d‘ Gy % Y a % a a U [ a

¥0I1399MIAUANVVIN Y Mstsznamonnmaaulanaanmiladenisnan
Tagsawveszmet Ing

Y A a &a a

I WIBNAA IINABNT

Syan IATHIAAAT UM UG

A vy v a
ﬂﬂ!%ﬂiiﬂfﬂi‘ﬂﬂiﬂ‘tﬂﬂ]ﬁﬂ‘l—!ﬂ)“!‘ﬂ‘ﬂi’]ﬁig

[ < a
HALAT. QYA 1991955y Usesmnisums

4

o d a @
@.ﬂi.ﬂigv\l@l“}fuﬂ\l VIYSNUTD NITUNIT

E]

.03, N5 Mgaunga NITUMT
% )
unneeo

= dydw ¢ A = 9 A a a Aa
MIANEIN WIAgszasniing ﬁﬂHWTﬂﬁ\3ﬁﬁW\W]N']"ll@Qﬂ?il%ﬁi}}llﬁﬂi@]ﬂ’l\nﬁﬁyﬁﬂﬂ

wazlszanaumonsimsay lavoswannniladeniswan laesiu (Total Factor Productivity
a a o A a a
Growth; TFPG) wostszme Ine A20738ms s 1zniyImsnsydula (Growth Accounting
. ) = 1 1 = o = % A [
Analysis) Iaemsany Tug95212190 W.9.2525-2548 taziiimsane i 2 s2au Ao 52AL
Y [
IATHININIATIN UAYTLAVTIBENIANTHAR 14U 8 &1 uen b ldsimsAnb e
Yszmuaionsimsaulanaaniniladenisnanlaesin AA1HIDINANTTNUINNST
{ [ a [ 4 o W a
nasumlaimeiginggane (TFPGeu) Tasmsdszanadnsimildlse Teminnsideimanan
FalismsdSudradunua luves dadiunuaonanan tazdruganielaninisdnm
= = QU =
iseumeunvdsemeuase
= [ a 1 ] d‘ ) = =
namsan luseauAsHgNINIaTIWNYN Aaeaseiiimsane Uszmalnedl

a a { { J I a { 1w
msauTamaasygne laemasniosas 6.03 aoll Taadlunsiaulaein TFPG maomiiy

'
v I}

1 a g a U @ | { { o
fooaz 0.81 aoll Anilufosar 13.47 vesmaaulalagsaw Hfladenuilufundrdyiga

g Q

A

a a I ] 1 =< 9 ] = 1 9 o
6UE]\‘]fﬂim‘]JIG] ﬂmﬂu’ﬁﬂ’ﬁ’)uﬂ\ﬁﬂﬁlﬁg 75.57 LLﬁ3%'%%8&5\1\‘111!11@'@?(’314568?18 10.96 1M
o v o a Y " w9 1 A o @ U Y 1
ﬂﬁﬂi“ﬂNaﬂlﬂﬂﬁ]&]ﬂﬂi‘h;iﬂi]ﬂﬁ]ﬂhlﬂﬂ1 TFPGcu tMnusagas 0.87 G]?J‘]J mmuﬂmuﬂuuwum

Y
5D IAVDINANNINTIIVENITNAAANAIDE 19NN IUBI9T) W.A.2540-2541  uazdINTUL



9 9
= Y

Y A A o a a 9 I VoA
U THUNLUUNS TFPG uag TFPGeu lagh HadnNINge TFPG ulﬂﬂﬁ']f]kﬂullﬁaﬂﬂiﬂ‘uﬂ\i

]
@ =

M3y landananga

o ]

=2 a

HamsAnEITIeavIMIHaanu Taamasudailvionuiidadiunmvesnsidula

A a 1 [ I A a Ao o
QQﬂﬁﬂiunﬂﬁTﬂJTﬂ15Na@ LLE’I%W‘U'Jﬁjfl]ﬁ]fJLLﬁ\N']HL‘]JHVI?J"I%@Q?’YJ“JLWUIﬁﬂﬁ']ﬂiy, 1uﬁ1m1

Q

a 9 1 I~ d‘ a d‘ o o A 1 ] a
uim3 (evay 45.13) @2 TFPG unuvesmsanIandney luawumilowsuazdosiiu
Govaz 36.23) ananuIANvUaILazdoas (Fosaz 28.93) aanlnfwazilszih Gevay

17.85) uaz a1 inngaamnisn (Feeaz 14.22) uaz Iagmasaneasieiimsanyi24 1 TFPG

IS

I 1 a & @ 1
Hantuanlu 2 a1 Ae mneada ($esas -3.00 Antludadiudesas -71.57) uazain
a Jd Y a g o 1 9y dy A = ~ oA
MINIUYY (5980 -1.13 ﬂmﬂuﬁﬂﬁ"}uiﬂﬂﬁg -21.91) U8NINU LiJ’E'JL‘]JiEJ‘]JL‘VIfJ“]JLLWﬁQ‘VISJWJ’EJQ

ANuaY Ta lug9nouInga (W.f.2525-2539) AUFNHAIINGA (W.F.2542-2548) WUNFATIU

=

1 4 1 v
Moy Taan TFPG  inanlunnaivnmswaa snduavineddn Fusnilsuaa

dgl 1 = 2K o Y A 1A 1 v Aa av o L] 1 a a
qwuiumaﬂ W.9.2545-2548 e lvinunaened Gll.l“l)”)\‘l‘l/iﬁ\i’)ﬂi]ﬁﬂiﬂﬁﬁ?ﬂ’ﬂ%’lﬂﬂ@ﬂi)ﬂﬂﬂ

Y
g % 1

[ <3 [ <SR 9 [
LW]@EJN]liﬂGHN genuriudauud Ty lumsdSuargauunem TFPG uag TFPGeu

)

e

=2 = =} @ J ' a4 = Y A @
HansenylTsumennualszima W yuasesunsll  TFPG Inaifeanty
Uszinalne Inunderoilves TFPG uazdadiufiunvesnnuanInain TEPG geninlszing

' Yy AV T A = o Sa
uh/'lflll']ﬂ ﬁ\iWaGh’T1]?]'311]?”1]15ﬂ1/]’]\1ﬂ1ﬁllellqel]u1/]ﬂﬂ'31 @Nuu"’U@Lﬁu@!lugalUﬂ']ﬁﬁﬂ‘H']ﬂiﬁuﬂﬂ

v
=S 1

] a a [ o 4 ]
iﬂUTaqﬂﬂﬂﬂﬁﬁUTﬂUWﬂLﬁiﬂﬂﬂ% ﬁ\ilﬁillﬂ']ﬁ‘l]ﬁll‘l]iq\i AUNTNVBINITWIINTNUHY NITIANTT

Y
wazm3 lma TuTad Insaunvu



Independent Study Title An Estimation of Total Factor Productivity Growth in
Thailand

Author Mr. Kitt Jirakittayangkul

Degree Master of Economics

Independent Study Advisory Committee

Asst. Prof. Dr.Anchalee Jengjalern Chairperson

Lect. Dr.Prapatchon Jariyapan Member
Lect. Dr.Pairut Kanjanakaroon Member
ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to examine the sources of economic growth and to estimate
the total factor productivity growth (TFPG) in Thailand during 1982-2005, using the Growth
Accounting Method. The framework was applied at two levels, aggregate and sectoral which
covered 8 major economic sectors. Moreover, the study also estimated the total factor productivity
growth separating out the effects of business fluctuation (TFPGcu), by using Wharton Method to
estimate the capacity utilization rate. Finally, the study compared TFPG and sources of economic
growth between Thailand and Malaysia.

At the aggregate level, the average rate of economic growth was 6.03 percent per year.
TFPG had contributed to economic growth at 0.81 percent per year or 13.47 percent of the total.
The capital input was the main source of growth which accounted for 75.57 percent and labor
input accounted for 10.96 percent, while the adjusted TFPGcu was 0.87 percent per year. The
results also showed that TFPG has significantly dropped during the economic crisis in 1997-1998,
then both TFPG and TFPGcu were on increasing trend after that suggesting that the TFPG has

become the most important source of economic growth after the crisis.



At the sectoral level, the results were similar to the aggregate level, capital input was the
main source of growth in every sector. The labor input was also the important source of growth in
services sector (45.13 percent); and TFPG was the important source of growth in mining and
quarrying sector (36.23 percent), transportation and communication sector (28.93 percent),
electricity and water supply sector (17.85 percent), and manufacturing sector (14.22 percent). On
the average, over the 24 years under study, two sectors appeared to have negative value of TFPG:-
construction sector (-3.00 percent which accounted for —71.57 percent of output growth) and
commerce sector (-1.13 percent which accounted for —21.91 percent of output growth). The results
also showed that after the crisis (1999-2005), TFPG had a higher percentage contribution to
economic growth than before the crisis (1982-1996) in almost all sectors, except the construction
sector, in which TFPG has just increased in 2002-2005, so the average per year was still lower
than the level before the crisis. However, there was a tendency for increasing trends in both TFPG
and TFPGecu in this sector.

In comparing Thailand’s TFPG with other countries, this study revealed that Malaysia
which used to be very close to Thailand now has much higher TFPG. This suggested that
Malaysia was in a higher competitiveness position. To improve the situation as well as the
competitiveness of Thailand, the Thai Government should gear its economic policies more toward

the improvement of human resource quality, management and the new technology.



