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Abstract 

The Natural Resource Curse is widely accepted but still a puzzling phenomenon for 
developing countries. Sachs and Warner (1995) and other researchers have found that 
countries with natural resources abundance tend to grow slowly. Some have argued 
that the findings might result from a bias in time series (from 1970 to 1989) they 
selected, when the prevailing prices of resource products were at low level. Using 
cross-country data from 1990 to 2007, this paper conducts a further study first from a 
general perspective, followed by segmenting resources into different types and finally 
dividing samples into different regions in order to have a holistic view of impacts of 
natural resources on economic growth in developing countries, with rather 
differentiated results reached.  
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I. Introduction 

The Natural Resource Curse is one of core themes in cotemporary Economics. As 
common sense goes, natural resources are the equivalent of wealth, that is to say, the 
more abundant its resources, the more rapid is the economic growth for a country. In 
the times of Malthus and Ricardo, economists held extraordinarily worshiping 
psychology towards natural resources, as it was crucial whether to have adequate 
natural resources to support continuous growth of an agricultural society, followed by 
that of an industrial society. One of the central points depicted by Malthus in An Essay 
on the Principle of Population was that, the outgrowth of population over natural 
resources would lead to vicious consequences. During the age of classic economics, 
economists were pessimistic towards long-term growth under limited supply of 
resources, as for them, natural resources played decisive roles in growth, and 
possessing rich natural resources at least should be a necessary condition for 
continuous growth. 

In the past two decades, economists have been reconsidering the relationship 
between resource abundance and economic growth, coming to contradictory 
conclusions to those by classicists: Auty (1994), as well as Sachs and Warner (1995) 
coined the term “the resource curse” from the phenomenon that economies abundant 
in natural resources have tended to grow slower than economies without substantial 
natural resources. Empirical study conducted by Sachs and Warner (1995) has been 
the most influential one: testing correlation between a country’s economic growth and 
its natural resources by employing such variables as these countries’ natural resource 
abundance (the ratio of primary exports to GDP) between 1970 and 1989, market 
openness, investment and economic institution. After econometric test, the 
conclusions reached by Sachs and Warner were as follows: correlation did exist 
between natural resources and economic growth, however, the association was 
negative, i.e., countries and regions with abundant natural resources have tended to 
grow slower than those without abundant resources. 

Provoked by Sachs and Warner’s work, a series of cross-country empirical 
studies on “resource curse” have been published afterwards. For example, Gylfason 
(2001) studied the relationship between agricultural resources and growth 
performance in 22 transitional countries, which also testifies the existence of 
“resource curse”. However, in Stijns’s (2005) opinion, resource export is not directly 
equal to resource abundance, insisting that production and resources are two different 
concepts, as countries with more resources do not necessarily produce more. In order 
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to find the correlation between natural resources and economic growth, he chose 
indexes such as land per capita, oil, natural gas and mineral reserves, instead of the 
natural resource indexes used by Sachs and Warner. Stijns thinks that some resources 
have negative impacts on economic growth, while some others have positive ones. 
His findings indicate that, the land resource abundance has an inverse association with 
economic growth, oil and natural gas basically negative, while gas’s correlation is 
uncertain and mineral reserves demonstrate positive results. 

In general, the resource curse has been thought-provoking among economists, 
who have put forward various explanations, including, the Dutch Disease, low human 
capital investment and weak institution. “Dutch Disease” refers to the rise of real 
exchange rate caused by increased resource export, consequentially squeezing 
manufacturing exports. As manufacturing has positive externalities, essential to 
long-term growth, resource abundant countries with little manufacturing, focusing its 
economies on production of primary products, cannot avoid the dilemma of weak 
growth (Matsuyama, 1992; Sachs and Warner, 1995). As for human capital, in 
resource abundant countries, production of primary products not entailing high skilled 
labor constitutes the main part of their economic activities, it therefore becomes 
unnecessary for these countries to increase education expense to supplement human 
capital (Birdsall et al, 2002, Bravo-Ortega and Gregorio, 2005). For individuals, as 
employment is limited to the primary sector, with not high profits earned from 
increased human capital, the incentives for education are therefore not much 
encouraging. 

Compared to the above two factors, institution has won more concerns in 
explaining resource curse. As natural resources contain economic rent, relevant 
interest groups can resort to such attempts as bribery by rent-seeking to occupy 
natural resources, leading to low efficiency of resources allocation. Rent-seeking has 
unavoidably linked many resource abundant countries with low institutional quality 
such as corruptions, low efficiency, and incomplete markets. The cycle goes as 
follows: resources cause rent-seeking, which in turn leads to low institutional quality, 
followed by low growth. Sala-i-Martin and Subramanian (2003) find that resource 
curse exists in mineral industry, yet this effect is also affected indirectly by 
institutional quality. Once this indirect effect is under control, resources will no longer 
have such curse effect. Isham et al (2005) find that the export intensity of mineral 
products, energy products and crops has strong association with weak public 
institution, thereby correlating to low economic growth. Robinson et al (2006) 
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constructed a theoretical model to study the impacts of resources on institution, 
drawing conclusions that good institution can avoid rent-seeking, while bad one will 
seduce rent-seeking. 

In summary, the literature on resource curse so far has all followed what Sachs 
and Warner have done, that is to say, the time series chosen is from 1970 to 1989. The 
advantage of this practice is that the basic data provided by Sachs and Warner can be 
employed for further research, and easy for comparative analyses. However, one thing 
has been neglected: the global commodity price collapse during the 1980s has 
substantially reduced gains to resource-intensive export countries, leading to 
unprofitable impacts on economic growth. Would such price collapse have bias on the 
analysis and findings, caused by reducing the growth rate of resource abundant 
countries in the later years of the sample period? Something similar to what Baumol 
(1986) encountered in convergence? Thereby, this paper will retest the resource curse 
effect, choosing time series directly after Sachs and Warner’s research period from 
1990 to 2007, which corresponds to the time of global commodity price booms, so 
that our findings can be useful in judging whether the resource curse effect does exist, 
or it is the biased error caused by global commodity price volatility. The developing 
countries are chosen as our samples in this paper. Apart from studying the impacts of 
resources on economic growth from a general perspective, this paper further segments 
the resources into three types, to probe into any differentiated effects of different types 
of resources on economic growth. As another innovation, this paper conducts separate 
researches to find out the differentiated impacts of natural resources on economic 
growth in developing countries located in different regions of the world. 

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In section II we give a preliminary 
observation by computing relevant statistics for developing countries, followed by 
econometric model and data depicted in section III and detailed analyses conducted in 
section IV, with separate studies respectively from general perspective, on different 
types of resources and in different regions in order to have a holistic view of impacts 
of natural resources on economic growth. In section V we summarize the whole 
paper.  

 

II. Preliminary Observation 

In this section, preliminary observation will be conducted to see the relationship 
between resource abundance and economic growth. First, we compute the average 
annual growth rate of GDP per capita in developing countries during the sample 
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period and the resource abundance of all these countries during the initial period. The 
former part is tabulated directly from relevant data taken from Penn World Table 
Version 6.3 (Heston, Summers and Aten, 2009), while the latter adopted two types of 
resource indexes: RA1 representing the ratio of resource export to GDP (resource 
dependence) and RA2 standing for ratio of resource export to merchandise export 
(export intensity), with all relevant data from World Development Indicator (WDI) of 
the World Bank. 
 
Table 1 Resource Endowment and Economic Growth: Preliminary Observation 

 
The Average Annual Growth Rate of GDP Per Capita in Respective Countries 

Ten most resource abundant 

countries under RA1 

Ten least resource 

abundant countries under 

RA1 

Ten most resource 

abundant countries 

under RA2 

Ten least resource 

abundant countries under 

RA2 

Brunei 

Darussalam 
-0.319 India 3.820

Brunei 

Darussalam
-0.319 Malta 2.664

Guyana -1.067 Malta 2.664 Yemen 1.895 Pakistan 2.301

United Arab 

Emirates 
1.406 Pakistan 2.301 Gabon -1.746 Dominican 4.073

Congo -0.292 Brazil 1.235 Mali 2.154 China 9.114

Gabon -1.746 Rwanda 1.839 Niger 0.323 India 3.820

Qatar 3.849 Uganda 1.723 Ecuador 1.261 Tunisia 3.599

Mongolia 3.062 China 9.114 Uganda 1.723 Jamaica 0.432

Kuwait 3.826 Egypt 2.730 Congo -0.292 Philippines 2.022

Saudi Arabia -0.614 Dominican 4.073 Algeria 1.107 Mauritius 3.998

Venezuela 1.028 Central Africa -0.390 Bolivia 1.486 Hungary 2.389

Mean 0.913 Mean 2.911 Mean 0.759 Mean 3.441

 
Sources: Penn World Table Version 6.3; World Development Indicator. 
 

Table 1 tabulates the average annual growth rate of GDP per capita in the ten 
most and the ten least resource abundant developing countries. When resource 
dependence index is adopted, among the ten most resource abundant countries, the 
highest one is Qatar, standing at 3.849%, compared to the negative one -7.7% 
(1980-1990) in Sachs and Warner’s study. Similarly, the growth rate of GDP per 
capita in the oil-producing countries such as Kuwait and United Arab Emirates has 
also changed from negative to positive, which indicates that, the rise of global 
commodity price, especially of oil and natural gas, has played pushing roles in the 
economic growth in part of the resource abundant countries. However, generally 
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speaking, the economic growth of the ten most resource abundant countries was not 
very ideal: the average annual growth rate of GDP per capita of these ten countries 
standing at 0.913% and half of them experiencing negative growth rate.  

Comparatively speaking, the economic growth of the ten least resource abundant 
countries performed much better: except Central Africa in negative, the other 
countries have experienced more rapid economic growth, with the average annual 
growth rate of GDP per capita of these ten countries standing at 2.911%, more than 
three times of that of the ten most resource abundant countries. Even after excluding 
China from this list as its average annual growth rate of GDP per capita has been too 
high, the average growth rate in the rest nine countries still reached 2.222%, much 
higher than the resource abundant country group. If we look at the situation when 
export intensity index of resource products is adopted, similar growth tendency is 
manifested. For the ten most resource abundant countries, the mean of the average 
annual growth rate of GDP per capita is 0.759%, while that for the ten least resource 
abundant countries is as high as 3.441%, more than four times of the former. Even 
when excluding China whose growth rate was too high, the mean of the average 
annual growth rate of GDP per capita is still as high as 2.811%. In summary, the 
statistics result from Table 1 shows, the resource abundant countries may not tend to 
have rapid economic growth, that is say, the effect of resources on growth may not be 
positive.  
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Figure 1 Growth Rate of GDP Per Capita and Resource Dependence 

Sources: Penn World Table Version 6.3; World Development Indicator. 
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Figure 2 Growth Rate of GDP Per Capita and Export Intensity of Resource Products 

Sources: Penn World Table Version 6.3; World Development Indicator. 

In Figure 1 and Figure 2, we further depict growth rate of GDP per capita, 
together with scatter diagrams and fitted lines of the growth rate and the two resource 
indexes. As we can see from the figures, there is a certain negative association 
between resource abundance and growth rate of GDP per capita, as the corresponding 
fitted lines slope to the right side. Nevertheless, this is just an intuitional preliminary 
judgment, it is certainly necessary to conduct econometric analysis in order to have a 
holistic view of impacts of natural resources on economic growth. 

 

III. Econometric Model and Data 

The previous section only gives an intuitional preliminary observation of the 
relationship between natural resources and economic growth. To exclude possible 
biased errors caused by influences of other variables, the above intuitional conclusion 
need to be supported by econometric analysis. For the sake of comparative analysis, 
this paper employs similar econometric model to what used by Sachs and Warner 
(1995): 

0 0 1 0 1 2
1( )i i i i i

T iy y y RA Z u
t

α α β β− = + + + +  

Here, y is the natural log of GDP per capita, RA refers to the relevant index 
variables for resource abundance, Z is the control variable vector. The explained 

variable 0
1( i i

Ty y
t

− ) is the average growth rate of GDP per capita during the sample 

period, which ranges from 1990 to 2007; it is therefore denoted simply as GEA9007. 
y0 stands for natural log of GDP per capita at the initial period, used to control 
economic situation at that time, reflecting economic convergence. Data of GDP per 
capita comes from Penn World Table Version 6.3 (Heston, Summers and Aten, 2009). 
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RA is the variable of resource abundance at the initial period, with two types of 
indexes employed in this paper: RA1 standing for the ratio of natural resource export 
to GDP (resource dependence) and RA2 representing the ratio of natural resource 
export to merchandise export (export intensity). Apart from studying the impacts of 
resource export on economic growth from a general perspective, we will research on 
whether curse effect exists in each type of resource products by further segmenting 
resource products into three types: Agriculture, Fuels and Minerals. The export value 
of different types of resource products and their ratio to GDP and to merchandise 
export are computed from data taken from World Development Indicator (WDI), and 
The United Nations Commodity Trade Statistics Database (UN Comtrade). 

 
Table 2 Descriptive Statistics of the Relevant Variables in Developing Countries 

 

Variables Mean  Standard Error Minimum Maximum 

GEA9007 1.844 2.032 -2.769 9.114 

Natural Log of GDP 

Per Capita at the 

Initial Period  

7.041 1.245 4.944 10.104 

Openness 83.288 47.309 21.105 301.562 

Investment 17.639 9.263 4.286 43.884 

Tt 1.120 3.967 -12.197 12.276 

Edu 5.969 2.314 1.119 10.613 

rl -0.265 0.678 -1.319 1.415 

RA1 0.174 0.152 0.002 0.626 

Agriculture-RA1 0.075 0.079 0.000 0.463 

Fuel-RA1 0.069 0.139 0.000 0.625 

Mineral-RA1 0.030 0.078 0.000 0.542 

RA2 68.942 27.095 2.553 99.529 

Agriculture-RA2 38.358 29.872 0.007 98.341 

Fuel-RA2 19.750 30.931 0.000 99.478 

Mineral-RA2 10.834 19.332 0.030 80.053 

The control variable vector Z covers the following variables: openness being the 
average openness of these countries during the sample period, using the ratio of trade 
volume to GDP, with data taken from Penn World Table Version 6.3; investment 
standing for the average ratio of investment to GDP, with data also from Penn World 
Table Version 6.3; edu being the average education years per person in these countries 
during 1995-2005, with data sourced from Barro and Lee (2010), supplying only 
education years per person in interval years of 1990, 1995, 2005, so only mean values 
in these years being used; tt representing annual change rate of trade terms in these 
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countries during 1990-2007, with data taken from World Development Indicator 
sourced from the World Bank; rl representing the average of rule of law index in these 
countries during 1996-2007, with data from World Governance Index sourced also 
from the World Bank, with data issued from 1996 onwards, so only the corresponding 
average figures since that year being chosen. Here, rule of law measures “the extent to 
which agents have confidence in and abide by the rules of society, and in particular 
the quality of contract enforcement, the police, and the courts, as well as the 
likelihood of crime and violence” (Kaufmann et al, 2007: 4). 

Having introduced the econometric model to be applied and sources of data for 
our study, we list descriptive statistics of the relevant variables mentioned above in 
Table 2, which is self-explanatory in itself. 

 

IV. Results and Findings 

Using the econometric model and data depicted in the previous section, researches 
from a general perspective, on different types of resources and in different regions are 
conducted respectively in this section in order to have a holistic view of impacts of 
natural resources on economic growth.  
 
1. Impacts of Resource Abundance on Economic Growth 
First resource abundance index, representing the ratio of natural resource export to 
GDP or to merchandise export, is adopted to investigate what particular impacts 
resource endowment have on economic growth in developing countries since1990s, 
with results tabulated in Table 3. 

As we can see from Table 3, the (1) and (4) columns give the regression results of 
all samples including both developing countries and developed countries, which 
indicates that, the test results under two different types of resource indexes are 
consistent: the estimated coefficients are all negative, both with high statistical 
significance, which shows that, the resource curse is still present under this new 
background of rapid global economic integration and substantial rise of global 
commodity price. The (2) and (5) columns list the result for developing countries, 
similarly, the estimated coefficients on the two resource variables are still negative, 
with higher absolute value and more significance over the results in (1) and (4) 
columns. According to adjusted-R2, the fit of the equation has been much improved, 
showing more significant resource curse to developing countries. For comparative 
reasons, we compute estimated results for developed countries in Table 3, with details 
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in (3) and (6) columns. As we can see from the table, for developed countries, the 
estimated coefficients on resource variables are insignificantly negative, indicating 
certain degree of positive influences of resource endowment on economic growth for 
developed countries. To sum up, the resource curse effects mainly exist in developing 
countries, however, the curse effect manifested from the total sample in practice come 
from the test results of developing countries, which from one side testifies the 
rationality and necessity in choosing developing countries as research subjects in this 
paper. 

 
Table 3 Regression Results of All Resource Export & Economic Growth 

 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

 All Developing Developed All Developing Developed 

RA1 -3.067** 

(1.552) 

-3.664** 

(1.699) 

1.731 

（1.848） 
- - - 

RA2 
- - - 

-0.017** 

(0.008) 

-0.025** 

(0.011) 

0.007 

(0.006) 

initial income -0.831*** 

(0.282) 

-0.529* 

(0.315) 

-1.048*** 

(0.265) 

-0.958*** 

(0.272) 

-0.678*** 

(0.274) 

-1.029*** 

(0.292) 

openness 0.003 

(0.003) 

-0.006 

(0.006) 

0.003***

(0.001) 

-4.18E-06 

(0.003) 

-0.011 

(0.007) 

0.005***

(0.002) 

investment 0.056* 

(0.033) 

0.068* 

(0.035) 

0.005 

(0.035) 

0.045 

(0.032) 

0.054*

(0.033) 

0.006 

(0.031) 

edu -0.007 

(0.102) 

-0.026 

(0.117) 

0.016 

(0.101) 

0.009 

(0.101) 

-0.006 

(0.114) 

-0.001 

(0.094) 

tt 0.154*** 

(0.055) 

0.119** 

(0.053) 

0.106 

(0.098) 

0.155*** 

(0.054) 

0.131** 

(0.054) 

0.082 

(0.1081) 

rl 1.238*** 

(0.337) 

1.772*** 

(0.403) 

0.815* 

(0.401) 

1.232*** 

(0.330) 

1.616*** 

(0.403) 

0.848* 

(0.384) 

_cons 7.085*** 

(1.842) 

6.064*** 

(2.063) 

10.345*** 

(2.056) 

9.005*** 

(2.062) 

8.667*** 

(2.167) 

10.055*** 

(2.343) 

Obs 94 68 26 94 68 26 

Adjusted R2 0.263 0.337 0.670 0.269 0.354 0.680 

Note: Numbers in parentheses indicate robust standard errors; ***, **, * denotes respectively significance at 

the 1%, 5% and 10% level. 
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 The results listed in Table 3 need to be further studied. In two test equations, 
coefficients of GDP per capita at the initial period are always significantly negative, 
showing significant growth convergence since the 1990s. The estimated coefficients 
on institutional quality rl are significantly positive, indicating the importance of 
institution to growth in developing countries. Consistent with our expectation, the 
estimated coefficients on change rate of trade term tt is positive, meaning the 
deterioration of trade terms not having positive impacts on economic growth, as 
export products from developing countries mainly being the low value-added 
labor-intensive ones with low technology, sensitive to price changes. 
 

2. Impacts of Different Types of Resource on Economic Growth 

Recent studies show, different types of resources might have differentiated impacts on 
economic growth (Stijns, 2005; Butkiewicz and Yanikkaya, 2010, etc). It is therefore 
necessary to conduct separate studies on different types of resource products. As 
mentioned above, the resource products are segmented into the following three types: 
Agriculture, Fuels and Minerals. 

Table 4 reports the effects of export of each type of resource products on 
economic growth, dividing into two parts: the resource abundance on left half being 
represented by the ratio of export of each type of resource products to GDP; while the 
export intensity on the right half being by the ratio of export of each type of resource 
products to merchandise export. As we can see from the table, the impacts of different 
types of resource products on economic growth in developing countries have some 
difference. In our analysis based on the resource dependence, both agriculture and 
minerals demonstrate positive impacts, while fuels have positive, yet not very 
significant ones. We have to say, since 1990s, the price rise of such resources as oil 
and natural gas has benefited developing countries. In our analysis based on export 
intensity of resource products, the tendency of the impacts of all types of resources on 
economic growth basically corresponds to those in our analysis based on the resource 
dependence, with only differences on significance. In detail, the effects of agriculture 
export on economic growth are still negative, but not that significant, whereas that of 
fuels is positive, with significantly negative impacts from minerals not being changed 
at all. 
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Table 4 Regression Results of Different Types of Resource Export & 
Economic Growth 

 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

 Agriculture Fuels Minerals Agriculture Fuels Minerals 

RA1 -8.043*** 

(3.033) 

2.047 

(2.629) 

-5.760** 

(2.469) 
- - - 

RA2 
- - - 

-0.009 

(0.008) 

0.017* 

(0.010) 

-0.025*** 

(0.007) 

initial income -0.932*** 

(0.294) 

-0.868** 

(0.379) 

-0.700** 

(0.279) 

-0.817*** 

(0.303) 

-1.011*** 

(0.378) 

-0.782*** 

(0.272) 

openness -0.007 

(0.007) 

-0.014* 

(0.008) 

-0.012 

(0.007) 

-0.013* 

(0.007) 

-0.013* 

(0.008) 

-0.014* 

(0.007) 

investment 0.100***

(0.034) 

0.080* 

(0.045) 

0.094** 

(0.038) 

0.083** 

(0.038) 

0.080*

(0.042) 

0.087** 

(0.037) 

edu 0.007 

(0.119) 

0.010 

(0.117) 

-0.047 

(0.115) 

-0.019 

(0.118) 

-0.008 

(0.118) 

-0.010 

(0.114) 

tt 0.070*

(0.055) 

0.053 

(0.056) 

0.118** 

(0.052) 

0.085* 

(0.057) 

0.037 

(0.054) 

0.119*** 

(0.047) 

rl 1.785***

(0.388) 

2.146*** 

(0.439) 

1.938*** 

(0.356) 

1.835*** 

(0.371) 

2.334*** 

(0.447) 

1.932*** 

(0.351) 

_cons 8.208***

(1.904) 

8.061*** 

(2.339) 

6.995*** 

(1.817) 

8.119*** 

(2.098) 

8.846*** 

(2.289) 

7.703* 

(1.811) 

Obs 74 70 71 74 70 71 

Adjusted R2 0.367 0.311 0.331 0.310 0.331 0.342 

Note: Numbers in parentheses indicate robust standard errors; ***, **, * denotes respectively significance at 

the 1%, 5% and 10% level. 

To synthesize the analyses conducted under two different types of indexes, the 
negative association of minerals on economic growth in developing countries are the 
most significant, and the curse effect of minerals is also the most robust. 

 

3. The Analysis for Different Regions 

In order to probe into the regional features of resource curse effects, we further divide 
the developing countries into three groups: Asian countries, African countries and 
Latin-American countries, to study any potential differentiated impacts of different 
types of resources on economic growth in developing countries. 

Considering the length of this paper, Table 5 only lists the estimated coefficients, 
the observed value and goodness of fit. Generally speaking, the estimated coefficients 
on these two types of resource variables have some difference in different regions.  
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Table 5 The Analysis Result of Resource Curse Effects in Different Regions 
 

Panel A RA1- Resource export % of GDP 

 Asia Africa Latin-America 

 Coef. Obs 

Adjusted-R2

Coef. Obs 

Adjusted-R2

Coef. Obs 

Adjusted-R2

All -0.165 

(5.663) 

19 

0.408 

-0.038 

(3.561) 

26 

0.526 

-2.019 

(3.413) 

20 

0.437 

Agriculture 20.777 

(15.130) 

21 

0.383 

-2.902 

(5.505) 

28 

0.454 

-9.535* 

(5.495) 

22 

0.507 

Fuels 6.140 

(5.644) 

20 

0.460 

2.881 

(2.267) 

27 

0.545 

4.266 

(6.779) 

20 

0.458 

Minerals -4.846 

(3.210) 

20 

0.394 

-28.680*** 

(10.042) 

27 

0.520 

-10.153 

(7.939) 

21 

0.422 

Panel B RA2- Resource export % of merchandise export 

 Asia Africa Latin-America 

 Coef. Obs 

Adjusted-R2

Coef. Obs 

Adjusted-R2

Coef. Obs 

Adjusted-R2

All -0.003 

(0.038) 

19 

0.408 

0.006 

(0.018) 

26 

0.528 

-0.009 

(0.019) 

20 

0.427 

Agriculture 0.013 

(0.029) 

21 

0.326 

0.007 

(0.015) 

28 

0.454 

-0.020 

(0.022) 

22 

0.432 

Fuels 0.036** 

(0.015) 

20 

0.508 

0.023 

(0.015) 

27 

0.572 

0.009 

(0.024) 

20 

0.443 

Minerals -0.034* 

(0.019) 

20 

0.421 

-0.031** 

(0.014) 

27 

0.496 

0.001 

0.024 

21 

0.386 

Note: Numbers in parentheses indicate robust standard errors; ***, **, * denotes respectively significance at 

the 1%, 5% and 10% level. 

For developing countries in Asia, two estimated coefficients are insignificantly 
negative, signifying that resource curse effect may not be present in Asian countries. 
For different types of resources in Asian countries, agriculture under two indexes has 
both positive result, yet insignificant, demonstrating no relevant resource curse effects. 
Test results for fuels under two indexes have the same positive one, with more 
significance in the analysis under the export intensity of resource products. As for 
minerals, two test results both demonstrate that, this type of resources has negative 
impacts on economic growth for developing countries in Asia, with mineral curse 
effect present, consistent with the result from the analysis of all the developing 
countries.  

As we can see from Table 5, test results for developing countries in Africa show 
that, under these two types of indexes, the effects of fuels and minerals are the same, 
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with the former being insignificantly positive, and the latter significantly negative, 
showing significant mineral curse effect present.  

As far as developing countries in Latin-America are concerned, resource 
endowment generally has insignificantly negative effects on economic growth. For 
different types of resources, agriculture has negative impacts on economic growth in 
developing countries in Latin-America, with more significance when the analysis is 
conducted under the resource dependence. The influence of fuels is positive, yet not 
very significant, while the effects for minerals under two types of indexes are not in 
the same tendency, but either insignificant.  

To summarize from the above analyses, resource curse has somewhat regional 
differences: the curse effects are manifested in minerals for developing countries in 
both Asia and Africa; while that is present for agriculture for developing countries in 
Latin-America. Comparison of the results from regional tests in Table 5 indicates that, 
fuels have positive growth effects in every region and under both resource indexes, 
although with certain difference in significance, showing the positive pushing 

influences of price rise of oil and natural gas on economic growth in developing 
countries. 

 

V. Conclusion 

After using cross-country data from 1990 to 2007 to retest the resource curse effect 
during this new historical period and under new market conditions, this paper reaches 
the following conclusions. Generally speaking, empirical tests based on both the ratio 
of resource export to GDP and to merchandise export volume indicate that the impact 
of resources on economic growth is significantly negative, showing significant 
resource curse present. When sample countries are further divided into two groups of 
developed countries and developing ones, empirical results show that, resource 
endowment has significantly negative influence on economic growth in developing 
countries, while that in developed countries being insignificantly positive. Therefore, 
we can say that the resource curse effects found in the overall cross-country sample 
actually come from the developing countries, which proves more significance of the 
proposition of resource curse on developing countries. Accordingly, resource products 
have been segmented into three types of Agriculture, Fuels and Minerals to test their 
association with economic growth in developing countries. Test results show, the 
negative effect of minerals on economic growth in developing countries are most 
significant, with mineral curse effect most robust; while that of agriculture is negative, 
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yet not so significant, whereas that for fuels is somewhat positive. Researches in 
different regions show that resource curse effects have certain regional differentiation: 
curse effects being present in minerals for developing countries in Asia and Africa, 
also in agriculture for developing countries in Latin-America. Comparison of the test 
results in these regions tells us a fact that, fuels demonstrate positive effects on 
economic growth for all regions, indicating benefits from price rise of global oil and 
natural gas since 1990s for developing countries. 
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