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Introduction and Objectives

This book focuses on inclusive, sustainable structural transformation
and its ﬁnancing mechanisms because conventional development aid
is inadequate to address the bottlenecks to growth in many developing
and emerging market economies, including those in sub-Saharan
Africa. In the next few decades, the development community and
governments are going to focus on achieving the Sustainable
Development Goals in 2030 and combating climate change as speciﬁed in COP21 objectives, both requiring huge amounts of resources.
So, we need to go well beyond aid and purposefully combine aid, trade,
and investment, using all ﬁnancial instruments available and introducing new and innovative ones to meet the challenges of eliminating
poverty and transforming industrial structures toward green and emission-reducing development. These tasks are daunting.
Aid, Trade, and Investment for Broader Development Goals
In today’s increasingly dynamic, multipolar, and yet interdependent
world, a new set of broader deﬁnitions of development ﬁnance – if
applied – would improve the transparency, accountability, and selectivity of development partners. It would also encourage sovereign
wealth funds and foreign direct investors, among others, to invest
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more effectively in developing countries and to support global and
regional public goods. Indeed, that is what we do in going beyond aid.
We offer multiple and more inclusive deﬁnitions than suggested by,
say, the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development’s
Development Assistance Committee (OECD–DAC) (Lin and Wang
2014).1 We also present future options and prospects for global
governance.
Brazil, China, India, and other emerging economies provide not
only new ideas, experiences, growth opportunities, and tacit knowledge but also ﬁnancing for development. In the new multipolar
world, BRICS countries, including China, are experiencing industrial diversiﬁcation and upgrading, relocating their “comparative
advantage–losing” industries to lower income countries and creating
millions of jobs there. As newcomers, they are continuing to learn
how to become better development partners and be more responsible
stakeholders in global affairs. China in particular is also making
a transition from a largely bilateral approach in development cooperation to supporting a multilateral system of cooperation.
Against a background of a plethora of recent initiatives – including
the Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank (AIIB), the New
Development Bank (formerly the BRICS Bank), the ChinaAfrica Development Fund, the Silk Road Fund, and the South-South
Development Fund – we hope this book will provide a framework for
analysis and discussion to guide policies and practices for South-South
Development Cooperation (SSDC). That framework combines aid,
trade, and investment to achieve broader development goals such as
employment generation and sustainable welfare improvement.
Why Go Beyond Aid?
According to the OECD deﬁnition, Ofﬁcial Development
Assistance (ODA) includes grants and concessional loans (with
a grant element of at least 25 percent) provided by governments
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and used for development.2 The basic idea is that ODA must be
concessional. Export credits do not count. Infrastructure loans, if not
concessional enough, do not count. This deﬁnition, subject to strong
criticism, has recently been revised (OECD–DAC 2014a). In our
view, even the revised OECD–DAC deﬁnition is too restrictive.
Economic development is the main purpose of ODA, yet some of
the more effective means of facilitating development, such as export
credits and large but less concessional infrastructure investments, are
excluded from the OECD–DAC deﬁnition. So this book goes
beyond aid with a broader concept including trade, aid, and investment for development objectives, as long as those activities contribute to improving recipients’ well-being.
One reason is that the main players in international development
ﬁnance now include countries that are both recipients and contributors
of such ﬁnancing. As elaborated in the New Structural Economics,3
the most effective and sustainable way for a low-income country to
develop is to jump-start the process of structural transformation by
developing sectors in which it has latent comparative advantages.4
The government could intervene to reduce transaction costs for
those sectors by, say, creating special economic zones or industrial
parks with good infrastructure and an attractive business environment. If a developing country adopts this approach, it can immediately grow dynamically and launch a virtuous circle of job generation
and poverty reduction, even though its national infrastructure and
business environment may be poor.
We therefore propose a model of “joint learning and concerted
transformation” where all development partners are learners on an
equal footing, but are learning at different speeds. Learners at different
stages of development can choose different learning partners (or “teammates”) according to their own comparative advantages, “instruments
of interaction,”5 and degrees of complementarity. There is a freedom of
selecting partners, development strategies as well as sequencing and
priorities.6 One learner could have multiple partners – upstream or
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downstream, North or South – each playing a mutually beneﬁcial
complementary role. Another analogy is that emerging and developing
countries are at various stages of climbing the same mountain of
structural transformation. In a globalized world, no one can climb
that mountain without learning from and helping each other every
step of the way.7
Brazil, China, India, and other emerging market economies – somewhat ahead in structural transformation – have many such instruments and high complementarities. For example, with a revealed
comparative advantage in 45 of 97 subsectors, 8 and demonstrated
capacities in building large infrastructure projects such as roads, ports,
rail networks, and hydropower systems, China is in a position to
provide ideas, tacit knowledge,9 and help releasing the “bottlenecks”
that prevent many developing countries from capturing the opportunities in structural transformation. And with labor costs rising steeply
in China and other emerging economies, low-income countries can
beneﬁt from attracting labor-intensive enterprises that are relocating
to places with lower labor costs (Lin 2012c; Lin and Wang 2014).
Importantly, our model is market-based one, based on “exchanging
what I have with what you have,” signifying mutual exchange on an
equal footing. Following comparative advantages in trade and cooperation, both sides can gain from this trade, as we learn from Adam Smith.
This could potentially align the interests of all partners – North or
South, rich or not so rich, multilateral or bilateral – working together to
try to reach “multiple win” solutions (Lin and Wang 2015).
A second reason this book goes beyond aid is that traditional
development aid from the advanced countries has not been effective
for poverty reduction, primarily because it was not used for structural
transformation. If that traditional aid had been directed to augmenting the resources under the command of governments to ease the
bottlenecks to growth in sectors with latent comparative advantages,
it would have been better at reducing poverty and achieving inclusive and sustainable development in low-income countries.
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Examples include improving infrastructure for special economic
zones and building roads to ports.
In the past 30 years, China achieved the most rapid economic
growth and poverty reduction – it alone accounted for most of the
decline in extreme poverty over the past three decades. Between
1981 and 2011, 753 million people in China moved above the $1.90a-day threshold. During the same time, the developing world as
a whole saw a reduction in poverty of 1.1 billion (World Bank
2016).10 Developing countries are looking at China’s experience to
see what has worked and how effective these policies are.
To end absolute poverty by 2030, international aid must be used in
the context of other resources such as non-concessional loans, direct
investment, and government spending (Development Initiatives 2013).
Where aid is more effective – as in the Republic of Korea, China,
Vietnam, and India – it has been used together with trade, foreign
direct investment, commercial loans for infrastructure, bond and equity
investments, and concessional or non-concessional export credit.
Indeed, separating aid from trade and investment goes against market
orientation.
A third reason is that South-South Development Cooperation
would be most effective for poverty reduction in a poor country if it
created a home-grown or local (not national) enabling environment
for dynamic structural transformation in an economy characterized
by poor infrastructure and distorted institutional environment. This
solution to promote industrial clustering and agglomeration is more
effective in low-income countries.11
A dynamically growing developing country is in the best position
to help a poor country to jump-start dynamic structural transformation and poverty reduction: It can share its experience of building
a localized enabling environment in special economic zones or
industrial parks, and it can relocate its labor-intensive light manufacturing industries to the poor country in a “ﬂying geese pattern”
(Lin 2012c).
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This book shows that South-South Development Cooperation
from China and other emerging market economies is more likely to
bring “quick wins” in poverty reduction and inclusive, sustainable
growth. These economies, and especially China, have comparative
advantages in infrastructure sectors, including construction material industries and civil engineering, fostered through grants, loans,
and other ﬁnancial arrangements, in a win-win for both sides.
These economies, again China particularly, are relocating their
light manufacturing, export-processing industries to low-income
countries – industries in which the low-income countries have
a latent comparative advantage. History suggests that any lowincome country that can capture these relocating light manufacturing industries can have dynamic growth for several decades as it
becomes a middle-income or even a high-income country.
The book also shows that Brazil, China, India, and other emerging
market economies will, as newcomers, continue to learn to become
better development partners and more responsible stakeholders in
global affairs. “One cannot learn how to swim without jumping into
the sea,” as the Chinese proverb says. The new development banks
and funds are steps in such a learning process.
Sometimes, emerging market economies need to be helped by
other partners on social and environmental standards, safeguards,
and risk management. Here, the international development community, nongovernmental organizations, and civil society come into
play. All partners, in different positions in the development process,
need to keep an open mind on South–North or trilateral cooperation, to ensure that it promotes “modern multilateralism.”
In a multipolar world, the emergence of new multilateral development institutions is inevitable and brings new momentum, energy,
and competition to the development arena.
This short book does not attempt to cover all areas of foreign aid,
nor does it present a comprehensive development framework, as
foreign aid is closely related to the foreign policy of a country and
wider issues of political economy. The book does not examine
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humanitarian aid, since that is guided by principles different from
those of development aid and cooperation, nor is it an overview of
China’s foreign aid.12 Instead, it studies the economics of development aid and cooperation from the angle of structural transformation, since ODA as currently deﬁned and applied is ineffective for
structural transformation (Chapter 3). It is time for the international
development community to move on to new deﬁnitions that are
broad enough to include multiple forms of SSDC, to facilitate
triangular learning and cooperation, and to support low-income
countries in capturing their windows of opportunity.
The Start of a New Era in 2015
The global development process seems to have reached a turning
point. Never before did the balance of power shift as much as
in March 2015, when 57 countries, including the United
Kingdom, Germany, France, Italy, and many other European states
became the founding members of the AIIB. More than 30 countries
are waiting to join in 2016.
In our view, this shift represents a new era of globalization
where southern countries are playing an increasingly important
role. It also signiﬁes a major change in China’s development
cooperation from bilateralism to multilateralism, as it deepens
South-South and trilateral cooperation. Having experienced
many frustrations in reforming the current multilateral development organizations, China is taking a greater leadership role in
global development – forming multilateral ﬁnancial bodies to
reﬂect its development ideas, experience, and tacit knowledge.
Building on many years of successful development, China is conﬁdent of the positive impact it can have on global development.
Nearly eight years after the global ﬁnancial crisis broke, recovery is
still anemic despite years of zero interest rates. The International
Monetary Fund (IMF) adjusted downward the growth rates of all
industrial countries in April 2016. Monolithic explanations of
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international development seem to fail in describing today’s multipolar world. Some world-renowned economists are discussing the
possible “secular stagnation” of industrial countries.13 Having lost
conﬁdence in the Washington Consensus14 in the great recession,
developing countries are increasingly looking to the East for experiences and ideas – for what has worked, why, and how.
China, based on its thousands of years of uninterrupted civilization and its recent 36 years of economic success, proposes a grand
vision: “The Silk Road Economic Belt and the 21st Century
Maritime Silk Road” (One Belt, One Road). It focuses on connectivity, infrastructure development, and structural transformation,
with the AIIB and the Silk Road Fund as two of its funding mechanisms. This vision and new proposals by Chinese President Xi Jinping
in September 2013 have won the hearts and minds of some developing and industrial countries, in Asia and beyond.
What is the rationale behind One Belt, One Road? We believe,
ﬁrst, that the vision reﬂects not only strong demand from countries
overcoming infrastructure bottlenecks and improving connectivity,
but also China’s own key ideas and experiences for economic development. Building infrastructure sooner rather than later could facilitate trade at lower cost (Chapter 5). And building bottleneckreleasing infrastructure as a countercyclical measure could boost
aggregate demand and long-term productivity. China has used expansionary monetary, ﬁscal, and investment policy to overcome contractionary pressures during two crises – 1998 (in Asia) and 2008–2009
(globally). The International Monetary Fund (IMF), after resisting for
many years, has ﬁnally accepted the idea of building infrastructure as
a countercyclical measure in a low interest rate environment,15 and
even recommends it (IMF 2014; See also Chapter 3, this volume).
We also believe that One Belt, One Road makes concrete the
desires of Chinese leaders for “peaceful coexistence with differences”
and commitments for providing global public goods, peace, security,
and sustainability. China has provided development cooperation
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since the 1950s, when its per capita income was only one-third of
Africa’s. It has followed a revived Chinese value system of ren and yi
(仁，义), which has rich meanings of several layers. One layer
implies that “one wishing to be successful oneself seeks to help
others to be successful; and one wishing to develop oneself seeks to
help others to develop” (“己欲立而立人，己欲达而达人”).
Another layer implies that “one should not impose on others
what oneself does not desire” (“己所不欲,勿施于人”).
These values were reﬂected in the Bandung principles of mutual
respect and reciprocal non-interference, agreed at Bandung Conference
in 1955, and they have been consistently implemented by China’s
foreign aid policy in the last 60 years. They will be modernized and
strengthened by the current generation of leaders, as shown by the
recent commitments to support global public goods and tackle climate
change. “China now has its basic interest and responsibility in the
systemic functioning of global development ﬁnancing,” as Xu and
Carey (2015a) observed. As Chinese President Xi said in his interview
in the Washington Post published on February 12, 2012, “The vast
Paciﬁc Ocean has ample space for China and the United States.”
In the same vein, our view is that the vast oceans are large enough to
allow many developing nations to emerge peacefully – and that China’s
rise is conducive to world development and peace.
On the economic front, some of the considerations that motivated
us to write this book are that
• Emerging and developing countries now account for more than
57 percent of global GDP; the advanced industrial countries
account for less than 43 percent (Figure 1.1).
• In the 1990s, developing countries accounted for about a ﬁfth of
global growth. Today, emerging and developing countries
account for two-thirds of global growth and are driving the global
economy. China alone accounts for more than 30 percent of
global growth. Given its economic size, 6.5 to 7 percent annual
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Figure 1.1 Advanced and emerging and developing economies,
2004 and 2015
Source: IMF 2015.
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Figure 1.2 Contributions to world GDP growth, 1980–2015
Source: Based on IMF WEO data, with GDP growth at constant prices, and
GDP based on purchasing power parity (PPP) as the weight, accessed
September 7, 2015.

growth in China produces one-fourth to one-third of global
growth (Figure 1.2).
• Over past 10 years, emerging economies have become major sources
of international development ﬁnance, infrastructure investment,
and outward foreign direct investment. The IMF ﬁnds, “In recent
years, China has become the largest single trading partner for Africa
and a key investor and provider of aid,” and “a 1 percentage point
increase in China’s real domestic ﬁxed asset investment growth has
tended to increase sub-Saharan Africa’s export growth rate on
average by 0.6 percentage point” (IMF 2013, p. 5).
• China has become the largest ﬁnancier of Africa’s infrastructure,
accounting for around one-third of total ﬁnancing (Chen 2013;
Baker & McKenzie 2015). Chinese banks have provided around
US$132 billion in ﬁnancing to Africa and Latin American countries
since 2003 (Braütigam and Gallagher 2014; Braütigam 2016;
Gallagher 2016).
• China’s outward non-ﬁnancial direct investment has risen from
a few million dollars in the 1990s to US$118 billion in 2015 and
$89 billion in the ﬁrst half of 2016 (MOFCOM 2016).16 Much of
it is in economic infrastructure and manufacturing.
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What Was Missing in the Previous Era? And How to Respond?
We are all beneﬁciaries of learning from the economic literature and
international experiences in development. With the beneﬁt of hindsight and standing on the “shoulders of giants,” we examine the
literature of international aid and aid effectiveness (which is newer
than that on the economics of development). Such literature seems,
however, to have focused on established donors’ behaviors: who
provides aid, donor objectives and motivations, the conditions for
aid, and aid effectiveness. Very little economic work has been done
on the conceptual and theoretical foundations of development
ﬁnance provided by emerging economies from the “Global South.”
The extensive recent literature on aid effectiveness includes Boone
(1996); Burnside and Dollar (2000); Easterly et al. (2003); Easterly
(2003, 2006, 2013); Collier (2007), Collier and Hoefﬂer (2004); Rajan
and Subramanian (2008); Roodman (2007); Arndt et al. (2010); Moyo
(2009); Deaton (2013); and Edwards (2014a and 2014b). One group of
studies, addressing the issue of absorption and capital ﬂight, asks,
“Where did all the aid go?”17 Only a few authors have focused on the
institutional economics of aid (such as Martens et al. 2002), and more
recently on the sectoral allocation of foreign aid, growth, and employment (Akramov 201218; Van der Hoeven 201219).
Martens et al. (2002) highlighted the “principal-agent” problems in
the “donor-recipient” relationship and found that “the nature of foreign
aid – with a broken information feedback loop . . . put a number of
inherent constraints on the performance of foreign aid programs. All
these constraints are due to imperfect information ﬂows in the aid
delivery process” (p. 30). They quoted Streeten’s famous question on
aid with conditionality: “Why would a donor pay a recipient to do
something that is anyway in his own interest? And if it is not in his
own interest, why would the recipient do it anyway?” (Martens et al.
2002, p.9). Their study pointed squarely to one of the basic dilemmas in
modern ODA – the nonaligned incentives between donors and
recipients.20

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. IP address: 3.227.235.220, on 15 Sep 2019 at 12:45:30, subject to the Cambridge Core
terms of use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316597354.002

Introduction and Objectives • 13

Indeed, the imperfect information and the agency problem in
aid with conditionality are under-researched. The role of the
IMF and World Bank as “enforcers” of the global rules of
development has been called into question by many authors.
The IMF’s Independent Evaluation Ofﬁce (IEO) admits that the
IMF made several mistakes during the Asian ﬁnancial crisis in
1997–1998, causing unnecessary pain. “Full capital account liberalization may not be an appropriate goal for all countries at all
times, and that under certain circumstances capital ﬂow management measures can have a place in the macroeconomic policy
toolkit” (IEO 2007, 2015). After the release of a staff paper on
capital control (Ostry et al. 2010), Rodrik called the paper “a
stunning reversal – as close as an institution can come to
recanting without saying, ‘Sorry, we messed up’” (Rodrik 2010).
In the face of rising international ﬁnancing ﬂows to developing
countries, including Africa, we believe that some elements of the
current theoretical framework may be out of date. Consider three
examples.
• The IMF-World Bank debt sustainability framework (DSF) may
be overly constraining for low-income countries because it does
not take into account the dynamic impact of large infrastructure
investment on long-term growth (Chapter 3).
• The World Bank’s cost-beneﬁt analysis on road projects has
sometimes “forgotten” the important element of land price factors
when considering the need for building a highway now, as
opposed to 10 years later (Chapter 5).
• The World Bank’s publication on “Long Term Finance,”(World
Bank 2015) has missed an opportunity to summarize the experiences of East Asian countries, such as Singapore, the Republic of
Korea, and China, which have successfully raised funds for longterm infrastructure ﬁnancing through market instruments, state
development banks, and sovereign wealth funds (Chapter 3).
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And so it is high time for the IMF and the World Bank to “open up
their kitchens” and welcome different development theories and ideas
from the East as ingredients in their policy recommendations. Indeed,
the dominant development paradigm seems to be changing: The IMF
has started to rethink the “neoliberal agenda” that it had been pushing. A report by its research department points out, “instead of
delivering growth, some neoliberal policies have increased inequality,
in turn jeopardizing durable expansion.” After capital account liberalization, “Although growth beneﬁts are uncertain, costs in terms of
increased economic volatility and crisis frequency seem more evident.” (Ostry et al. 2016, p. 39). We think that democratization in
development thinking is needed. Several different paradigms could
coexist, and developing countries could select from the menu, based
on their own developmental needs (Lin and Rosenblatt 2012).
From the angle of joint learning and concerted transformation, we
argue that SSDC is more effective since these southern countries are at
similar stages of structural transformation, closer together on the development path, and have similar human and institutional constraints.
If they start to learn from and help each other, they would start on
a more or less equal footing. They must use whatever they have and do
“what they can potentially do well” – that is, develop their latent
comparative advantages. Such joint learning and concerted transformation can align incentives and alleviate the principal-agent problems,
the broken feedback loop, and the gaming behaviors in the aid with
conditionality model (Chapters 4, 5, and 6). In Chapter 7 we discuss
the new ways to overcome existing issues with South-South
Development Cooperation, by using the advantage of backwardness,
by targeting the sectors where an economy has latent comparative
advantages,21 and by encouraging clustering and agglomeration via
establishing special economic zones or green industrial parks, to reach
quick wins. Chapter 8 discusses the prospects for development ﬁnance.

***
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This book should interest policymakers in government, aid agencies,
academics, students, international development banks such as the
World Bank Group and IMF, regional development banks (including
the new banks and funds), sovereign wealth funds, public pension
funds, nongovernmental organizations, civil society organizations, and
private sector investors.
We hope to contribute to the debate on international aid and
development cooperation, to bring fresh ideas based on experiences
from countries with successful structural transformation, to deepen the
understanding of alternative views from emerging market economies, to
play some small part in helping establish inclusive mechanisms for aid
and cooperation, and ultimately to reduce poverty and sustain development in the post-2015 era.
Notes
1. According to the OECD deﬁnition, ODA includes grants or loans that are
(i) undertaken by the ofﬁcial sector; (ii) with promotion of economic development and welfare as the main objective; and (iii) “is concessional in character
and conveys a grant element of at least 25 percent (calculated at a discount rate
of 10 percent).” See www.oecd.org/dac/stats/ofﬁcialdevelopmentassistancedeﬁ
nitionandcoverage.htm.
2. Under the OECD-DAC deﬁnition, ODA must include grants and concessional
loans to eligible recipients for the promotion of economic development and
welfare from an ofﬁcial source (government or multilateral organization) to a set
of developing countries agreed to by the Development Assistance Committee
(DAC) of the OECD.
3. New Structural Economics proposes the use of neoclassical approach to study the
determinants of economic structure and its evolution in the process of a country’s
economic development. Its main hypothesis is that the economic structure,
including technology and industry as well as hard and soft infrastructure, is
endogenous to endowment structure, which is given at any speciﬁc time and
changeable over time. It argues that following comparative advantage (determined by the endowment structure) to develop industries is the best way to
become competitive, generate economic surpluses, encourage savings, upgrade
the endowment structure, and sustain industrial upgrading, income growth, and
poverty reduction. It also argues that a competitive market is necessary for
developing industries according to a country’s comparative advantages and
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4.

5.

6.

7.
8.
9.

10.
11.

12.
13.

14.

a facilitating state is necessary for improving hard and soft infrastructure required
for industrial upgrading (Lin 2010, 2011d).
That is, the country has the lowest factor costs of production in the world, but
it is not competitive due to high transaction costs stemming from poor infrastructure and a weak business environment.
We include conventional ﬁnancial instruments, medical teams, and technical
assistance, but also innovative mechanisms such as preferential export buyer’s
credit, agricultural technology demonstration centers, and resource-ﬁnanced
infrastructure.
The emergence of new and emerging ﬁnanciers of development such as China,
India, and Brazil has provided low-income developing countries opportunities
to select partners. By selecting different partners developing countries are
actually selecting different development philosophies, sequencing and priorities. See, for example, Rodrik (2007) on development recipes; Sen (1999) and
Crocker (2008) on development ethics and democracy and human rights.
The sequencing and prioritization among these choices are often considered
each country’s internal affairs.
Our joint learning model is applicable only to developmental ﬁnance – the
issue at hand – and not to humanitarian aid in conﬂicts, disasters, or epidemics.
Box 4.5 discusses how to measure it.
This is uncodiﬁed knowledge that is difﬁcult to transfer across individuals. It is
embodied in people’s behavior and skills (like laying bricks or operating
a machine), in institutional capacity, and in business processes.
See the latest World Bank Poverty Overview, using a new international
poverty line: www.worldbank.org/en/topic/poverty/overview.
How to create a localized enabling environment for dynamic structural
transformation in an economy characterized by poor infrastructure and
overall distorted institutional environment was discussed in Lin 2009b,
2012b, and 2012d.
For overviews, see Braütigam 2009, 2011a, 2015, 2016; Copper 2016; King
2013; Zhou et al. 2015; Dollar 2016; and Gallagher 2016.
See papers on this topic – including those by Summers (2014b), Krugman,
Gordon, Blanchard, Koo, Eichengreen, Caballero, Glaeser, and a dozen
others – at www.voxeu.org/article/secular-stagnation-facts-causes-and-cures
-new-vox-ebook. Lin (2013) also discussed secular stagnation and proposed
ways to get of it.
The “Washington Consensus” was a term coined by John Williamson (1990),
originally referring to a policy package recommended for crisis-hit Latin
American countries. The package of policies in the original deﬁnition included
ﬁscal discipline, redirecting public spending from indiscriminate subsidies
toward broad-based provision of pro-growth, poverty-alleviating services,
broadening the tax base, interest rate liberalization, competitive exchange
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rates, trade liberalization, uniform tariffs, liberalization of inward foreign direct
investment, privatization of state enterprises, deregulation of market entry,
prudent oversight of ﬁnancial institutions, and legal protection of property
rights. Subsequent to Williamson’s coining, the term has been used to refer to
a strongly market-based approach, labeled market fundamentalism or neoliberalism in the public discourse, although Williamson himself opposed this
broader deﬁnition. We use Washington Consensus in the second, more general
deﬁnition. Responding to the transition experience, Williamson proposed
a much more nuanced deﬁnition, which incorporates many of the criticisms
in this book (Williamson 2002).
See Summers 2014a.
According to the ofﬁcial statistics in the ﬁrst half of 2016, “China’s outward
non-ﬁnancial direct investment was US$88.86 billion. The complete turnover of the foreign contractual projects was US$66.05 billion and the newlysigned contractual value was US$99.69 billion; by the end of June, China has
dispatched 991,000 laborers abroad.” (Ministry of Commerce website,
July 25, 2016; see, http://english.mofcom.gov.cn/article/newsrelease/policy
releasing/201607/20160701365827.shtml).
See, for example, Aiyar and Ruthbah 2008; Berg et al. 2007 and 2010; and
Foster and Killick 2006. The latter studies link a scaling up of aid with capital
ﬂight.
Akramov (2012) found that economic aid, including aid to productive sectors
and economic infrastructure, contributes to economic growth by increasing
domestic investment. Aid to social sectors, however, does not appear to have
a signiﬁcant impact on human capital and economic growth.
Van de Hoeven (2012) took note of China’s approach of focusing on economic
infrastructure and pointed to the neglect of concern for employment and
inequality in the MDGs in 2000. He called for the “refocusing of development
efforts,” “combining a greater share of development aid for employment and
productivity enhancing activities with a change in national and international
economic and ﬁnancial policies, so as to make employment creation (together
with poverty reduction) an overarching goal” (p. 24).
See also Easterly 2003 and Hynes and Scott 2013.
An economy has a latent comparative advantage in an industry if, based on the
factor costs of production determined by the economy’s factor endowment
structure, the industry should be competitive. However, due to high transaction costs, determined by infrastructure, logistics, and other business conditions, the industry is not yet competitive in the global market.
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