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	為什麼有些國家富有，其他許多國家卻很貧窮？為什麼那些陷入貧窮的國家很難趕上富裕國家？這些是經濟學中最重要的問題。亞當斯密 (Adam Smith)為這些問題提供了解答。許多人追隨了他的腳步。近年在這方面最有見地的，莫過於麥肯錫全球研究所(McKinsey Global Institute)創始所長威廉·路易士 (William Lewis)*。他的回答會讓亞當斯密這位《國富論》(The Wealth of Nations) 的作者感到滿意：堅決、普遍、公平和公開的競爭。
有關如何有成效地管理經濟活動的知識已不神秘。全球最成功的企業都知道如何做到這一點，無論它們在哪一個產業。投資者也在全球尋覓有利可圖的投資機會。但在許多現有生產商效率異常低下的國家，他們無法找到這種機會。
怎麼會這樣？答案就是掌權者聯合起來反對競爭，因為競爭會推動令他們不安的經濟變革。這些掌權者包括現有企業、腐敗的官僚和政客、有著美差的人、受保護的正式就業工人，以及政府補貼的受益人。反市場的知識份子也稱讚這種負隅頑抗。結果人們普遍對競爭抱有偏見。
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各國人均GDP分佈圖
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經濟發展路徑表
生產率是繁榮的同義詞 
路易士和他的同僚運用他們的資源，詳細研究每個行業和公司，證明瞭競爭的重要性和缺乏競爭的後果。他們把微觀經濟學和宏觀經濟學的總體結果聯繫起來，增進了我們對勞動生產率根源的理解，而勞動生產率本身就是繁榮的同義詞。
那麼，主要結論是什麼呢？
首先，有50多億人生活在低產經濟體中(見圖)。約8億人生活在高產經濟體中，不到3.4 億人生活在路易士所說的「山麓 」。總的來看，過去半個世紀的發展努力基本上失敗了。
第二，發現了兩條，也是僅有的兩條成功發展路線：美國的高產、低投入密集度之路，以及日本和韓國的低產、高投入密集度之路 (見圖)。韓國的人均勞動力和資本投入與美國相同，但人均國內生產總值(GDP)只及美國的一半。日本的投入全球最高。西歐走的是美國路線，但扭曲之處較多，尤其是在勞動力的使用上。 

第三，大量工人提供服務或就職於建築業，即便在發展中國家也是如此。因而，這些行業的勞動生產率，在很大程度上決定了總體的人均產出。從間接和直接的角度來看都是如此：在美國，這些行業的勞動生產率非常高，特別是零售分銷業，它們對整體經濟有積極影響。但在多數國家，這些服務被用來大量吸納就業，這對總體勞動生產率產生了可怕的後果。
第四，教育或資本匱乏都不是制約勞動生產率的瓶頸。在休士頓，不識字的墨西哥建築工人，達到了世界級的勞動生產率水準。同樣，豐田(Toyota)在全球各地的工廠，已成功將勞動生產率提高至接近日本的水準。如果一家企業有盈利潛力，就能得到資本。頂級國際企業的直接投資，可以毫不費力地克服所有此類障礙，假如這些企業被允許這麼做的話。 

最後，產品市場中未被扭曲的競爭，是勞動生產率乃至繁榮的最重要長期決定因素。競爭是生產力更高的企業的勝出之道。不過，英國的零售競爭被規劃控制所扭曲，而日本對小規模零售商的大量保護阻礙了競爭。
發展中國家的情況令人想哭 
但競爭遭到最系統阻礙的是在發展中國家。讀讀關於巴西、俄羅斯和印度的章節，人們就會想哭。例如，在許多發展中國家，合法公司要和不交稅、無視法規、竊取知識產權的企業競爭。巴西政府的開支占GDP的39%，結果其合法企業所承受的稅收負擔正在導致企業癱瘓，它們提供的城鎮就業比例也一直在下降。印度更是把扭曲競爭的做法上升為一門藝術。在貧窮國家，幾乎始終在干涉和腐敗的龐大政府，無異於禍根。
該怎麼辦？對西歐的富國和日本而言，教訓有兩個：競爭很重要，而扭曲競爭(例如對小企業的保護)是一種破壞嚴重的達到分配目標的手段。
不過，這里所隱含的啟示，對發展中國家最有價值，也最難以下嚥。在觀念上需要來一次革命。決策者必須明白，政策的目的絕不是扶持個別生產商，而是促進消費者的利益，即促進競爭。正因如此，向世界經濟開放的意義最為重大。比如，國際競爭解釋了，日本和韓國的出口業為何如此富有成效，而它們經濟的其他部門卻並非如此。
「印度病 」
不幸的是，這還需要反抗掠奪性的既得利益集團的陰謀。假如能同時消除這些利益集團，那麼幾乎所有人都會很快過得更好。不過，這總是很難實現的。在利益集團政治根深蒂固的民主國家，這幾乎是不可能的。印度是這種毛病的極好例子。其結果不是利益集團消失，而是在經濟上同歸於盡。
自由、公平的競爭聽似很容易做到。但事實遠非如此：競爭令贊成國家恩惠的知識份子不快，令管理政府專案的官僚不快，也令獲得政府補貼的企業不快，簡言之，會讓所有那些直接或間接從競爭扭曲中得益的各方不快。競爭令那些往往被輕視的局外人受益，而不利於那些關係良好、地位牢固的人。它還要求法院和政府忠實地履行職能。讓人感到意外的，更可能是某些國家變富了，而不是這麼多國家還很窮。
*《勞動生產率的力量：財富、貧窮以及全球穩定所面臨的威脅》(The Power of Productivity: Wealth, Poverty and the Threat to Global Stability)(芝加哥大學出版社，2004年)
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A GLIMPSE OF A PROSPEROUS 2030 AND WHAT CAN FOSTER IT
	By Martin Wolf

	Wednesday, February 07, 2007


Is the discipline of economics built on sand? Most economists would answer with a resounding 「no」. But most must also know that the economy is not characterised by perfect foresight and equilibrium, but by trial and error and evolution. That was the intuition of the Austrian economists, Joseph Schumpeter and Friedrich Hayek. But this vision has had next to no influence in the discipline itself.
This gap between how economists think and what economies are is evident to any careful observer. But hitherto nobody has closed the gap between rigorous theory and broad vision. This, argues McKinsey's Eric Beinhocker in a brilliant, thought-provoking and wide-ranging book, published last year, is about to change.* Welcome, he argues, to the world of 「complexity economics」, computer-based simulations and more realistic assumptions.
Mr Beinhocker has a measure of the complexity of the modern economy – the number of distinct products, or 「stock keeping units」. In a stone-age culture the number was a few hundred. In today's New York, he suggests, the number may be 10bn. Moreover, not just most of those products but the complex system that invented, designed, produced and sold them is largely the result of just the last 250 years out of 2.5m years of human evolution. 

 「The economy is a marvel of complexity,」 he states. 「Yet no one designed it and no one runs it.」 How can such a system have been created? Why has complexity increased over time? Why has so much of the rise in wealth and complexity been so sudden? The answer to these questions can be found, suggests 
Mr Beinhocker, in understanding that the economy is 「a complex adaptive system」, which works under the same logic as biological evolution – differentiate, select and amplify. 

Conventional economics cannot explain such an evolutionary process, because the science that has provided most of its ideas is not biology, but physics. Conventional economics assumes that human beings are rational, consistent, far-sighted and selfish. But human beings are not desiccated calculating machines. They decide quickly and make predictable mistakes. Their evolutionary history equipped them with the ability to survive in a complex, fast-changing and often dangerous environment. 

For any living creature, the evolutionary game involves obtaining resources to live long enough to procreate and rear its young. The economy is humanity's successful effort at obtaining those resources. It has permitted the astounding increase in human numbers and wealth of the past 10,000 years and, above all, of the past 250 years (see charts).
As Mr Beinhocker puts it: 「The economy is ultimately a genetic replication strategy. It is yet another evolutionary Good Trick . . . built on the complex Good Trick of big brains, nimble tool-making hands, co-operative instincts, language and culture.」 So successful is the economy that much of humanity no longer has to focus on staying alive. But our aims are still those of our ancestors: sustenance, shelter, clothing, transport and entertainment with lives built around job, mate, home and children. 

How has today's economy evolved? The answer is: through the interaction of three processes. The first is the evolution of physical technology, which spurted after the scientific revolution of the 17th century. The second is the evolution of social technologies, such as money, markets, the rule of law, the corporation and democracy. The third is the evolution of businesses, the entities that live, die and replicate in the economy.
Economic evolution and biological evolution are different: the fact that human beings can plan and adapt makes economic evolution faster and more purposive than biological evolution. But it is still evolution. Also different is what determines fitness. In biology it is survival. 
In economics the decision-maker 
was usually a 「Big Man」 – a 
chieftain, king or planner. The social technology that changed this was 
the market economy. It has made 
the mass of consumers sovereign. 

As Mr Beinhocker puts it: 「Markets win over command and control, not because of their efficiency at resource allocation in equilibrium, but because of their effectiveness at innovation in disequilibrium.」 Markets are a hugely powerful evolutionary mechanism: they are innovation machines.
Is this thesis true? Is it useful? Does it replace standard economic analysis? The answers to these questions, 
I believe, are: yes; yes; and no.
First, today's economy has indeed evolved. Economic evolution is not the same as biological evolution. But it is a member of the general class of evolutionary systems.
Second, this way of thinking is extremely useful. The book explains, for example, why most companies fail to sustain competitiveness. General Electric is the only Forbes 100 company to have both survived and outperformed the market since 1917. The fundamental reason for this is that existing businesses find it far harder to jump into new business niches than new ones. As Mr Beinhocker notes: 「Companies don't innovate; markets do.」 So businesses should think in terms of evolutionary adaptability. But they find this difficult, because they are far better at executing plans than adapting to unforeseen circumstances. That is the price they pay for hierarchy. 

Finally, what does 「complexity economics」 mean for economics? Much less than Mr Beinhocker imagines, I believe. Even such great evolutionary theorists as William Hamilton and Maynard Smith also used equilibrium models. Similarly, the economist's simplification of human motivation is often the only way to make a complex problem tractable. The implications of the ad hoc, computer-based simulations 
Mr Beinhocker recommends are often difficult to understand. Above all, traditional economics often works: look at the success of inflation targeting or at the benefits of trade.
Just like biologists, economists will have to use different tools for analysing the economic system as a whole from those used for narrower analytical questions, such as the impact of a congestion charge or carbon tax. Even so, the evolutionary perspective is important: competition policy is one compelling example.
The ideas reported in this book will probably change economics much less than the author hopes. But anybody interested in understanding why we are where we are should read it. For me, it was more than the business book of 2006; it was the book of 2006.
*The Origin of Wealth: Evolution, Complexity and the Radical Remaking of Economics (Random House, 2006)
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