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Abstract
Standard trade theory predicts that trade libextiim will result in
inefficient, protected industries being swept awgythe forces of global
competition, with new industries more in line witthe country’s
comparative advantage taking their place. In Tyrke well as in most
countries opening up to trade during the 1980s ¥9fDs, some of the
most heavily protected industries have been thbat led the way in
terms of exports. This pattern of export perforneansuggests a
fundamental lesson about economic development. dfomndevelopment
is best achieved under a mixed policy regime thanhlines market
discipline with government promotion.

1. Introduction

There has been probably no more perceptive an\adsef the
Turkish economy than Merih Celasun. In all arteat he wrote on
-including income distribution, macroeconomic athusnt, and trade
policy- Merih Celasun left his distinctive imprintle took his time to
make up his mind, and facile conclusions were mostyle. Instead,
he grounded his conclusions in rigorous empiriqzlysis and on

! This paper was prepared as a contribution to shigial issue oMETU Studies in
Developmentommemorating the life and work of Professor Me@idlasun. | thank
Prof. FikretSenses and the editors for asking me to be part. offhis paper draws
heavily on my “Industrial Policy for the Twenty-BirCentury,” September 2004.
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insights developed over a long period of observihg Turkish
economy.

| want to take as my starting point for this paperobservation
that Merih Celasun made in connection with Turkey's
industrialization pattern during its post-1980 oaitd+oriented phase.
He wrote:

“Turkey's post-1980 export performance has beergelgr
structured around existing capacities built in fire-1980 inward-
oriented growth era, which emphasized the impobsstution (IS)
motive in trade regimes and investment programmii@ie Turkish
case demonstrates the overall feasibility of sviitglirom IS strategy
to outward-orientation in the latter stages of thdustrialization
process ...." (Celasun, 1994: 454).

What this quote points to is an interesting puzaiel one that is
not specific to Turkey. The typical pattern in nties opening up to
trade during the 1980s and 1990s is that someeoblth IS industries
have been among those that responded the mosbugjgr Standard
trade theory -and most economists advocating opsAanveould have
predicted otherwise. Trade liberalization was sigegl to lead to a
fundamentally different pattern of specializatiofhe old, inefficient
IS industries propped up by trade protection wdaddswept away by
the forces of global competition, while new indiegrmore in line
with the country’s comparative advantage would takeir place.
Instead, the resulting export drive was often lgdHose same old IS
industries. And when successful new export indestid arise, they
were themselves hardly the result of unadulteratadket forces and
of comparative advantage: they turned out to be rdmult of
preferential policies not too dissimilar from thaset had prevailed
under the IS regime.

| explore in this paper this paradox. | will arghat the pattern
of export performance we have seen suggests a rmemdal lesson
about economic development. Economic diversifozati and
development is best achieved under a mixed poleyinte that
combines market discipline with government prommatioloo much
government promotion and we end up locking too moththe
economy’s resources in inefficient production swues. That was
the downside of the IS regimes of the past. Toahmmarket
discipline and we have inadequate rents for ergregurs to invest in
risky new economic activities. That has been thse of the liberal
economic policy regime adopted most notably inh.#&merica since
the late 1980s. Intelligent policy design for gtbvand development
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must navigate between these two unprofitable exdsermwill provide
some pointers about how to achieve this towardetigeof the paper.

2. Some evidence

The most striking consequence of the shift towasdsvard
orientation has been a rapid rise in exports. reigl compares
Turkey’s export performance with that of Latin Anoay;, a region that
opened up to trade in the mid- to late-1990s. Slmerp increase in
Turkey’s exports in the early 1980s compares dfai@rably to that
experienced by Latin America subsequently. In rLafimerica,
exports rose by about 13 percentage points of GDIRwWing
liberalization, whereas in Turkey the increase wasre than 20
percentage points.

Figure 1
Export Performance
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Source: World Development Indicators, World Bank

Where did the increase in exports come from? Tabéhows
the top five export items of three Latin Americasuntries (Brazil,
Mexico, and Chile) to the U.S. market. Leavingdastraditional
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exports such as copper for Chile or shoes for Brpeactically all of
the export successes in these countries have bapedin some part
by public policies. Aircraft and steel in Brazileve the subject of
explicit industrial policies, through trade redtions and subsidies,
and are archetypal IS industries. In Chile, graped fish were
boosted early on by publicly funded R&D and dissetion
activities, and forestry products have a long hystof subsidized
plantations. In Mexico, motor vehicles and elegite are the
creation not of free trade policies, but of ea®yfolicies combined
later with preferential tariffs granted by the UiBder the maquila
program and NAFTA. Beneath the surface of nonii@thl export
success stories, we find more often than not im@digtolicies, public
R&D, sectoral supports, export subsidies, or pesfeal tariff
arrangements.

The same is largely true of Turkey as well. | hhsted the top
10 export items of Turkey in Table 2. Many of ffreducts in the list
are labor-intensive commodities that one would rexgected Turkey
to specialize in: T-shirts, women’s and men’s sytdlovers, linens,
and the like. But the others are more surprisioghfthe perspective
of standard notions of comparative advantage. Turkas now
become a major exporter of motor vehicles, auttspateel, TVs, and
military aircraft. Steel, consumer electronicsd anotor vehicles are
classic IS industries. It would not have been asoaable to expect
these industries to have been wiped by the comyeefitrces ushered
by trade liberalization, especially in the aftermatf the customs
union agreement with the European Union. Instdagse industries
have emerged stronger and are leading the wayh®rmptoductive
development of the Turkish economy.

Another perspective on the same phenomenon is gedvby
taking a look at the evolving structure of Turkighdustry and
analyzing its relationship with the structure @fde protection. Some
of the fastest growing industries since 1980, aspkeially the 1990s,
have been IS industries which were nurtured behiigth levels of
trade protectiof. Figure 2 provides a scatter plot of the contitdyut
of each 4-digit ISIC industry to overall industrsogith between 1981
and 1997 against the average tariff protectionivedeby that industry
in 1993. (I exclude tobacco processing, whichnsoatlier with its
very high rate of protection.) Each industry isntlfied in the scatter
plot with its 4-digit code. As the figure showsnge of the largest

2 Senses and Taymaz (2003) also emphasize the abskatrectural change in Turkey
following the reforms of the 1980s.
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contributions to growth came from industries sushmotor vehicles
(ISIC 3843) and iron and steel (ISIC 3710), indestthat were still
receiving a moderate amount of protection in thdy2890s. In fact,
to the extent that there is a relationship betw#®a amount of
protection received by an industry and its contidwu to overall
growth, it is an inverse U-shaped one. (A quadrdticyields
statistically significant coefficients on both tesfh Moderate levels of
protection -neither too high nor too small- is asated with the best
performance.
Table 1
Latin American Export Successes

Top 5 export items (HS4) to the U.S. (in 2000)

Country Item Value ($ mil)
Brazil Aircraft 1,435
Shoes 1,069
Non-crude petroleum 689
Steel 485
Chemical woodpulp 465
Chile Copper 457
Grapes 396
Fish 377
Lumber 144
Wood 142
Mexico Motor vehicles 15,771
Crude oil 11,977
Computers & peripherals 6,411
Ignition wiring sets 5,576
Trucks 4,853

Source U.N. COMTRADE.

Another perspective on the same phenomenon is gedvby
taking a look at the evolving structure of Turkigidustry and
analyzing its relationship with the structure @fde protection. Some
of the fastest growing industries since 1980, aspkeially the 1990s,
have been IS industries which were nurtured behiigth levels of
trade protectiof. Figure 2 provides a scatter plot of the contitdyut

® Senses and Taymaz (2003) also emphasize the abskstrectural change in Turkey
following the reforms of the 1980s.
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of each 4-digit ISIC industry to overall industrsogith between 1981
and 1997 against the average tariff protectionivedeby that industry
in 1993 (I exclude tobacco processing, which isoatlier with its
very high rate of protection). Each industry isntiged in the scatter
plot with its 4-digit code. As the figure shows,ns® of the largest
contributions to growth came from industries sushhetor vehicles
(ISIC 3843) and iron and steel (ISIC 3710), indestthat were still
receiving a moderate amount of protection in thdy&890s. In fact,
to the extent that there is a relationship betw#e amount of
protection received by an industry and its contidwu to overall
growth, it is an inverse U-shaped one. (A quadrdticyields
statistically significant coefficients on both testh Moderate levels of
protection -neither too high nor too small- is assted with the best
performance.
Table 2
Turkish Export Successes

Top 10 export items (HS$) of Turkey (in 2000)

Item Value ($ mil)
T-shirts 1,258
Women's or girls' suits 1,045
Jerseys, pullovers 887
Television receivers 830
Steel bars, rods 669
Airplane industry 642
Motor vehicles 628
Men's or boys' suits 595
Bed and table linen 543
Motor vehicle parts 450

Source U.N. COMTRADE

I conclude this section by citing one of the cosmus from
Togan’s (1994) study of trade liberalization in Rey. Togan (1994,
227) found that export industries have typicallgeieed higher rates
of effective protection (ERP) than import competimglustries: in
1991 the corresponding ERPs were 71% for expousimgs and 40%
for import-competing industries. This again serteshighlight the
apparent paradox noted by Merih Celasun and disdussre.
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Figure 2
Tariff Protection Versus Contribution to Growth, 8arkish
Industries
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3. Making sense of the paradox

To make sense of the paradox that a country’s caspetitive
industries often turn out to be the ones that vtleeebeneficiaries of
preferential policies in the past, we need to reitate an old idea in
the theory of economic policy: while markets do @odj job of
ensuring static efficiency, they often fail to eresdynamic efficiency.
Economic growth is hardly ever the result of stat@mmparative
advantage. Building domestic industrial capaletitrequires nudging
the private sector to make investments that theyldvoot have made
on their own.

It is one of the central tenets of the policy corsses of the last
couple of decades that developing countries shapecialize
according to their comparative advantages. Yeethdence points in
a somewhat different direction. Imbs and Waczi@@03) recently
examined the patterns of sectoral concentrationdiwversification in



266 Dani RODRIK

a large cross-section of countries. They found tloaintries that are
getting richer are those in which sectoral proaguct&nd employment
become less concentrated and more diversified. tAiscprocess goes
on until relatively late in the process of develgmn It is only after
countries reach roughly the income level of Ireldhdt production
patterns start to become more concentrated. Eeinis to be a robust
feature of economic development, both across casnand within
countries over time.

The logic of comparative advantage is one of sfieaizon
rather than diversification. Therefore, whatevas ithat serves as the
driving force of economic development, it cannotthe forces of
comparative advantage as conventionally understaoe. trick seems
to be to acquire mastery over an expanding rangetofities, instead
of concentrating on what one already does best.

The trouble is that diversification is not a natyreocess and it
can be easily derailed. To see this, considercamamy in which
macroeconomic instability is not a problem, markegrventions are
minimal, trade restrictions are few and far in bedw, property rights
are protected, and contracts are enforced. Wi# thpe of
entrepreneurship that is required to build up maditional activities
be amply supplied?

There are good reasons to believe that the answerp.i Most
fundamentally, prevailing market prices cannot edv¥be profitability
of resource allocations that do not yet ekistThe returns from
investing in non-traditional activities are themefdhazy at best. In the
language of conventional economics, there are tey éxternalities
that blunt the incentives for productive diversfion: information
externalities and coordination externalities. Batle reasons to
believe that diversification is unlikely to takeapk without directed
government action (or coordination among producers)

3.1. Information externalities

Diversification of the productive structure reqair&iscovery”
of an economy’s cost structure - i.e., knowledgeuabwhich new
activities can be produced at low enough cost topbafitable.
Entrepreneurs must experiment with new productslindhey must
tinker with technologies from established produ@soad and adapt
them to local conditions. This is the process Riaardo Hausmann

* In general equilibrium theory, this is finessgdassuming that markets are “complete”
and there is a price for everything.
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and | called self discovery” (Hausmann and Rodfik3®, and which
seems integral to the stylized facts about devesspgrancovered by
Imbs and Wacziarg (2003).

When we put ourselves in the shoes of an entrepreareggaged
in cost discovery, we immediately see the key moblthis is an
activity that has great social value and yet iy \@orly remunerated.
If the entrepreneur fails in his venture, he behbesfull cost of his
failure. If he is successful, he has to sharevige of his discovery
with other producers who can follow his example #iodk into the
new activity. In the limit, with free entry, enmeeneurship of this
kind produces private costs and social gains.s lhd great surprise
that low-income countries are not teeming with @mteneurs engaged
in self-discovery.

Note that the kind of discovery that matters instleontext
differs from innovation and R&D as these terms amnmonly
understood. What is involved is not coming up widw products or
processes, but “discovering” that a certain gootieady well
established in world markets, can be produced atehat low cost.
This may involve some technological tinkering toapt foreign
technology to domestic conditions, but this tinkgrrarely amounts to
something that is actually patentable and can thexe be
monopolized. The entrepreneurs who figured out @@ombia was
good terrain for cut flowers, Bangladesh for t-&hirPakistan for
soccer balls, and India for software generatedelagcial gains for
their economies, but could keep very few of themagto themselves.
The policy regimes in developing countries haveanalogues to the
patent system that protects innovation in the acedmcountries.

In Hausmann and Rodrik (2003), we provided somermél
evidence to suggest that these features are enderthe process of
economic development. We showed that countries widarly
identical resource and factor endowments speciaiizeery different
types of products, once one looks beyond very beggptegates such
as labor-intensive commodities. Bangladesh exponilions of
dollars worth of hats, while Pakistan exports \afty none.
Conversely, Pakistan exports tons of soccer batsle Bangladesh
lacks a significant soccer ball industry. At afeliént level of income,
Korea is a world power in microwave ovens and lyaesiports any
bicycles, while the pattern is reversed in Taiwadhis impossible to
ascribe these patterns of specialization to contparadvantage.
They are more likely the result of random self-disgry attempts,
followed by imitative entry. Indeed, we showed hewole industries
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often arise out of the experimental efforts of loeetrepreneurs.
Garments in Bangladesh, cut flowers in Colombia,nTindia, and
salmon in Chile (with a state entity acting as émérepreneur in the
last case) are some of the better documented cdsesach one of
these cases, imitative entry through managerial labdr turnover,
was the key mechanism that enabled industry growttile
undercutting the rents of incumbent entrepreneurs).

The first-best policy response to the informatioesiernalities
that restrict self-discovery is to subsidize inwesits in new, non-
traditional industries. As a practical matter sitifficult to implement
such a subsidy. The difficulty in monitoring theeuto which the
subsidy would be put -an investor might as well itser purposes
that provide direct consumption benefits- rendbesfirst-best policy
intervention largely of theoretical interéstn Hausmann and Rodrik
(2003), we recommend generically a carrot-and-stcategy. Since
self-discovery requires rents to be provided toegmmeneurs, one side
of the policy has to take the form of a carrot.isTdan be a subsidy of
some kind, trade protection, or the provision afituee capital. Note
that the logic of the problem requires that thegd® provided only to
the initial investor, not to copycats. To ensurattmistakes are not
perpetuated and bad projects are phased out, thetemust in turn
be subject either to performance requirements @gample, a
requirement to export), or to close monitoring loé tuses to which
they are put. In other words, there has to beick $0 discipline
opportunistic action by the recipient of the supsidast Asian
industrial policies have typically had both elense(éee the classic
discussion in Amsden (1989) and Wade (1990)). dtrcal policies in
Latin America and in Turkey (prior to the 1980spitally have used
too much of the carrot, and too little of the stiakich explains why
these places have ended up with much inefficiedoggside some
highly competitive industries.

A subtle but important point here is that that everder the
optimal incentive program, some of the investméms are promoted
will turn out to be failures. This is because ogtincost discovery
requires equating the social marginal cost of itmesit funds to the
expectedeturn of projects in new areas. The realizedrretin some
of the projects will necessarily be low or negatiteebe compensated

> The situation is somewhat analogous with resp@dechnological externalities that
flow from R&D. In this case, the first-best is an B&ubsidy. But advanced countries
provide patent protection, which is second-besstitaulate R&D.
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by the high return on the successes. The stunsuggess that
Fundacion Chile -a public agency- achieved wittmsed can pay for
many subsequent mistakest has been estimated that six investments
alone have generated enough return to cover &lntlacion Chile’s
expenses over its lifetime. In fact, if there aoeor few failures, this
could even be interpreted as a sign that the pnogsanot aggressive
or generous enough.

However, a good industrial policy will prevent sutdilures
from gobbling up the economy’s resources indefipjtand it will
ensure that they are phased out. The trick fogthwernment is not to
pick winners, but to know when it has a loser.

3.2. Coordination externalities

Many projects require simultaneous, large-scalestments to
be made in order to become profitable. Considerefample an
investor in the cut flower industry. An individuaproducer
contemplating whether to invest in a greenhouses¢ée know that
there is an electrical grid he can access neamtiyation is available,
the logistics and transport networks are in placarantine and other
public health measures have been taken to protegldnts from his
neighbors’ pests, and his country has been markabedad as a
dependable supplier of high-quality orchids. Afl these services
have high fixed costs, and are unlikely to be ptedi by private
entities unless they have an assurance that thdrebev enough
greenhouses to demand their services in the fiestep This is a
classic coordination problem. Profitable new iridas can fail to
develop unless upstream and downstream investnaetscoaxed
simultaneously.

More generally, coordination failures can arise méwer new
industries exhibit scale economies and some ofithats are non-
tradable (or require geographic proximity) (Rodii896). Big push
models of development are based on the idea tltdt fatures are
predominant in low-income environments. The clustgproach to
development represents a narrower version of tivee sdea, focusing
on the development of specific sectors such as istour

® Fundacion Chile is a public agency that was edbaly funds donated by ITT. It began
experimenting with salmon in the second half of1B&0s and set up a firm in the early
1980s using a technology adapted from that in Ngrarad Scotland. The company
was eventually sold to a Japanese fishing comp&wsfore Fundacion Chile’s efforts,
Chile exported barely any salmon. The country i& rome of the world’s biggest
salmon exporters.
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pharmaceuticals, or bio-tech. In all these versidhe coordination
failure model places a premium on the ability toorctinate the
investment and production decisions of differenttrepreneurs.
Sometimes, when the industry in question is highityanized and the
benefits of the needed investments can be localtes coordination
can be achieved within the private sector, withthé government
playing a specific role. But more commonly, witmascent industry
and a private sector that has yet to be organaeghvernment role
will be required.

An interesting but often neglected aspect of cowtibn failures
is that they do not necessitate subsidization, @retcoming them
need not be costly to the government budget. I8 thspect,
coordination externalities differ from the infornmat externalities
discussed above, which do necessitate subsidssnoé sort. It is the
logic of coordination failures that once the simokous investments
are made, all of them end up profitable. Therefoome of the
investors needs to be subsidizsdpost unless there is an additional
reason (i.e., a non-pecuniary externality) thathssabsidization is
required. The trick is to get these investmentdena the first place.
That can be achieved either by true coordinatidirai A will make
this investment if Firm B makes this other investtite or by
designing ex ante subsidies that do not need tpalmk ex post. An
implicit bail-out, or an investment guarantee isemample of such an
ex-ante subsidy. Suppose the government guarathiaethe investor
will be made whole if the project fails. This inths the investor to
proceed with the investment. If the project sudsgéhe investor does
not need any cash transfer from the governmentpansubsidies are
paid out. This is one way in which some industges started out in
South Korea, as the regime of President Park gapédit investment
guarantees to leading Chaebols that invested in areas. On the
other hand, this type of policy is obviously opemtoral hazard and
abuse; for a while it was common to blame the Agiaancial crisis
on the “cronyism” engendered by these implicit{oait guarantees.

The policies that overcome coordination failure rehan
important characteristic with those focused on nmfation
externalities. Both sets of interventions need ®® targeted on
activities (a new technology, a particular kindr@ining, a new good
or service), rather than on sectors per se. dtiiwities that are new to
the economy that need support, not those thatliegady established.

When viewed from the perspective of the discussioove, it is
not surprising to observe that industrial restraotyurarely takes place
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without significant government assistance. Thdedéhce between
East Asia and other parts of the world is not thadustrial
transformation has been state-driven in one andketariven in the
other. It is that industrial policy has not beeth @ncerted and
coherent elsewhere as it has been in East Asih,thé consequence
that the transformation has been less deeply rdatéte former than
it is in the latter.

4. But what kind of an industrial policy?

In the previous section, | linked the need for stdal policy to
two key market failures that weaken the entrepreakurive to
restructure and diversify low-income economies. @as to do with
the informational spillovers involved in discovegithe cost structure
of an economy, and the other has to do with therdination of
investment activities with scale economies. Butréhare two key
issues that bedevil the conduct of industrial golic

First, the public sector is not omniscient, anderd typically
has even less information than the private sedboutathe location
and nature of the market failures that block difesgion.
Governments may not even know what it is they do kow.
Consequently, the policy setting has to be one Hhiclv public
officials are able to elicit information from theiudiness sector on an
ongoing basis about the constraints that exist tardopportunities
that are available. It cannot be one in whichgheate sector is kept
at arms’ length and autonomous bureaucrats isseetides. To use
Evans’ (1995) terminology, industrial policy-makingas to be
embeddeavithin a network of linkages with private groups.

Second, industrial policy is open to corruption aedt-seeking.
Any system of incentives designed to help privaneestors venture
into new activities can end up serving as a meechawf rent transfer
to unscrupulous businessmen and self-interestedabarats. The
natural response is to insulate policymaking anpl@mentation from
private interests, and to shield public officiaterh close interaction
with businessmen. Note how this impulse -“keepebucrats and
businessmen distant from each other”- is diamdlyicgposed to the
previous one arising from the need for informafiomws.

The critical institutional challenge therefore tis find an
intermediate position between full autonomy and éuhbeddedness.
Too much autonomy for the bureaucrats, and you hasgstem that
minimizes corruption, but fails to provide the intges that the
private sector really needs. Too much embeddedriessthe
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bureaucrats, and they end up in bed with (and @ pgbckets of)
business interests. Moreover, we would like thecess to be
democratically accountable and to carry publictlewcy’

Getting this balance right is so important thatvershadows,
in my view, all other elements of policy desigm particular, once the
institutional setting is “right,” we need to worgonsiderably less
about appropriate policy choice. A first-best pyplin the wrong
institutional setting will do considerably less goihan a second-best
policy in an appropriate institutional setting. tRlifferently, when it
comes to industrial policy specifying the processmore important
than specifying the outcome.

Thinking of industrial policy as a “process” hasetadded
benefit that it leaves open the possibility that #ctual obstacles to
diversification may differ significantly from thosé&ypothesized
above. Listening to businessmen without gettinguwad may reveal
that the real problems are not the government'srerof omission
(e.g., externalities that have not been internd)izeut its errors of
commission (e.g., misguided interventions that Haeeeased the cost
of doing business). Occasionally, the problems h&ain unexpected
areas - for example a quirk in the tax code orexeiof otherwise
innocuous legislation. Policy recommendations dasa ex-ante
reasoning would get it badly wrong in such cases.

These ideas have much in common with the rectarature
on institutional innovation, which emphasizes thertcomings of the
hierarchical, principal-agent model of governantemvironments of
volatility and deep uncertainty (see in particukabel 2003, 2004).
Solving the problems outlined in the previous secinvolves social
learning - discovering where the information andordination
externalities lie and therefore what the objectigédustrial policy
ought to be and how it is to be targeted. In #eiting, the principal-
agent model, with the government as the princighad, firms as its
agent, and an optimal policy which aligns the agjebéhavior with
the principal’'s objectives at least cost, doeswatk very well. What
is needed instead is a more flexible form of sgateollaboration
between public and private sectors, designed ftt @ahformation
about objectives, distribute responsibilities folusions, and evaluate
outcomes as they appear. An ideal industrial pgliocess operates
in an institutional setting of this form.

" The short survey of Turkey’s industrial policiesSenses and Taymaz (2003) reveals
the large gap between these desiderata and acaadiice in Turkey.
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As Charles Sabel emphasizes, institutions of Iegrhave to
be experimentalist by their nature. Just as dedong underlying
costs require entrepreneurial experimentation, odisgng the
appropriate ways in which restructuring bottlenecés be overcome
needs a trial-and-error approach to policymaking.

5. Concluding remarks

None of the discussion above would have come asmise to
Merih Celasun. He was among those rare economistsmanaged
to avoid the ideological extremisms of his time:vigs not a devotee
of statism and central planning when those werevogue, and
rejected blind attachment to market fundamentaisich neoliberalism
when these became dominant. The mark of a greetoeust is his
willingness to let the real world shape his viewsowat economic
policy instead of abstract theories and models.eriMHoca”s brand
of pragmatic, empirically-grounded economic analysemains a
beacon of light for all of us who are trying to neakconomics as
useful as it is relevant.
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Ozet

Turkiye'de ve dger Ulkelerde ticaret ve sanayihe politikasi tzerine
notlar

Standart ticaret teorisi, serbestteyle birlikte kiiresel rekabetin etkin olmayan kunal
endustrileri ortadan kaldiragei ve bu endustrilerin yerini Glkenin mukayesetitiinltkleri
cercevesinde faaliyet gosteren yeni endustrileficagini 6ngérir. 1980 ve 1990’larda
ekonomilerini ticarete agangdir Ulkelerin birggunda da oldgu gibi, Tlrkiye'de ihracata 6ncu
olan endiistriler, en yain korumaya tabi olanlar idihracat performansindaki bu gézlem
iktisadi gelsme icin temel bir ders vermektediiktisadi gelsme en iyi piyasa disiplini ile
hikimet desggnin karsimi olan politikalar ile sganir.



