regime switches.

2.c.) Financial Openness, Crises and Employment
Financial crises are generally not only associated with an economic decline, but also with
severe social costs. These are most prominently felt in terms of rising open unemployment,
falling employment-to-population ratios, falling real wages, or a combination of the above
(see e.g. Lee 1998). Moreover, the social costs can usually be felt longer than the economic
impact: Even when GDP per capita has recovered to pre-crisis level, the other indicators
usually lack behind (see World Commission on the Social Dimension of Globalization
2004: 40f.). This pattern can be observed in a majority of countries that were most affected
by the financial crises of the past decade. Mapping the observed trends against a counterfactual with limited financial openness and no financial crises would, from an analytical
perspective, of course be the empirical strategy of choice. However, such a counterfactual
is excessively difficult to construct. Taking countries with a lower de facto openness, e.g.
in sub-Saharan Africa, as a reference point would also be imprudent since initial conditions
in the region differ systematically from those in East Asia or Latin America (be it with
respect to human capital endowments, institutional capacity or industrial diversification).
The following paragraphs therefore compare the situation before to that after a financial
crisis and provide some of the most salient examples.
Impact of financial crises on employment in Latin America
and Turkey
Latin American countries experienced several periods of financial turbulence since the
early 1990s. The most prominent examples are the Mexican “Tequila crisis” during
1994/95 and the currency crisis in several South American countries in the aftermath of the
East Asian and Russian crises. One of the crisis-hit countries was Brazil, which has experienced large foreign capital inflows from 1994 onwards, when the Real Plan had introduced
a new stable currency (see Cinquetti 2000). To prevent an over-appreciation of the Real,
portfolio inflows where temporarily taxed, but these taxes where gradually phased out and
inflows continued at high levels. When the investor sentiment swung suddenly after the
Russian debt default of August 1998, Brazil responded by tightening its monetary policy in
an effort to defend the exchange rate. Even though in Brazil interest rates reached 40 per
cent in late 1998, the capital flows out of Brazil were massive and depleted the country’s
reserves by 30 billion US$ within 50 days (see Averbug 2002: 930f.). When outflows
reached 1 billion US$ per day in January 1999, the Central Bank allowed the Real to
devalue massively (ibid.). The currency crisis, in combination with the recessionary impact
of high real interest rates, led to a relatively modest decline of per capita incomes, but to a
noticeable increase in unemployment from 7.8 per cent in 1997 to 9.6 per cent in 1999 (see
Graph 5). Despite the subsequent economic recovery, unemployment rates have not recovered and remained between at close to ten per cent in 2003.

12

Like other emerging economies, Chile received large international capital inflows in the
beginning of the 1990s. But unlike most other countries, Chile reacted by imposing controls on capital inflows in the form of an unremunerated reserve requirement (URR).14
Although it is uncertain whether this augmented the overall amount of inflows, research
shows that it reduced speculative capital inflows: the share of short-term debt in total external debt fell from an already low level of 19.4 per cent in 1990 to 4.8 per cent in 1997 –
at a time when other countries increasingly relied on short-term financing (de Gregorio et
al. 2000: 70f.). At the onset of the Asian crisis, Chile was thus considerably less exposed to
international volatility. Also, the peso was at the lower (appreciated) end of the exchange
rate band at the time, leaving room for a relatively large devaluation within the band.
However, the Central Bank feared that a depreciation could endanger the inflation target.
Therefore, it defended the peso against growing pressure with a mix of monetary tightening and interventions on the foreign exchange market, before finally allowing the peso to
float in September 1999 (Morandé and Tapia 2002: 5).
Graph 5: Medium-Term Effects of Financial Crises on Unemployment in Latin American
Countries
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Solimano and Larraín (2002: 17f.) argue that the Central Bank effectively prioritized
“[l]ower inflation over higher growth and employment” (ibid.). The high interest rates had
indeed recessionary impact, and unemployment increased from 5.3 per cent in 1997 to 8.9
per cent in 1999. While GDP per capita regained its 1998 level in 2000, unemployment
had only modestly recovered by 2003 (when it still stood at 7.4 per cent). Solimano and
Larraín (2002) discuss several hypotheses that could explain the sluggish employment performance, among them firm-restructuring, continued job losses in small and medium enterprises (SMEs) and the noticeably slower rate of GDP growth after the crisis. They warn
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The URR acted like a tax on inflows and allowed for a differential between world interest rates
and those in Chile, while keeping inflows under control (see de Gregorio et al. 2000).
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that unemployment could become a structural problem in Chile unless capital formation
accelerates (ibid.: 28f.).
Following the liberalization in Mexico, portfolio flows expanded rapidly in the early
1990s, but dried up and eventually reversed in 1994. Gunther et al. (1996) argue that these
flows were the major determinant of Mexico’s reserve position and exchange rate. The
peso devaluation of December 1994 (see Ibarra 1999) brought the recently privatized,
already fragile banking system into considerable difficulty as the peso value of foreign denominated debt changed overnight. Similarly, the balance sheet positions of companies
which had accumulated debt in US dollars deteriorated rapidly (see Carstens and Schwartz
1998; Mishkin 1999), which in turn led to a sharp fall in investment by the affected companies (Aguiar 2005). Taken together, this can explain how a currency crisis rapidly turned
into crisis of the real economy and provoked a recession with an eight percent drop in per
capita income in 1995. Unemployment, that had been relatively stable at around three per
cent before the crisis, started to increase during 1994 and averaged 5.8 per cent in 1995,
almost twice the pre-crisis rate. However, these figures still mask the loss of jobs in the
formal sector since the share of informal employment rose from 30 percent in 1993 to 35
per cent in 1995 (KILM, 4th edition). The economic recovery was relatively fast, and by
1997 Mexico had achieved its pre-crisis income level. Unemployment was still above precrisis level, but fell to 2.9 per cent in 1998, lagging the economic recovery by only one
year. However, at 32 per cent, the share of informal employment was still above the precrisis level that year.
The case of Argentina stands out for the country went through two financial crises, in 1995
(when investors withdrew capital following the Tequila crisis in Mexico) and again in
2001/02, leading to the collapse of the currency board (see Daseking et al. 2004). The first
crisis only caused relatively mild downturn, and, with considerable foreign support, precrisis income levels were again reached in 1996 (see Damill et al. 2002: 9ff.). As in other
countries, unemployment rates (that cover
only urban areas in the case of Argentina) Graph 6: Medium-Term Effects of the
were still far above the pre-crisis level at Turkish Financial Crises on Unemployment
this point, but it was approaching its 1994
Turkey (Fin. Crises in 1994, 1998-99 and 2001)
level by 1998. The recession that set in that
year meant, however, that unemployment
increased again and never fully recovered to
its pre-crisis level. Argentina therefore went
into the 2001/02 crisis with an already high
level of (urban) unemployment (15 per cent
in 2000), that rose to almost 20 per cent by
2002.15 Economic turbulence and the
cumulative effects of two financial crises
have thus caused a substantial unemployment problem in a country where
unemployment rates had fluctuated around Source: World Bank, World Development Indicators 2005,
five per cent for most of the 1980s (KILM, series “GDP per capita (constant 2000 USD)”; International
Labour Office, KILM, 4th edition.
4th edition).
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In Turkey, the frequency of crises was even higher than in Argentina. The country had liberalized its economy throughout the 1980s, but embarked on full capital account liberalization only in August 1989. Since, capital flows have been highly volatile and have con-
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Unfortunately, the methodology of the Argentina’s Permanent Household Survey changed
significantly in 2003 so that the unemployment rate of 15.6 per cent that is given in KILM 4th
edition is not directly comparable to the previous.
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tributed to the repeated crises that affected the country in 1994, 1998/99 and 2001. As
Demir (2004) argues, the country went into a vicious cycle of crises, where the loss in output reduced public revenues and increased public borrowing, through short-term treasury
bills that were bought by domestic banks, which re-financed themselves through shortterm loans from abroad – building up currency risks and setting the stage for the next crisis. Further, the resulting high real interest rates reduced investment and prospects for
long-term growth (see also Akyüz and Boratav 2003). Whereas recovery from the first crisis in 1994 was relatively smooth – both in terms of GDP and employment –, the second
and especially the third crisis proved to be more severe. Their combined effect meant that
per capita incomes were still at their 1997/98 level in 2003 (see Graph 6). Unemployment
peaked briefly during 1999 and was back at its previous level of around 6.6 per cent in
2000, before the next crisis set in. The third crisis led to a dramatic rise in unemployment:
it reached 10.6 per cent in 2002, at a time when incomes had almost recovered to their precrisis level, and remained in excess of ten per cent in 2003 and 2004. The pattern that employment recovery lags economic recovery is thus found in the last crisis, but not in the
earlier, somewhat milder crises.
The employment impact of the East Asian crisis
That financial crises typically translate into crises of the real economy is also clearly evident from the experience of East Asia. Here, both output and capacity utilization fell
sharply during the 1997/98 crisis. In a survey of firms in Korea, Thailand, Indonesia and
Malaysia, entrepreneurs list the drop in domestic demand, rising costs for imported inputs,
and the high interest rates as the most important reasons (see Dwor-Frécaut et al. 2000: Ch.
1). The declining capacity utilization had adverse impacts on the average profitability and
liquidity of firms, and many companies abandoned or scaled down planned investments
(ibid.: passim). Interest rate and currency shocks also forced many companies into bankruptcy as they found themselves unable to service their debt, much of which was in foreign
currency (Kawai et al. 2000: 77ff.). Data from five countries worst affected by the East
Asian crisis show that also many of the surviving firms reduced their workforce in 1998,
while only a small fraction hired more staff (see Dwor-Frécaut et al. 2000: 4f.). Accordingly, unemployment increased throughout the region, and incomes fell – in some cases
dramatically, pushing people below the poverty line. According to ILO estimates, the
number of working poor in South East Asia (using the threshold of 1 US$ per day) rose
from its pre-crisis level of 33.7 million in 1996 to 50.6 million at the height of the financial
crisis in 1998 – an increase by almost 17 million (see Kapsos 2004: 14f.).
A more detailed look at the country level shows that, at the beginning of the East Asian financial crisis in 1997, Thailand, Korea and Malaysia had virtually achieved full employment with unemployment rates of close to 1.0 per cent (Thailand) or 2.5 per cent (Korea
and Malaysia) (see Graph 7). By 1998, the combination of production cut-backs and layoffs through bankruptcies had brought unemployment to 3.4 per cent in Thailand, or 1.1
million (up from 0.3 million). In addition, about 0.2 million workers left the labour force
despite strong growth of the working age population (KILM, 4th edition). Many workers
had to find a new source of income in the informal economy which grew significantly
during the crisis. This development is mirrored by a rise in the number of self-employed by
0.8 million. Hidden unemployment in the form of underemployment also increased almost
two-fold (from 2.3 million to 4.4 million). A further effect of the crisis was a decline in
real wages by 4 per cent within a year (see Mahmood and Aryah 2001: 266ff.)16.
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Women in urban areas suffered a disproportionate wage loss (-10.5 per cent), and workers in
manufacturing (-13 per cent) and constriction (-24 per cent) were also badly affected (Mahmood
and Aryah 2001: 267).
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Graph 7: Medium-Term Effects of the East Asian Financial Crises on Unemployment
Rep. of Korea (Financial Crisis in 1997/98)
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In Korea, thirteen large conglomerates became insolvent during 1997. Delays in payments
by the large corporations dragged many small and medium enterprises (SMEs) into the crisis; 8,200 of them failed in 1997 and a further 10,500 in 1998 (see Kawai et al. 2000: 77ff).
The Korean labour market suffered severely from the wave of redundancies that accompanied these bankruptcies, and the reduction in the work force of surviving companies. Open
unemployment rose to 7 per cent or 1.5 million (up from 0.6 million), a level not seen in
decades. Among the hardest-hit groups were manual production workers and those in
clerical grades. By the first quarter of 1999, total employment had fallen to 19 million,
down by 2.1 million from the fourth quarter of 1997 (see Kang et al. 2001: 98f.). The disparity between the growth in unemployment and the (far larger) decline in employment can
be attributed to the fact that around 350,000 workers (in particular women) left the labour
force altogether, resulting in a decline of the labour force participation rate by almost two
percentage points (KILM, 4th edition). The increase in unemployment was less dramatic in
Malaysia, where the rate rose by less than a percentage point. Nonetheless, around 250,000
formal sector jobs were lost in 1998 (see Jomo 2001: 34 and Table 26). Many of the
retrenched were foreign migrant workers, which cushioned the effect on the domestic
labour market (see Mansor et al. 2001: 144f.). ILO data also show that agricultural
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employment expanded by 135,000 in 1998. The absorption of labour by the primary sector
helped to contain the rise in open unemployment, but contributed to falling labour productivity in agriculture (KILM, 4th edition, and WDI 2005).
Indonesia (4.7 per cent unemployment in 1997) and the Philippines (7.9 per cent) went into
the financial crisis with considerably higher unemployment, but their situation worsened
further. In Indonesia, about 2.5 million workers lost their jobs in 1997/1998, 1 million in
manufacturing alone (see Islam et al. 2001: 50ff.). The fall in industry and services employment was offset by an expansion of agriculture employment, so that open unemployment grew only modestly during 1998 (+0.8 percentage points) despite strong labour force
growth. However, unemployment continued to rise in subsequent years and reached 9.1 per
cent in 2002, the most recent year for which data are available. Real earnings also fell by
about 40 per cent during the crisis and were still about 10 per cent below their pre-crisis
level in 2000 (Dhanani and Islam 2004: 29f.). In the Philippines, where the crisis only had
a comparatively mild economic impact, unemployment rose to 9.6 per cent in 1998 (+1.7
percentage points). It has since remained at levels close to 10 per cent.
The East Asian experience, too, shows that progress in returning to pre-crisis unemployment is generally far slower than the pace of economic recovery.17 Korea, Malaysia and the
Philippines had all reached their pre-crisis per capita GDP in 1999 or 2000, but unemployment remained above pre-crisis level at that point in time. In Korea, the country with
the strongest post-crisis output growth, unemployment rates were close to their pre-crisis
level only in 2002 (lagging the economic recovery by three years). One factor behind this
relative success is the active policy response by the Korean government that invested considerable resources (about 2.2 per cent of GDP in 1998) to assist the unemployed, to create
new jobs, and to expand public employment services (see Kang et al. 2001: 109ff.). However, progress has not been sustained in 2003, when unemployment rose marginally. By
contrast, there is still no sign of return to pre-crisis unemployment rates in either Malaysia
or the Philippines. This makes the prospect of a return to pre-crisis unemployment levels
seem uncertain – despite economic consolidation. In Thailand, the economic recovery was
completed in 2002. At 1.8 per cent, unemployment has been reduced to about half of its
peak in 1998 (although this is still twice the pre-crisis level). The picture is most devastating for Indonesia, where per capita incomes are still below their 1997 level and the unemployment rate continues to rise. It stood at 9.1 per cent in 2002, also roughly twice its precrisis level.

2.d.) Financial Openness, Financial Crises and
Wage Shares
Contrary to the conventional wisdom that sees the labour share in GDP as constant, research by Diwan (2001) and Harrison (2002) show that the proportion of GDP that goes
into wages and compensation is variable over time. Using a data set from 1960 to 1997,
Harrison (2002) splits her sample of over 100 countries into two even groups (based on
GDP per capita in 1985). Her data show that, in the group of poorer countries, labour’s
share fell on average by 0.1 percentage points per year prior to 1993. The decline in
labour’s share was more rapid after 1993, when labour’s share started to fall by an average
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The negative impact of financial crises on employment indicators can also be observed in Russia
in the aftermath of the Rouble collapse of August 1998 and in industrialized countries like Sweden
and Finland, which were both affected by banking crises during the early 1990s. In the case of
Finland, the collapse of the Russian export market was another significant factor behind the
economic downturn, but all three cases showed a higher level of unemployment even after the crises
has been over and the economy had recovered to its pre-crisis income levels (documentation
available upon request).
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by 0.3 percentage points per year. In the richer sub-group, labour’s share grew by 0.2 percentage points prior to 1993, but then fell by 0.4 percentage points per year. These means
indicate a trend reversal for the richer countries post-1993, and an acceleration of an
already downward trend for the poorer sub-group.
After establishing a declining trend of the labour share for many countries, Harrison (2002)
tested for factors that can explain changes in labour shares, combining detailed national
accounts data from the United Nations with measures of trade openness, capital account
restrictions and capital flows. Overall, the results suggest that changes in factor shares are
primarily linked to changes in capital/labour ratios. However, measures of globalization
(such as capital controls or direct investment flows) also play a role. Harrison found that
exchange rate crises lead to declining labour shares, suggesting that labour pays disproportionately the price when there are large swings in exchange rates (i.e., wages are more
severely affected than GDP).18 Capital controls are associated with an increase in labour’s
share, an effect that Harrison (ibid.: 20) attributes to the stronger bargaining position of
capital vis-à-vis labour since the cost of relocating production increases with capital controls.19 In addition, increasing trade shares are associated with a fall in labour’s share. This
result is robust across specifications. Other factors, such as government spending, also
matter. Increasing government spending is associated with an increase in labour shares, for
both rich and poor countries. Finally, foreign investment inflows are associated with a fall
in labour’s share (ibid.). These results point to a systematic negative relationship between
various measures of globalization and labour’s share.
The declining wage share is partly explained by what some call the ratchet effect: After an
economic shock or a financial crisis, it has been a well-established fact that the wage share
in gross national income decreases (van der Hoeven and Saget 2004). In the 1980s some
authors argued that the decline in wage share after the economic shocks was, in effect, the
consequence of a too-high wage share before the crisis in the 1980s and thus partly blaming labour for the building up of the crisis. However, only in a minority of cases have
financial crises been caused by bidding up wages and labour shares. In most cases the crisis was caused by external events or rent-seeking behaviour of capital owners. Amsden and
van der Hoeven (1996) conclude therefore that “forcing firms to restructure under the
highly contractionary (and destabilising) conditions [of the 1980s] stymies rather than
stimulates change”. And based upon a large sample of developing countries, they argue
that “[g]iven what appears to have been an absence of thorough going industrial restructuring in most non-Asian developing countries in the 1980s, the decade’s decline in real
wages, and its fall in wage share of value added, suggest that what mainly happened in the
manufacturing sector was a redistribution of income from labour to capital” and the fear is
expressed that “[l]ower wages, rather than higher productivity, may have to bear the bur-
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These findings confirm those by Diwan (2001). He reports, based on a large sample of countries,
an average drop in the wage share of GDP per crisis of 5.0 percentage points, and a modest catch-up
thereafter. In the three years after the crisis, labour shares were still 2.6 percentage points below
their pre-crisis average (Diwan 2001: 6). Given the fact that most countries have undergone more
than one crisis, the cumulative drop in the wage share over the last 30 years is estimated at 4.1 per
cent of GDP, and is especially large for Latin America where the figure reached 6.7 per cent of
GDP over the period 1970s-1990s. Thus, since many countries have undergone more than one
crisis, the decline of the wage share during the crisis and the partial recovery, after the crisis has led
to a secular decline in the wage share

19

The weak bargaining position of labour under open capital accounts is also a causal mechanism
explored by Lee and Jayadev (2005). They find that financial openness exerts a downward pressure
on the labour share both in developed and developing countries for the period from 1973-1995. The
effect is independent of the negative impact of financial crises.
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den of creating competitiveness in the 1990s as a result of unsuccessful restructuring” in
the 1980s (ibid.: 522).

2.e.) The Effects of Financial Openness on Labour:
Summary of Main Findings
On balance, the capital account liberalization that many developing countries embarked
upon in the 1990s has delivered disappointing results. This disappointment is well summarized in a recent World Bank report that reviews the growth performance of the 1990s:
“Contrary to expectations, financial liberalization did not add much to growth, and it appears
to have augmented the number of crises. As expected, deposits and capital inflows rose
sharply as a result of liberalization. But, other than in a few East Asian and South Asian countries, capital markets did not provide resources for new firms. Numbers of stock market listings declined, even in the newly created markets in the transition countries that were some
times used for privatizations. Also, although relevant time-series data on access are weak, and
contrary to expectations, it appears that access to financial services did not improve substantially after liberalization.” (World Bank 2005b: 21)

The preceding discussion, too, has shown that capital account liberalization fell not only
far short of expectations, but did serious harm to some countries and had a disproportionately negative effect on labour. Six main conclusions emerge:
(1.) In the absence of adequate institutions, the capital account liberalization has had little
direct benefits for growth. This is especially true for poor countries where the institutional
gap is greatest, but also for middle-income countries where capital inflows were not used
to fill unmet investment needs.
(2.) However, capital account liberalization – even if managed prudently – has its cost to
developing countries. In order to cushion the effects of sudden outflows, developing countries have sterilized inflows and build up large reserves. Since these are mainly held in
low-yield treasury bonds issued by industrialized countries, the opportunity cost of doing
so is large.
(3.) Nonetheless, capital account liberalization has left developing countries vulnerable to
crisis. These are often not triggered by a sudden deterioration of a country’s so called fundamentals, but are an inherent property of the international financial system. The output
losses associated with such crises are large, and even a subsequent recovery is usually insufficient to bring a country back on its old growth path.
(4.) The negative effects of financial crisis on the labour market can be detected in a number of indicators. Open unemployment typically rises substantially during a crisis, but the
impact can also bee seen in a fall of real wages, rising underemployment and shifts of
workers from the formal sector towards the informal economy and agriculture.
(5.) Moreover, labour markets typically lag the economic recovery by several years. Even
when GDP per capita has reached its pre-crisis level, the consequences of the crisis are
normally still evident from the employment indicators. This lag means that labour pays a
disproportionate cost.
(6.) Tracking the evolution of the labour share in national income also shows that crises are
particularly harmful for labour. As recent research indicates, financial crises have a permanent negative effect on the share of labour compensation in GDP. They are thus a factor
behind the long-term trend decline in the labour share that can particularly be observed
from the early 1990s onwards.
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3.) Financial Openness and Employment:
The Need for Greater Policy Coherence
The preceding sections made clear that concerns for growth, labour and employment
should be more explicitly taken into account in the current financial system in order for it
to perform better. Adelman (2000) argues that it might be advisable to restore a global
financial environment which carries some of the characteristics the so-called Golden Age –
steady development for developing countries, combined with high stable growth for industrialized countries –, while maintaining some of the virtues of a more liberalized trading and investment climate (ibid.: 1058). In order for such a system to function more efficient in terms of growth and employment, it must have three different sets of properties:
•

Firstly, it should provide liquidity in the international system. Liquidity is needed
to respond to demands for foreign exchange and for foreign investment. In effect
the downfall of the original Bretton Woods system was in part due to illiquidity of
the system as a whole and the reliance on only one currency to provide liquidity.

•

Secondly, an international system should provide stability for global markets. As
indicated above the absence of stability during the last decade has caused severe,
and, as some have argued, even irreparable damage to the growth potential of a
number of developing countries.

•

Thirdly, an international financial system should provide a large degree of policy
autonomy for participating countries. This is extremely important as countries not
only have different factor endowments (capital, labour, food, and technology) but
also different socio-economic systems. In order to find equilibrium between various policies to satisfy different economic and social demands, each country and
society must be able to use the policy instruments and work with institutions which
are best fitted to the country. This relates both to current conditionality as well as to
difficulties countries have in applying monetary and fiscal instruments to achieve
nationally determined economic and social goals.

The major question is, therefore, whether these required properties are compatible with
each other? There is no automatism in that different sets of policies would automatically
justify all three requirements (Tinbergen’s rule of policy instruments and policy objectives
remains as relevant as 50 years ago). A greater sense of policy coherence is therefore
called for. We can distinguish policy coherence at, and between, three different levels in
order to achieve an international financial system that is more cogent of concerns for employment and labour as discussed above. Namely, (i.) policies in industrialized countries;
(ii.) the set of multilateral rules as have been developed since the Second World War; and
(iii.) policies in developing countries.
Policies in industrialized countries
Despite the success of emerging economies such as India and China, policies in industrialized countries and their outcomes circumscribe the economic and social policies of developing countries. Hence, even if the focus of concern is to increase the importance of
employment and labour in the process of development, policies in industrialized countries
need to be part of such considerations. For example, the World Commission on the Social
Dimension of Globalization (2004) has indicated the following set of policies to be extremely relevant:
More coherent economic policies between the G3 (Europe, Japan and the United States):
Uncoordinated fiscal, monetary and foreign exchange policies have created a highly volatile and instable system which is not geared towards growth and of which the spill-over
effects for developing countries are serious.

20

There is almost unanimous agreement that the US economy cannot be the eternal engine of
growth for the rest of world. Japan and Europe should give greater reflection to growth
through better coordination of fiscal and monetary policies and their effects on employment and growth and not rely only on export growth. This would enable the United States
to reduce its double deficit in a soft landing without serious repercussions for growth.
Many argue that there are more structural impediments to boosting growth in the EU, but
tight monetary and fiscal policies are not an answer to existing structural impediments. The
effect of the deficit rules of the European Stability and Growth Pact (SGP) have thus been
under much public debate. As Annett and Jaeger (2004) argue, an ideal fiscal rule would
combine medium-term fiscal discipline with short-term fiscal flexibility. Assessing the
SGP against this yardstick, they conclude that, generally speaking, “the pact proved
conducive to fiscal discipline” and helped to bring the currency zone’s structural deficit to
less than half of that of the United States and less than one quarter of Japan’s (ibid.: 23f.).
They also find that the GSP delivered a “high – but certainly not perfect – degree of fiscal
flexibility during the downturn (ibid.: 24). Beetsma and Debrun (2005), who are like
Annett and Jaeger IMF staff members, present an argument in favour of increasing the
pact’s procedural flexibility to improve welfare. Allowing deviations form the “letter of the
rule” laid down in the SGP could minimize the additional negative consequences of
demand side shocks during economic downturns. As the European Commission (2005:
157) lies out, demand disturbances have a potentially important impact on output and
unemployment in the short- to medium-term. The Commission argues that “[t]his, together
with the (consensual) finding that labour market outcomes, and the unemployment rate in
particular, have high persistence, raises the important issue of macroeconomic policy
stabilization” (ibid.: 161).
Apart from the specific consideration of growth and employment concerns in the Stability
and Growth Pact, a greater concern for growth employment creation in general is called for
from all three G3 areas. In combination with a more responsible attitude in the G3 countries for enhancing growth and reducing volatility for a better functioning international
financial system, the G3 has a third important responsibility namely in providing development assistance and in stimulating other sources of finance to enhance growth and development and so contribute to a more properly functioning international financial system
(see World Commission on the Social Dimension of Globalization 2004: 103).
Rules of the international system
Such changes in G3 policy stances should be embedded in changes in multilateral rules
and the functioning of international financial agencies. These are discussed in detail in the
report of the World Commission on the Social Dimension of Globalization (2004: 88ff.),
the principles of which are:
•

Capital account liberalization should depend on a country’s circumstance to maximize investment and to avoid volatility.

•

In order to reduce volatility and contagion in emerging markets, the international
system should have greater resort to emergency financing.

•

In order to make the international system more coherent, developing countries
should be better integrated into it through:
o

greater involvement in the reform process of the IFI;

o

speeding up the process of reform;

o

removing barring caused by new codes to financial market access by
developing countries;

o

providing a better system for debt reduction.
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An important point in considering the rules of the international system and the policies applied by the international financial institutions is that the general context of the international financial landscape has changed considerably, this warrants different approaches
from the decades of the 1980s and 1990s. One of the most salient points is that the continuous opening of trade, despite some recent setbacks, and the application of fairly drastic
adjustment and stabilization policies in the 1980s and 1990s have dampened world wide
inflationary tendencies (Akyüz 2004). In certain way, inflation rates resemble those which
were current during the Golden Age of development and growth. While a decade ago many
countries belonged to the group of countries with an inflation rate of 10 per cent or higher,
today very few countries belong to this group.20
Moreover, there are also few signs that inflation will re-emerge. The current opening of
trade and the international agreements concluded between different countries make it
unlikely for inflation to soar. Hence prices are fairly stable. But, as we discussed in the
previous section, greater monetary discipline and price stability have not resulted in financial and macro-economic stability, while financial liberalization has led to increasingly
sharp business cycles and sharp fluctuations in economic activity.
It is, therefore, a logical step to argue that the focus of the international system should shift
from concerns on price instability to concerns for asset instability. International policies
have therefore to shift. This would require firstly a greater surveillance by the IMF on asset
instability and secondly a review of its approach to capital account liberalization, leading
to an internationally accepted system of managed capital account liberalization. There are
signs that the international policy agenda is shifting in this direction. This is evident from
the World Bank (2005b) report cited above, but also from within the IMF. The Fund’s
Independent Evaluation Unit now sees the role played by the IMF in the past as follows:
“Throughout the 1990s, the IMF undoubtedly encouraged countries that wanted to move
ahead with capital account liberalization, and even acted as a cheerleader when it wished to do
so, especially before the East Asian crisis. […] In multilateral surveillance, the IMF’s analysis
emphasized the benefits to developing countries of greater access to international capital
flows, while paying comparatively less attention to the risks inherent in their volatility.” (IMF
Independent Evaluation Office 2005: 5)

The same evaluation report also describes a gradual shift in emphasis:
“More recently, however, the IMF has paid greater attention to various risk factors, including
the linkage between industrial country policies and international capital flows as well as the
more fundamental causes and implications of their boom-and-bust cycles. Still, the focus of
the analysis remains on what emerging market countries should do to cope with the volatility
of capital flows (for example, in the areas of macroeconomic and exchange rate policy,
strengthened financial sectors, and greater transparency).” (IMF Independent Evaluation
Office 2005: 3)
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In 2001 and 2002, roughly 80 per cent of the ca. 180 countries with available data had inflation
rates below 10 per cent, compared to less than 50 per cent of all countries during most of the mid- to
late 1970s and early 1980s, and between 50 and 60 per cent of all countries during the first half of
the 1990s (based on 123 to 180 countries with available data). Today, high inflation is thus a
problem for only a relatively small number of countries, and conditions are not too dissimilar from
the 1960s. Back then, 85 to 90 percent of the ca. 100 to 120 countries with available data had
inflation rates below 10 per cent (see World Bank, WDI 2005 on CD-Rom).
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Policies in developing countries
Changes in rules and policies at the international level and the current low level of inflation
would also allow developing countries to undertake more coherent policies in order to
stimulate development, employment and growth. A potential effective set of policies
would combine a flexible system of capital controls with a managed real effective exchange rate (Diwan 2001, Wold Bank 2005b, Charlton and Stiglitz 2004). The flexible system of capital controls would allow for more coherent national policies to be undertaken
and reduce volatility which has, as we documented earlier, serious consequences not only
in terms of short term welfare losses but also in terms of reduced growth potential.
The aim of a system of a managed real effective exchange rate is to keep the industry and
the economy in general at high levels of capacity utilization and so to aim for full employment, as we discuss in the following paragraphs. However, before discussing the employment effects of a system of managed real effective exchange rates, we first need to address whether a coherent approach of social and economic policies is above all possible.
This relates to the so-called policy trilemma of international economic policies (see Mundell 1963; Obstfeld et al. 2004) which states that national policy space is circumscribed by
the impossibility to achieve three policy objectives simultaneously:
•

open capital account,

•

stable exchange rates,

•

independent monetary policy,

and that only two out of these three policy objectives could be achieved. For example, under a system of an open capital account and with fixed exchange rates, countries can not
pursue an independent monetary policy. Conversely, if countries need to undertake an independent monetary policy, they have either to revert to flexible exchange rates or opt for
a closed capital account.
However, some more recent research argues that the policy trilemma, which has been
guiding national and international policy makers for several decades, can be relaxed by
avoiding corner solutions, i.e. not going for fixed versus flexible exchange rates, or for
open versus closed capital accounts etc., but going for intermediate options in these three
policy domains (i.e. managed exchange rates, managed capital controls etc.; see Bradford
2004). For example, in the case of China research from the IMF argues that making the
quasi-fixed exchange rate more flexible would allow the country to pursue a more independent monetary policy. The same paper also argues for a cautious approach to capital
account liberalization, given institutional weaknesses of China’s financial system (see
Prasad et al. 2005). The argument could be extended to many other developing countries.
Rather then abandoning capital controls altogether, they should therefore remain a policy
tool that can be used selectively. Although using capital controls have, much like any other
policy instrument, not always been fully effective in reaching their stated objectives (see
Ariyoshi et al. 2000), they have contributed to regaining greater policy autonomy in several cases. For example, controls imposed on inflows have helped to reduce their level and
to change the composition of inflows towards longer maturities in Chile, while increasing
the autonomy of monetary policy (Gallego et al. 1999; see also de Gregorio et al. 2000).
An important lesson is that controls need to be of comprehensive coverage and forcefully
implemented to be effective (Ariyoshi et al. 2000: 17). The more controversial issue are
controls on outflows, but Edison and Reinhart (2001) argue that such controls have enabled Malaysia to stabilize exchange rates and interest rates and to gain more policy
autonomy. Kaplan and Rodrik (2001) conclude that the Malaysian approach has led to a
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faster economic recovery and smaller declines in real wages and employment than IMF
policies would have.21
Employing a policy mix with intermediate options requires more fine turning and coherence in policies rather than relying on rule-of-thumb policy interventions, and national
institutions with explicit mandates and capabilities to achieve this. Earlier we have already
indicated that a managed capital account, through avoiding crises, could contribute to a
stable investment climate, sustained growth and employment creation. How would a system of managed real effective exchange rates affect employment? Rodrik (2003) and
Frenkel (2004) provide three channels. A system of a managed real exchange rate
•

will allow for higher capacity utilization in times of unemployment, if it is applied
in combination with the appropriate mix macroeconomic and fiscal policies;

•

will stimulate output growth and hence employment, if it is combined with
appropriate industrial policies, as the experience in various Asian countries has
shown (Amsden 2001);

•

will affect the sectoral composition of exports, in any case to more labour intensive goods, and hence increase the employment elasticity of the economy as a
whole compared to another system.22

Another possible solution for the policy trilemma would be to include one or two additional policy instrument to complement the fiscal and monetary tools. Bradford (2004) suggests, for example, social pacts or coordinated wage bargaining to hold down inflation.
Also, a greater concern for inequality and reducing national inequalities could contribute to
reducing inflationary pressure and be added as a further policy instrument (see van der
Hoeven and Saget 2004).
Building institutions for coherent policies
The conclusions of these deliberations is that a coherent approach in national and international financial policies to stimulate employment growth is well possible, but requires different rules, better fine tuning of different components of national policies, and appropriate
institutions. For national institutions to function well, one can point to two distinct national
configurations: Theoretically, one configuration would be a repressive state with a strong
and autonomous bureaucracy that is able to coordinate a well functioning and coherent set
of policies. The other would be a national system of consensus and willingness for policy
dialogue that can design a coherent set of policies that are acceptable to citizens, and can
therefore be implemented without resort to authoritarian methods.
The authoritarian path is neither desirable nor viable in the long run; it would often mean
the violation of basic human rights (such as freedom of speech and association), and would
not be internationally accepted either (see the report of the Commission on Human Security 2003). Hence the configuration of an open and consensus prone society is the only feasible option in the long run. Building institutions that formulate policies in a consensusdriven and democratic way is neither a straightforward nor a simple task. But then, as the
widespread failure of implementing structural adjustment policies has shown, neither are
alternative policy packages. On obstacle is that reaching consensus is particularly difficult
in unequal societies. Hence, by giving more attention to distributional issues, policy can
21

For a comprehensive discussion of the management of capital flows and policy conclusions see
UNCTAD (2003).
22

This is a comparative static argument comparing two equilibriums under different policy regimes.
This is independent of a secular decline of employment elasticity, which various observers have
been discussing.
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reduce inequality and lay the ground to the better implementation of economic policies and
to greater policy coherence.
Labour market institutions can play an important role in achieving this objective. Van der
Hoeven and Saget (2004) argue for three efficiency criteria to evaluate the efficiency of labour market policies, namely allocative efficiency (matching supply and demand to reduce
unemployment), dynamic efficiency (quality of the future labour force) and equity efficiency (containing inequalities). Many neoclassical economists evaluate labour market
system only on the basis of allocative efficiency, but Freeman (2000) in evaluating labour
market institutions in more advanced countries observes that first order result of labour
market institutions is distributional and the second order result is economic efficiency.
Therefore, societies do not have to decide on economic efficiency grounds what type of
labour market system to adopt, and can let distributional considerations play an important
role in designing an appropriate labour market system. Dagdeviren at al. (2002) demonstrate that these need not to be a trade-off between redistribution and growth, and that
national socio-economic structures should determine the proper mix of growth and redistributive policies. This point was recently underscored by the UN’s World Social Report
(United Nations 2005).

25

References
Adams, Richard H. jr. and John Page (2005) ‘Do International Migration and Remittances
reduce Poverty in Developing Countries?’, World Development, Vol. 33, No. 10, pp. 16451669.
Adelman, Irma (2000): ‘Editor’s Introduction’ (Special Section: Redrafting the Architecture of
the Global Financial System), World Development, Vol. 28, No. 6, pp. 1053-1060.
Aguiar, Mark A. (2005): ‘Investment, devaluation, and foreign currency exposure: The case of
Mexico’, Journal of Development Economics, 2005, Vol. 78, pp. 95-113.
Airola, Jim and Chinhui Juhn (2005): Wage Inequality in Post-Reform Mexico. IZA Discussion
Paper No. 1525. Bonn, Institute for the Study of Labor.
Akyüz, Yilmaz (2004): Issues in Macro-Economic and Financial Policies, Stability and
Growth. Geneva: International Labour Office, mimeo.
Akyüz, Yilmaz, and Korkut Boratav (2003): ‘The Making of the Turkish Financial Crisis’,
World Development, Vol. 31, No. 9, pp. 1549-1566.
Amsden, Alice H. (2001): The Rise of the Rest: Challenges to the West from the LateIndustrializing Economies. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Amsden, Alice, and Rolph van der Hoeven (1996): ‘Manufacturing output, employment and
real wages in the 1980s: Labour’s loss until century’s end’, Journal of Development Studies,
Vol. 32, No. 4, pp. 506-530.
Annett, Anthony and Albert Jaeger (2004): ‘Europe’s Quest for Fiscal Discipline’, Finance &
Development, June 2004, pp. 22-25.
Ariyoshi, Akira et al. (2000): Capital Controls: Country Experiences with Theior Use and
Liberalization. Occasional Paper 190. Washington, D.C.: International Monetary Fund.
Attanasio, Orazio, Pinelopi Goldberg and Nina Pavcnik.(2002): Trade Reforms and Wage
Inequality in Colombia, NBER Working Paper 9830. Cambridge, MA: National Bureau of
Economic Research.
Averbug, André (2002): ‘The Brazilian Economy in 1994-1999: From the Real Plan to
Inflation Targets’, The World Economy, Vol. 25, No. 7, pp. 925-944.
Baker, Dean and Karl Walentin (2001): Money for Nothing: The Increasing Cost of Foreign
Reserve Holdings to Developing Nations. Washington, D.C.: Center for Economic and Policy
Research.
Beetsma, Roel M.W.J. and Xavier Debrun (2005) Implementing the Stability and Growth Pact:
Enforcement and Procedural Flexibility. IMF Working Paper 05/59. Washington, DC:
International Monetary Fund.
Behrman, Jere, Nancy Birdsall and Miguel Szekely (2003): Economic policy and wage
differentials in Latin America, CGD Working Paper No.29. Washington, DC: Center for Global
Development.
Ben-David, Dan (1993): ‘Equalizing Exchange: Trade Liberalization and Income
Convergence’, Quarterly Journal of Economics, Vol. 108, No. 3., pp. 653-679.
Beyer, Harald, Partricio Rojas and Rodrigo Vergara (1999): “Trade Liberalization and Wage
Inequality’, Journal of Development Economics, No. 591 (June), pp. 103-123.
Bird, Graham and Alex Mandilaras (2005): ‘Reserve Accumulation in Asia: Lessons for
Holistic Reform of the International Monetary System’, World Economics, Vol. 6, No. 1, pp.
85-99.
Bradford, Colin I. Jr. (2004): Prioritizing Economic Growth: Enhancing Macroeconomic
Policy Choice. Paper presented at the XIX G24 Technical Group Meeting, September 27-28,
2004. Washington, D.C.: Intergovernmental Group of Twenty-Four.

26

Capario, Gerard and Daniela Klingebiel (2003): Episodes of Systemic and Borderline Financial
Crises. Washington, C: World Bank, mimeo.
Caramazza, Francesco, Luca Ricci, and Ranil Salgado (2004): ‘International financial
contagion in currency crises’, Journal of International Money and Finance, Vol. 23, pp. 51-70.
Carstens, Agustìn, and Moisés J. Schwartz (1998): ‘Capital Flows and the Financial Crisis in
Mexico’, Journal of Asian Economics, Vol. 9, No. 2, pp. 207-226.
Cerra, Valerie and Sweata Chaman Saxena (2005): Growth Dynamics: The Myth of Economic
Recovery. IMF Working Paper 05/147. Washington, D.C.: International Monetary Fund.
Charlton, Andrew, and Joseph E. Stiglitz (2004): ‘A Development Round of Trade Negotiations?’, in: World Bank, Proceedings from the Annual Bank Conference on Development
Economics 2004. Washington, D.C.: World Bank.
Cinquetti, Carlos A. (2000): ‘The Real Plan: Stabilization and Destabilization’, World
Development, Vol. 28, No. 1, pp. 155-171.
Collins, Susan M. (2005): Comments on “Financial Globalization, Growth and Volatility in
Developing Countries” by Eswar Prasad, Kenneth Rogoff, Shang-Jin Wei and M. Ayhan Kose.
Cambridge, MA: National Bureau of Economic Research, mimeo.
Commission on Human Security (2003): Human Security Now. Protecting and Empowering
People. New York: United Nations.
Cornia, Giovanni Andrea (2004): ‘Trade Liberalization, Foreign Direct Investment and Income
Inequality’, in: Eddy Lee and Marco Vivarelli (eds.), Understanding Globalization,
Employment and Poverty Reduction. Houndmills, Palgrave Macmillan for the ILO, pp. 169208.
Dagdeviren, Hulya, Rolph van der Hoeven, and John Weeks (2002): ‘Poverty Reduction with
Growth and Redistribution’, Development and Change, Vol. 33, No. 3, pp. 383-413.
Damill, Marco, Roberto Frenkel, and Roxana Maurizio (2002): Argentina: A decade of
currency board. An analysis of growth, employment and income distribution. Employment
Paper 2002/42. Geneva: International Labour Office.
Daseking, Christina et al. (2004): Lessons from the Crisis in Argentina. Washington, D.C.:
International Monetary Fund.
de Gregorio, José, Sebastian Edwards, and Rodrigo O. Valdés (2000): ‘Controls on capital
inflows: do they work?’, Journal of Development Economics, Vol. 63, No. 1, pp. 59-83.
Demir, Firat (2004): ‘A Failure Story: Politics and Financial Liberalization in Turkey,
Revisiting the Revolving Door Hypothesis’, World Development, Vol. 32, No. 5, pp. 851-869.
Dhanani, Shafiq and Iyanatul Islam (2004): Indonesian Wage Structure and Trends, 19762000. Geneva: International Labour Office.
Diwan, Ishac (1999): Labor shares and financial crises. Washington, D.C.: World Bank,
mimeo.
Diwan, Ishac (2001): Debt as Sweat: Labour, financial crisis, and the globalization of capital.
Draft as of July 2001. Washington, D.C.: World Bank, mimeo.
Dollar, David (1992): ‘Outward-Oriented Developing Economies Really Do Grow More
Rapidly: Evidence from 95 LDCs, 1976-85’, Economic Development and Cultural Change,
Vol. 40 No. 3, pp. 523-544.
Dwor-Frécaut, Dominique et al. (eds.) (2000): Asian corporate recovery. Findings from firmlevel surveys in five countries. Washington, D.C.: World Bank.
Easterly, William, Roumeen Islam, and Joseph Stiglitz (2001): ‘Shaken and Stirred: Volatility
and Macroeconomic Paradigms for Rich and Poor Countries’, in: World Bank, Annual Bank
Conference on Development Economics 2000. Washington, D.C.: World Bank, pp. 191-212.
Edison, Hali and Carmen M. Reinhart (2001): ‘Stopping hot money’, Journal of Development
Economics, Vol. 66, pp. 533-553.

27

Edison, Hali J., Michael W. Klein, Luca Antonio Ricci, and Torsten Sløk (2004): ‘Capital
Account Liberalization and Economic Performance: Survey and Synthesis’, IMF Staff Papers,
Vol. 51, No. 2, pp. 220-256.
European Commission (2005): Employment in Europe 2005. Brussels: European Commission.
Freeman, Richard B. (2000): Single Peaked Vs. Diversified Capitalism: The Relation Between
Economic Institutions and Outcomes. NBER Working Paper No. 7556. Cambridge, MA:
National Bureau of Economic Research.
Freeman, Richard B. (2003): Responding to Economic Crisis in a Post-Washington Consensus
World: The Role of Labor. Paper presented at the ILO Meeting on Cooperation for Argentina,
January 13-17, revised May 2003. Buenos Aires: International Labour Office, mimeo.
Freeman, Richard B. (2004): ‘Trade Wars: The Exaggerated Impact of Trade in Economic
Debate’, The World Economy, Vol. 27, No. 1, pp.1-23.
Frenkel, Roberto (2004): Real Exchange Rate and Employment in Argentina, Brazil, Chile and
Mexico. Paper presented at the XIX G24 Technical Group Meeting, September 27-28, 2004.
Washington, D.C.: Intergovernmental Group of Twenty-Four.
Gallego, Francisco, Leonardo Hernández, and Klaus Schmidt-Hebbel (1999): Capital Controls
in Chile: Effective? Efficient? Central Bank of Chile Working Papers No. 59. Santiago de
Chile: Central Bank of Chile.
Ghose, Ajit K. (2003): Jobs and Incomes in a Globalizing World. Geneva: International Labour
Office.
Ghose, Ajit K. (2004): Capital flows and investment in developing countries. Employment
Strategy Paper 2004/11. Geneva: International Labour Office.
Gilbert, Christopher L., Gregor Irwin, and David Vines (2001): ‘Capital Account
Convertibility, Poor Developing Countries, and International Financial Architecture’,
Development Policy Review, Vol. 19, No. 1, pp. 121-141.
Giuliano, Paola and Marta Ruiz-Arranz (2005): Remittances, Financial Development, and
Growth. IMF Working Paper 05/234. Washington, D.C., International Monetary Fund.
Goldstein, Itay, and Ady Pauzner (2004): ‘Contagion of Self-Fulfilling Financial Crises due to
diversification of investment portfolios’, Journal of Economic Theory, Vol. 119, No. 1,
pp. 151-183.
Gunther, Jeffery W., Robert R. Moore, and Genie D. Short (1996): ‘Mexican Banks and the
1994 Peso Crisis: The Importance of Initial Conditions’, North American Journal of Economics
& Finance, Vol. 7, No. 2, pp. 125-133.
Hanson, Gordon H. (2001): Should Countries Promote Foreign Direct Investment? G24
Discussion Paper No. 9. New York and Geneva: United Nations Conference on Trade and
Development.
Harrison, Ann and Gordon H. Hanson (1999): ‘Who Gains from Trade Reform? Some
Remaining Puzzles’, Journal of Development Economics, Vol. 59, pp. 125-154.
Harrison, Anne (2002): Has globalization eroded Labor’s Share? Some cross country
evidence. Cambridge, MA: National Bureau of Economic Research, mimeo.
Hertel, Thomas W. and Jeffrey J. Reimer (2004): Predicting the Poverty Impacts of Trade
Reform, Policy Research Working Paper 3444. Washington, DC: World Bank.
Hoekman, Bernard and L. Alan Winters (2005): Trade and Employment: Stylized Facts and
Research Findings, Policy Research Working Paper 3676. Washington, DC: World Bank.
Hutchison, Michael M., and Ilan Noy (2005): ‘Sudden stops and the Mexican wave: Currency
crises, capital flow reversals and output loss in emerging markets’, Journal of Development
Economics, forthcoming.
Ibarra, Carlos A. (1999): ‘Disinflation and the December 1994 Devaluation in Mexico’,
International Review of Applied Economics, Vol. 13, No. 1, pp. 55-69.

28

ILO (2002): Investment in the global economy and decent work. Governing Body Paper GB
285/WPSDG /2. Geneva: International Labour Office
ILO (2004a): Towards a fair deal for migrant workers. International Labour Conference, 92nd
Session 2004, Report VI. Geneva: International Labour Office.
ILO (2004b): Trade, foreign investment and productive employment in developing countries.
Governing Body Paper GB 291/ESP/2. Geneva: International Labour Office
IMF (1993): Balance of Payments Manual, 5th edition. Washington, D.C., International
Monetary Fund.
IMF Independent Evaluation Office (2005): The IMF’s Approach to Capital Account
Liberalization. Washington, D.C.: International Monetary Fund.
Islam, Riswanul et al. (2001): ‘The Economic Crisis: Labor Market Challenges and Policies in
Indonesia’, in: Gordon Betcherman and Rizwanul Islam (eds.), East Asian Labor Markets and
the Economic Crisis. Washington, D.C., and Geneva: World Bank and International Labour
Office, pp. 43-96.
Jomo, Kwame S. (2001): Financial Crisis and Macroeconomic Policy Responses to the 1997-8
Financial Crisis in Malaysia. Paper prepared for the workshop on macroeconomic policies and
employment, Bangkok, December 2001. Bangkok: International Labour Office, mimeo.
Kaminsky, Graciela L., and Carmen M. Reinhart (2000): ‘On crises, contagion, and confusion’,
Journal of International Economics, Vol. 51, pp. 145-168.
Kaminsky, Graciela L., Carmen Reinhart, and Carlos Végh (2004): When it rains, it pours:
Procyclical capital flows and Macro Economic policies. NBER Working Paper No. 10780.
Cambridge, MA: National Bureau of Economic Research.
Kang, Soon-Hie et al. (2001): ‘Korea: Labor Market Outcomes and Policy Responses after the
Crisis’, in: Gordon Betcherman and Rizwanul Islam (eds.), East Asian Labour Markets and the
Economic Crisis. Washington, D.C., and Geneva: World Bank and International Labour Office,
pp. 97-139.
Kaplan, Ethan and Dani Rodrik (2001): Did the Malaysian Capital Controls Work? NBER
Working Paper No. 8142. Cambridge, MA: National Bureau of Economic Research.
Kapsos, Steven (2004): Estimating growth requirements for reducing working poverty: Can the
world halve working poverty by 2015? Employment Strategy Paper 2004/14. Geneva:
International Labour Office.
Kawai, Masahiro et al. (2000): “Financial stabilization and initial restructuring of East Asian
corporations: Approaches, results, and lessons”, in: Charles Adams et al. (eds.): Managing
financial and corporate distress: Lessons from Asia. Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution
Press, pp. 77-136,
Kose, M. Ayhan, Eswar Prasad and Marco Terrones (2003): ‘Financial Integration and
Macroeconomic Volatility’, IMF Staff Papers, Vol. 50, Special Issue, pp. 119-142.
Lall, Sanjaya (2004): ‘The Employment Impact of Globalization in Developing Countries’, in:
Eddy Lee and Marco Vivarelli (eds.), Understanding Globalization, Employment and Poverty
Reduction. Houndmills, Palgrave Macmillan for the ILO, pp. 73-101.
Lee, Eddy (1998): The Asian Financial Crisis. The Challenge for Social Policy. Geneva:
International Labour Office.
Lee, Eddy (2005): Trade Liberalization and Employment. DESA Working Paper No. 5. New
York: United Nations.
Lee, Eddy and Marco Vivarelli (eds.) (2004): Understanding Globalization, Employment and
Poverty Reduction. Houndmills, Palgrave Macmillan for the ILO.
Lee, Kang-kook and Arjun Jayadev (2005): ‘Capital Account Liberalization, Growth and the
Labor Share of Income: Reviewing and Extending the Cross-country Evidence’, in: Gerald
Epstein (ed.), Capital Flight and Capital Controls in Developing Countries. Cheltenham:
Edward Elgar, p. 15-57.

29

Levchenko, Andrei A. (2005): ‘Financial Liberalization and Consumption Volatility in
Developing Countries’, IMF Staff Papers, Vol. 52, No. 2, pp. 237-259.
Londoño, Juan Luis and Miguel Székely (2000): ‘Persistent Poverty and Excess Inequality:
Latin America 1970-1995’, Journal of Applied Economics, Vol. 3, No. 1, pp. 93-134.
Mahmood, Moazam and Gosah Aryah (2001): ‘The Labor Market and Labor Policy in a
Macroeconomic Context: Growth, Crisis, and Competitiveness in Thailand’, in: Gordon
Betcherman and Rizwanul Islam (eds.), East Asian Labour Markets and the Economic Crisis.
Washington, D.C., and Geneva: World Bank and International Labour Office, pp. 245-292.
Mamoon, Dawood and S. Mansoob Murshed (2005): The Education Bias of ‘Trade
Liberalisation’ and Wage Inequality in Developing Countries. The Hague: Institute of Social
Studies, mimeo.
Mansor, Norma et al. (2001): ‘Malaysia: Protecting Workers and Fostering Growth’, in:
Gordon Betcherman and Rizwanul Islam (eds.), East Asian Labor Markets and the Economic
Crisis. Washington, D.C., and Geneva: World Bank and International Labour Office, pp. 141194.
Milanovic, Branko and Lyn Squire (2005): Does Tariff Liberalization Increase Wage
Inequality? Some Empirical Evidence. NBER Working Paper No. 11046. Cambridge, MA:
National Bureau of Economic Research.
Mishkin, Frederic S. (1999): ‘Lessons from the Tequila Crisis’, Journal of Banking & Finance,
Vol. 23, pp. 1521-1533.
Morandé, Felipe G, and Matías Tapia (2002): Exchange Rate Policy in Chile: From the Band
to Floating and Beyond. Central Bank of Chile Working Papers No. 152. Santiago de Chile:
central bank of Chile.
Mundell, R. A. (1963): ‘Capital Mobility and Stabilization Policy under Fixed and Flexible
Exchange Rates’, Canadian Journal of Economics and Political Science, Vol. 29, No. 4, pp.
475-485.
Obstfeld, Maurice, Jay C. Shambaugh, and Alan M. Taylor (2004): The Trilemma in History:
Tradeoffs among Exchange Rates, Monetary Policies, and Capital Mobility. NBER Working
Paper No. 10396. Cambridge, MA: National Bureau of Economic Research.
Ocampo, José Antonio and Lance Taylor (1998), ‘Trade liberalisation in developing
economies: Modest benefits but problems with productivity growth, macro prices and income
distribution’, Economic Journal, Vol. 108, pp. 1523-1546.
Pavcnik, Nina, Andreas Blom, Pinelopi Goldberg and Norbert Schady (2002): Trade
Liberalization and Labor Market Adjustment in Brazil, Policy Research Working Paper 2982.
Washington DC: World Bank.
Perry, Guillermo and Marcelo Olarreaga (2006): Trade Liberalization, Inequality and Poverty
Reduction in Latin America. Paper presented at ABCDE, St. Petersburg.
Perry, Guillermo et al. (2006): Poverty reduction and growth: virtuous and vicious cycles.
Washington, DC: World Bank.
Prasad, Eswar, Kenneth Rogoff, Shang-Jin Wei, and M. Ayhan Kose (2003): Effects of
Financial Globalization on Developing Countries: Some Empirical Evidence. Washington,
D.C.: International Monetary Fund, mimeo.
Prasad, Eswar, Kenneth Rogoff, Shang-Jin Wei, and M. Ayhan Kose (2004): Financial
Globalization, Growth and Volatility in Developing Countries. NBER Working Paper
No. 10942. Cambridge, MA: National Bureau of Economic Research.
Prasad, Eswar, Thomas Rumbaugh, and Qing Wang (2005): Putting the Cart Before the
Horse? Capital Account Liberalization and Exchange Rate Flexibility in China. IMF Policy
Discussion Paper No. 05/1. Washington, D.C.: International Monetary Fund.
Ratha, Dilip (2003): ‘Workers’ Remittances: An Important and Stable Source of External
Development Finance’, in: World Bank, Global Development Finance 2003, Striving for

30

Stability in Development Finance, Part I (Analysis and Statistical Appendix). Washington,
D.C.: World Bank, pp. 157-175.
Robertson, Raymond (2000): “Trade Liberalisation and Wage Inequality: Lessons from the
Mexican Experience”, World Economy, Vol. 23, No. 6, pp. 827-49.
Rodriguez, Francisco and Dani Rodrik (1999): Trade Policy and Economic Growth: A
Skeptic’s Guide to the Cross-national Evidence. NBER Working Paper No. 7081. Cambridge,
MA: National Bureau of Economic Research.
Rodrik, Dani (1998): ‘Who Needs Capital-Account Convertibility?’, Princeton Essays in
International Finance, Vol. 207, pp. 55-65.
Rodrik, Dani (2003): Growth Strategies. NBER Working Paper No. 10050. Cambridge, MA:
National Bureau of Economic Research.
Sachs, Jeffrey, and Andrew Warner (1995): ‘Economic Reform and the Process of Global
Integration’, Brookings Papers on Economic Activity, No. 1, pp. 1-118.
Shorrocks, Anthony and Rolph van der Hoeven (2004): ‘Introduction’, in Anthony Shorrocks
and Rolph van der Hoeven (eds.), Growth, Inequality, and Poverty. Prospects for Pro-Poor
Development. UNU-WIDER Studies in Development Economics. Oxford, Oxford University
Press, pp. 1-12.
Singh, A. (2003): ‘Capital Account Liberalization, Free Long-Term Capital Flows, Financial
Crisis and Development’, Eastern Economic Journal, Vol. 29, No. 2, pp. 191-216.
Solimano, Andrés, and Larraín, Guillermo (2002): From Economic Miracle to Sluggish
Performance: Employment, Unemployment and Growth in the Chilean Economy. Paper
prepared for the ILO multidisciplinary Team Santiago de Chile. Santiago de Chile,
International Labour Office, mimeo.
Stiglitz, J. (2000): ‘Capital Market Liberalization, Economic Growth, and Instability’, World
Development, Vol. 28, No. 6, pp. 1075-1086.
Tokman, Víctor E. (2003): ‘Towards an integrated vision for dealing with instability and risk’,
CEPAL Review, Vol. 81, pp. 79-98.
Tornell, Aaron, Frank Westermann, and Lorenza Martínez (2003) ‘Liberalization, growth, and
Financial Crises: Lessons from Mexico and the Developing World’, Brookings Papers on
Economic Activity, No. 2, pp. 1-112.
UNCTAD (2001): Trade and Development Report 2001. Geneva and New York: United
Nations Conference on Trade and Development.
UNCTAD (2003): Management of Capital Flows: Comparative Experiences and Implications
for Africa. Geneva and New York: United Nations Conference on Trade and Development.
United Nations (2005): Report on the World Social Situation 2005: The Inequality
Predicament. New York: United Nations.
van der Hoeven, Rolph and Lance Taylor (eds.) (2000): ‘Special Section on Structural
Adjustment and the Labour Market’, Journal of Development Studies, Vol. 36, No. 4, pp. 57181
van der Hoeven, Rolph, and Catherine Saget (2004): ‘Labour Market Institutions and Income
Inequality: What are the New Insights after the Washington Consensus?’, in: Giovanni Andrea
Cornia (ed.), Inequality, Growth, and Poverty in an Era of Liberalization and Globalization.
WIDER Studies in Development Economics. Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp. 197-220.
van Doorn, Judith (2002): ‘Migration, Remittances and Development’, Labour Education, No.
129, pp. 48-53.
van Rijckeghem, Caroline, and Beatrice Weder (2001): ‘Sources of contagion: is it finance or
trade?’, Journal of International Economics, Vol. 54, pp. 293-308.

31

Weller, Christian W. (2001): ‘Financial Crises After Financial Liberalisation: Exceptional
Circumstances or Structural Weakness?’, Journal of Development Studies, Vol. 38, No. 1,
pp. 98-127.
Winters, L. Alan (2004): ‘Trade Liberalisation and Economic Performance: An Overview’,
Economic Journal, Vol. 114, Issue 493, pp. F4-F21.
Wood, Adrian (1994): North-South Trade, Employment and Inequality. Oxford, Clarendon
Press.
World Bank (2005a) Global Economic Prospects 2006: Economic Implications of Remittances
and Migration. Washington, DC, World Bank,
World Bank (2005b): Economic Growth in the 1990s. Learning from a Decade of Economic
Reform. Washington, D.C.: World Bank.
World Commission on the Social Dimension of Globalization (2004): A Fair Globalization:
Creating Opportunities for All. Geneva: International Labour Office.

Data Sources
ILO (2005): Key Indicators of the Labour Market, 4th edition. Geneva: International Labour
Office.
IMF (2004): Balance of Payments Statistics Yearbook. Washington, D.C.: International
Monetary Fund.
UNCTAD (2004a): Handbook of Statistics 2004 on CD-Rom. Geneva and New York: United
Nations Conference on Trade and Development.
UNCTAD (2004b): World Investment Report 2004. Geneva and New York: United Nations
Conference on Trade and Development.
World Bank (2005a) World Development Indicators 2005 on CD-Rom. Washington, D.C.:
World Bank.
World Bank (2005b): Global Development Finance 2005, online database. Washington, D.C.:
World Bank.

32

Statistical Annex
Annex Graph 1: Countries with Capital Controls, 1980-2001 (in % of total IMF membership)

Source: IMF Independent Evaluation Office (2005). Based on a one (controlled) or zero (not controlled) classification (covering all
capital account transactions), as provided by the AREAER. There was a definitional change from 1997 to 1998.

Annex Graph 2: National Regulatory Changes towards FDI, 1991-2003
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Source: UNCTAD, World Investment Report 2004, p. 8.

Annex Graph 3: FDI Inflows by Economic Grouping, 1980-2003 (in billion current US$)
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* Identified according to their total FDI inflows during the 1990s; they are: China, Brazil, Mexico, China (Hong Kong
SAR), Singapore, Argentina, Malaysia, Bermuda, Chile, Thailand, Rep. of Korea and Venezuela.
Source: UNCTAD Handbook of Statistics 2004 on CD-Rom.
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Annex Table 1: Gross Private Capital Flows, 1977-2003 (in % of GDP)

World
High income
Low & middle income
Middle income
Low income
East Asia & Pacific
Europe & Central Asia
Latin America & Caribbean
Middle East & North Africa
South Asia
Sub-Saharan Africa

1977-79 1980-84 1985-89 1990-94 1995-99 2000
6.3
7.7
9.3
11.2
18.6
28.6
6.4
7.9
10.1
11.8
20.5
32.6
6.7
5.3
7.9
10.6
11.2
5.7
6.8
7.8
5.9
8.6
11.3
12.2
2.1
2.7
4.3
5.6
4.7
1.7
..
..
3.8
8.1
11.0
13.9
4.0
2.5
..
..
11.9
14.5
7.1
9.4
7.2
9.2
11.8
10.8
8.1
9.6
6.3
10.7
7.4
7.5
0.4
0.6
1.2
2.9
3.8
3.4
2.8
4.2
6.1
6.9
13.7
11.8

2001
23.5
26.4
11.1
12.2
4.2
11.4
13.2
12.6
7.3
3.0
16.5

2002
21.0
23.2
11.2
12.3
4.6
10.2
14.1
13.7
10.2
3.4
10.7

2003
24.2
26.6
12.8
13.2
..
14.5
16.5
9.9
12.6
..
6.7

Source: World Bank, World Development Indicators 2005 on CD-Rom (Washington, DC, 2005).
Note: Gross Private Capital Flows are defined as “the sum of the absolute values of direct, portfolio, and other investment inflows and outflows
recorded in the balance of payments financial account, excluding changes in the assets and liabilities of monetary authorities and general government” (ibid.). Figures for the periods from 1997 to 1999 are arithmetic averages.

Annex Table 2: Gross Fixed Capital Formation, 1977-2003 (in % of GDP)

World
High income
Low & middle income
Middle income
Low income
East Asia & Pacific
Europe & Central Asia
Latin America & Caribbean
Middle East & North Africa
South Asia
Sub-Saharan Africa

1977-79 1980-84 1985-89 1990-94 1995-99 2000
24.0
22.9
22.2
21.8
21.7
22.0
23.9
22.9
22.2
21.5
21.2
21.6
24.3
23.2
22.7
23.2
23.6
23.4
24.0
23.3
23.7
24.0
23.7
25.3
18.2
18.3
19.3
20.3
21.1
20.9
27.8
28.0
28.1
31.4
32.9
32.5
..
..
..
22.3
21.8
21.1
20.6
19.5
19.0
19.4
19.7
22.9
28.8
25.4
21.9
21.3
20.8
20.5
18.9
20.6
21.4
21.7
21.6
17.5
24.6
21.6
17.7
17.4
17.7
16.8

2001
21.4
21.0
23.3
23.6
21.3
33.4
20.5
18.9
20.5
21.4
17.5

2002
20.6
20.0
23.1
23.4
21.7
34.9
19.6
17.6
20.5
21.7
17.9

2003
..
..
23.9
24.2
21.9
37.8
19.5
17.3
21.0
21.9
18.1

Source: World Bank, World Development Indicators 2005 on CD-Rom (Washington, DC, 2005).
Note: Gross Fixed Capital Formation is defined to include “land improvements (fences, ditches, drains, and so on); plant, machinery, and equipment
purchases; and the construction of roads, railways, and the like, including schools, offices, hospitals, private residential dwellings, and commercial
and industrial buildings. According to the 1993 SNA, net acquisitions of valuables are also considered capital formation” (ibid.). Figures for the
periods from 1997 to 1999 are arithmetic averages.

Annex Table 3: Net Private Capital Flows to Low and Middle Income Countries, 1975-2003 (in billion current US$)

Low & middle income
Middle income
Low income
East Asia & Pacific
Europe & Central Asia
Latin America & Caribbean
Middle East & North Africa
South Asia
Sub-Saharan Africa

1975-79 1980-84 1985-89 1990-94 1995-99 2000
33.6
47.6
30.6
102.2
235.5 186.0
30.5
41.9
24.6
94.2
221.0 170.9
3.1
5.7
6.1
8.0
14.4
15.1
3.7
8.4
9.8
42.2
69.0
35.9
3.3
5.5
5.0
12.6
41.5
42.0
18.9
25.5
5.9
38.2
102.9
82.7
4.5
2.8
4.1
2.2
3.3
5.3
0.1
1.7
3.7
4.7
6.9
9.7
3.2
3.8
2.2
2.3
11.8
10.4

2001
174.3
160.8
13.5
36.6
37.7
71.3
9.4
5.2
14.0

2002
160.3
146.3
14.0
47.1
55.4
35.6
8.1
6.5
7.6

2003
199.4
177.9
21.5
62.0
67.1
41.1
4.8
11.1
13.2

Source: World Bank, World Development Indicators 2005 on CD-Rom (Washington, DC, 2005); data for high-income countries as a group are not
available.
Note: Net Private Capital Flows are defined to “consist of private debt and nondebt flows. Private debt flows include commercial bank lending, bonds,
and other private credits; nondebt private flows are foreign direct investment and portfolio equity investment. Data are in current U.S. dollars” (ibid.).
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Annex Table 4: International Reserve Holdings by Low and Middle Income Countries, 1977-2004 (in % of GNI)

Low & middle income
Middle income
Low income
East Asia & Pacific
excl. China
China
Europe & Central Asia
Latin America & Caribbean
Middle East & North Africa
South Asia
Sub-Saharan Africa

1977-79 1980-84 1985-89 1990-94 1995-99 2000
5.9
5.0
4.5
7.0
11.1
12.5
5.6
4.4
3.5
4.6
7.2
9.2
6.0
5.1
4.7
7.4
11.7
13.1
7.8
8.3
11.9
16.3
18.4
6.4
10.1
8.4
10.4
15.1
18.8
23.5
3.5
7.2
6.8
9.1
15.0
16.1
..
..
..
..
10.2
13.7
8.2
6.6
6.2
7.2
8.9
8.4
21.3
11.1
5.8
11.9
14.0
13.8
6.1
4.7
3.8
4.7
6.7
7.9
6.2
5.1
4.5
5.7
8.6
12.1

2001
13.7
10.3
14.3
20.6
24.4
19.0
14.3
8.8
15.2
9.3
12.2

2002
16.6
13.1
17.2
23.9
24.4
23.7
16.6
10.1
19.1
13.2
12.4

2003
19.3
15.2
20.1
28.3
25.2
29.5
18.2
12.1
22.6
16.1
10.4

2004
21.5
..
..
34.0
..
..
18.8
12.0
23.9
17.4
11.8

Source: World Bank, Global Development Finance 2005, online database (Washington, DC, 2005); based on series ‘International Reserves (US$)’
and ‘Gross National Income (US$)’.
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