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= SOME EMPIRICAL EVTDENCE
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Faculty Member,
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ABSTRACT

This study aimed at finding out the effectiveness of exchange rate
policies on India’s exports during the period 1980-81 to 1988-8%.
We have used data relating to 35 export commodity groups at two-
digit level of disaggregation to compute the "price competitiveness
factor'of India's exports. The findings of the study revealed that
Plapgi exports dig respond o the changes 10 price competitiveness
factor. After 1986-87,the price competitiveness factor started
improving at a fast pace in response to steeper depreciation of the
rupee and so did the overall exports i1n real terms.
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EXCHANGE RATE PCLICY AND INDIA'S EXPORTS IN THE 1980s
-50ME EMPIRICAL EVIDENCE :
)

By

Ganesh Kumar N.°*

Export performance of a country depends on price and non—-price
factorss Price 15 1likely %o 'be the most important factor in
determining the competitiveness Df exports of developing countries
because of the nature of tﬁe products (non-differentiated) and
competition from other developing cauﬁt%1es_in such products 1n the
global markets. Price ccmﬁetitiveness arises - ot of tha
competitive advantagewlaf countries which may be due to cheap

labour, abundant natural:. resources, superior technology of
1
production etc. However, thére is another important aspect which

i

determines the price ucmpetitiveneag of exports viz. the exchange

rate. The question then i5, whether exchange rate can be ‘used as a

policy tool to give a'boost to the exports.

When the exchange rate 1is fréely detéermined by the market forces
under free trade, the guestion of u51§q exchange rate as policy to
promate exports'does not arlse..But 1f a country 15 following fixed
;#change rate regimeland there are restrictions on trade, the
axchange rate may not reflect the ‘'realistic’ wvalue! of the
domestic currency. Thé dégree of distortion depends on the degree
of intervention in +trade and foreign exchange markets. The
daeveloping cnuﬂtri:% yave trieg to maintain their currenéy at

1 e L. o = = ou ok [ D - fo ey v in 4 Y ¢ .0m b — PR | - ! s L5 W 2% 4
Jalues whict §15 3 tha ] st raliies e to wvarious

*Faculty member a% T.A.Pai Management Institute, Manipal.

'This term implies a value which is closer to the equilibrium
exchange rate under a free trade reqgime.



reasons. These aspects are uutéide the scope of this study. If

domestic currency is overvalued the exports are likely to suffer.
During tHe 1980=s, many develcping.cnuntries faced severe problem on
the Balance of Payments (BoP) front on account of low growth of
exports. One of thé major components of the IMF funded economic
reforms programmes to correct these imbalances is devaluation of
the currency and establishing'a more realistic exchange rate. There
are many ecunomi;ts who have qgestimned the Qse of exchange rate

(ER) policy as a measure to correct’the BoP problems.

Exchange Rate Policy of India.

Export sector started gaining importance in thé economy since the
early 1970s when it was felt that unless measures are taken to
boost exports India will continuously run into BoP problems. As far
as the means adopted tb achieve this objective go, it has been

essentially through subsidies and other non-exchange related

policies. However in the 1980s, particularly after 1985, the

government has taken recourse to ER policies to give fillip to the

external sector (BGraph—1). Despite these efforts, exports as a
]
proportion to GDP stood at &.2 per cent for 19906-91 (CMIE, 1992).

f . .
The new government at the Centre initiated far reaching economic
I

reforms since July(l??l, which included movement away from the
regime of fixed and unnealisti; exchange rate to more flexible
exchange rate regi@e. It all began by deJ#luing the currency in two
steps during July..qul, following. it up with partial rupee
convertibility {n 19;2"93'budget and, subsequently making rupee
fully convertible in the 1993-94 budéet; Perhaps, the government
was guided by the experience of the 1980s in its decision to move

to a regime of fully floating rupeé. It is necessary to ascertain

] : 2



whether the experiment of fhe 1980s in terms of steeper rupee
depreciation against major currencies has really helped in giving

a boost to the exports.
Effect of Rupee Depreciation on Exports: A Micro—-View

How does rupee devaluation influence exports? This question is

examined from the view point of a firm. An exporter’'s decision to

sell in the foreign markets depends on two factors: i) whether his

price is competitive in the US markets when compared to the
1

competitors, and ii) the relative profitability of selling in the
]

domestic market vis—-vis the'fqreign markets. These are determined
by " the price of prpduct in the international market and the

. v f
exchange rate of the Indian rupee vis—a-vis the foreign currencies.

V

b

v

To understand the mechanics from a firm's point of view, we take

) "

the case of a leather article (say,'hand bag) exportef to the US
market., In the illustration that f;llmws, we compare the price
competitiveness of an Indian exporter of this product over the
pRrriod 1980 to 19923. .In the tahle\bnlow we give the mechanics of
price competitiveness under diffg}bnt exchange rate regimes. In
this process we have made Qﬁe of some assumplions wh;ch are close
‘ :
to Peality. The major assumptions made here are: i)the dollar
price of the product in the U.5. market increased at the rate of 2%
p.a. during T??O~?993# ii)dthe domestic price of the product
increagea at tﬁe rate of 7% p?a throughout the period 1980-1 to
1990-21 (the average iﬁflaticn rate for the pericodl, 8% 134 for

1931=92, at 94 for 1322=93 and' likely to increzse at. &% during

1993594



Table : Mechanics of Price Competitiveness Under Different Exchange
Rate Regimes

: Domestic Exchange  Dollar equivalent Competitor’s

Year price rate 6f domestic price price f(price

Rs. (Rs./US %) ' in US market

5 Sk S (4) = (2)713) £5) |
1980-81 80 p 202 S gL Ay L 6.00
1990~-91 157 17:94 ; : 8.75 7 AB T |
1991-92 178 24 .47 Tw2? 7.46
T 194 28.40, 585 Tl
199324 205 S31.30 _ 5.90 7«55

Note:

15 Exchange rate of rupee for the wyears 1980=81, 1990-91 and
1991-92 were obtained from CMIE, Basic Statistics Relating to
Indian Economy, ALG.1293. The esxchange rate for 1992 S
weighted average of open market rate (Rs.30.0/%) and official
exchange rate (Rs.26/%).' :

2y Exchange rate for 1993-94 is assumed to be Rs.31.3/%.

{

D For the year 1992, Official exchange rate = 26.0 and Market
exchange rate = Rs,30.0/%. '

]
¥

i

The dollar equivaléht Ef domestic price which was higher ($10.11)
than the pricelin_the US market' (%6) 1in 1980-81, became lower
7 a2 7) than iﬁtérnationai price f$7.46) during 1991=92. The price
competitiveness has further 1mﬁfoved gueiang 1992935 and 1995945
From the abowve iliuﬁtrat?cn it.béccmes evident that, the product
which waﬁ nDt competitive  %ta1ll 1990;91 hag become competitive
thereafter. There is an incentive for the exporter to sell in the
U.S5. market now. He will earn more rupees per item sold in the U.S

market than the domestic market if he is able to sell at a price

which is greater than dollar equivalent of domestic price.

The above example 1s based on arbitrarily chosen domestic and



international prices. If the initial (1980-81) gap between dollar
eguivalent and i1nternational prices 1s smaller than the ane we have

chosen, price competitiveness would be attained even before 1991-

B

However, it appears thaé if exports haQé to respond in a big way,
the price competitiveness has to be éttained s1mulfaneou§1y in many
Hproducts. When competitiveness improves marginally due to steady
small incremental depreciation of rupee, only a few products will
Eecome competitive in the globél market. Substantial improvement in
price competitiveness will nnt_come-by steady 1ncremental dose of
devaluation. Improvemeht in tompetib1yeneas. 1s unlikely to be
achieved by cost reductions overnighé, that too in several products
together?. Thus the only alternative is to korrect the i1imbalance
|
in exchange rate 1n one go or 'a, éhraugh series of cautious
corrections at short interv;lé as was QOne by Goverhment since July
1991. When many products becomé competitive, -stability in overall

1}

exports will also be attarned because export basket will become

!
more diversified., '

Objective of the Study

This paper aims at exploring whether Indian experience of the 1980s

“lends credence to the view that'exchange rate influences- exports.

Scope of the Study

The study pertains to the perfod 1980/81 to 19BB/B9Y. This period

2There is also the guestion as to why would a producer Qo 1in
for such improvements 1f there is no pressure to reduce costs and
the domestic market is able to absorb the product at higher price
in a sheltered environment.



was chosen because‘ af the following considerations ~— -&) data’
relasing to qu#ntum index at two-digit level is not available for
211 the 25 coﬁmod}ty groups selected for the period before 1980/81,
b) the base year has been c%angﬁd to 1979/80 from the earlier base
period of 1970/71. Hence %or'whatever groups data relatina to
gquantum indices are available for the earlier pepiod, it is not
comparable with the more reteﬁt period because of changes in the
composition of the basket c¢) the ER policy has really been
effectively used only duriné the 1980s, d)Data relating to export
indices were not available for the years subsequent to 1988/8%9 at
the time this research was carried out.

It may be noted that this'pgriod isrdevo:d_af any major external
shock as far as Indian economy' 1s concerned. The.second oil shock

|

had been over and qQulf war broke out in 1990. Thus it provides
ideal data set to examine theieffect_af price competitiveness on
exports. However, the pe#1od chosgn ;95p1ted in‘a major constraint
that the number ofhnhéervat:onﬁ‘(n=9) is tod small for robust

conclusions. Thus the results can only be considered broadly

indicative and not conclusives

Methodology and Database

The staﬂdagd funéticn for ‘exports [SEE:fDF eiémple, Dornbusch and
Fischer (1987, pp lB7-192)1] is as follows: :

X s FiRY, )

(X =exports, R = Ef%ective Exchange Rate and Y, = foreign incomel.

As menticned earlier, the numbér of observations is small and hence

econometric techniques may not help us to arrive at sound

&



cmnc]ua;nn%.'Furfher.mare,_ln estimating the export demand functios
for exports one can not ignore the export supply function. I°
exnort_demand function is egtimated using the observed quantity anc
price. over a Gtime period in isolation from the expart supply
function it. can result in 1dentification problems. I A |
simul taneous equation system will further reduce the degrees of
freedom to mean1ﬁq19§5 levels in our case. Thus we do not want tg
venture into any exercise of estimating the export demand’
functions here. Hence we only examine the whether India’s exports
are responsive to changes in price factors from simple tabular and

graphical anmalysis of trends and growth rates of the exports and

changes in ERs.

The problem with analysing " the price responsiveness only through
aggregate data on exports and exchange rates 1s that i) We ignore
the differences betweea’the various categories of exports. It is
possible that the primary exports beh‘ave differently when compared
to manufactured expofts and,lii).The real exchange rates take into

account only the overall inflation in the economy. It  is a fact

thédt only a small proporficn of total commodities produced are

traded in the interpational market (exports constitute only 6.2 %

of GNP). It is possible, due(to various reasons, that the price of

y i
g

some export commodities mag increase at a much faster rate than

others. The Pxpﬁrteﬁs will not sell these products at a price
L]

below their cost 1n the internationai markets lest they should make

losses. This high price will adversely affect the exports of such

commodities.

What we have done 15 to compute the ‘“price competitiveness factor’



(PEF) 'of India's exﬁaﬁts at two-digit level to gain insights into
the effectiveness of India’s éH policy during 1980s. There exist 35
commodity groups AF two-digit fevel_fnr_which data relating to
quantum and unigt vaiue indices aﬁ? available on a consistent basis
for the period 1980-81 to 1988-8%9. The PCF is defined as follows:
P
(1) PCF, = —-— % XNEER
P X, .
Where, PC?‘ is the price competitiveness factor of commodity groub
iy, P = unit value in@ex af total werld imports: PX, 'is the unikt
value index Df-expdrt of i*" commodity group, XNEER is the export-

weighted nominal effective exchange rate.®

An increase in PCF implies that our exports have become more
competitive énd it’is likely to lead to an improvement in the
export perfﬁrmancef A worsening PCF will lead to poor export
peffarmance. Ideally, in equation (1) above one would have liked to
use import price of the ccrrespoﬁding product category in the world
market. chevef,,such data which matches India’s classification is
gafficurt o get. To that extent’equation (1) may not be the true

reflection of the real competitiveness. |

The data relating to the export-weighted nominal exchange rate and
the unit value index of worid'imports are for the calendar year and
that of index of exports is on a financial year basis. This in a

way helps to take into account the lagged response of exports to

\

3Data  sources for phé variables used in the study are
explained at the end of the text. !
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exchange rate changes*. For example, the exports of 1986-87
financial year will be compared with the exchange rate of calendar
year 1986. This in effect implies that we are trying to find out

the response of exports to ER changes with a lag of 1 quarter.

Results and Discussion
The data reported in Table-1 gives us some clue to as to how the
exports have behaved during theé 1980s. What we are interested in

I

here is the exports in'real terms (quantum index). The gquantum of

exports was growing at s'low rate. during the early 19805, the lowest
growth rate was —7.9 % d&ring 198§w8;. Since 1986-87, growth rate
picked up to over 8 ﬁip.ﬁn If we look at the data on real effective
exchange rate (RéER? (Table-2, Graph-1), we find that during 1986-
B to -1988=-8%, the REEB has incfeased at a faster rate, when
compared to the earlier period. THnugh the annual percentage change
in REER during 1983-84 was negative (Table-2) which corresponds
with the negative growth of quantum of Pxnnrté (Table—-1), there is
nothing in the data in Table-2 to suggest that the large negative
growth of ekpurts_(bmth‘in guantum and rupee terms) during 1985-86
was due to lack of p}jce compétitiveneas of India’s exports. This
brings us to the question of price competitiveness of india's
expaorts at a more desegregated'le§el.
v

In Table—3(we_répcrt the PCFs of India’'s exports, measured as per
equation (1) of the previous section, at  2=digit leval '‘of
disaggregation for t%e period 1980-81 to 198BB-H%9. In all, there arps

35 commodity groups. The commodities 1 to 18 are primary products

*The famous J-curve hypothesis regarding the response of
balance of trade to devaluation of currency suggests that exports
.typically take time to respond to changes 1n exchange rates. .

1



and 19 ta 35 are manufactured products. The PCFs are pictorially
shown in Graphs 2 through 7 for better analysis. What is clear from
the graphs is the following : The years 1983-84 to 1985-B6 are the
years during whicﬁ the PCFs had been the lowest for most of the
commodity groups. We present the year-wise frequency of minimum
PCFs in Tab1e;4. Out of the tbtal 35 commodity groups, 28 had their
least PCFs during the three year period 1983-84 to 1985-B6; 14 were
15 1985—56 alone. And, out Df.the 17 manufactured product groups,
14 ‘had their lowest PLCFs during 1983-84 to 19285-86, with % groups
showing the 1ea§t Pk in 1985-86 alone. This Finging is
particularly éssumes importance because the share of manufactured
exports has élwﬁys been-over 50 % during the period and was about
59 % during 1985-B&6 (see Table—-4). The PCFs have considerably
improved for most of the broducts after 1986—-B7 as indicatéd by
Graphs 2-7.

Thus it is fairly clear thét_India lost its price competitiveness
considerably during the period 1983-4 to 1985-86. The deterioration
started in the year 1983%84 and became the worst during 1985-B6.
Among the manufactured exports which constituted about 59Y% (1985~
86) of total exports, most had their least PCOF during 198%-84. Mo
wonder then that the year L985;86 thwed the lowest annual growth
frate (7.8 % ingyguantum t@rms) during the entire period. The data,

thus, neatly falls into three periods based on our analyses of PCFs

I

above. These are: |

i

‘

1980-81: to 1981—32 (period of worsening PCF)
1983-84 to 1985-86 i(period of worst PCF)'

1986-87 to 1988-8B9 (period of fast improving PCF)

10



in Fabie—5, we'report the frequency of minimum average PCF for the
three periods 1980—81 t5_1982—83,-1983—84 to 1985-8B& and 1986—=87 to
198B8=8H9 . The datalzn.Tablo—S, reasserts our finding that price
competitiveness was.least during the period 1983-84 to 1985-B6. Out
of 35 commodities 31 héd their minimum average PCF. during the

. period 1983-84 to 1985-86.

I ER policy as a tmoi to promote exports 1s effective, then
according to the abdve classification, we must expect the overall
exports to behave as Tollogs: a) period of stagnant/low growth of
exports (1980-81 to 1983-84); b) pérlod of very low/negative growth

of exports and; c) period of high growth of exports. This is what

exactly we find in Table-6.

The frequency of maximum average PCF 1n Table-5 suggests that the
period 1980-81 to 1982-83 should not have substantially different
growth rates when compared to the period 1986-B7 to 1988-B9. But
the essential difference is that period 1980-81 to 1982-83 shows
a steady deteriorating PCF as can be éeén jn Graphs 2-7. Whereas,
for the period 198B6-87 tDIIQBBLSQ, the RFCFs show an i1increasing

trend, particularly in' the years 11986-87 and 1987-88. 1t is
1
realistic to expect the expgrts to grow at a slower rate, if not at

! = 1
a negative rate, during “a period of deteriorating PCF  when

compared to that during, improving PCF. However, the year 1988-8%9

showed alarming tendency bﬁ the competitiveness tapering off after

"

the gains during the two previous years.

However, before we make a firm statement on price responsiveness of

exports to exchange rate chahgps, it 1§ necessary to examine the

o



behaviour of another important variable - foreign income, which is

also expected to have sigh1fitant influence on Ouf exports. For the
a?ove thrée periods the data regarding the growth of world real
income and growth of rpal income of 1ndustrial countrieé is also
given 1n Tabléné.;The industrial countries’ 1income is reported
separately betauae.most of India’'s exports were to the developed
countries. It'is.glear from Table-6, that the growth of foreign
income behaved i1ndependently of the growth in our exports. Thus, we
can now be Fgasonably confident 1n our statement that India’s

exports did respond to price changes during the 1980s.

‘

It must be noted that the substamtial i1improvement in the export

competitiveness .of exports during the period 1987-88 to 1988-8%9

essentially came from.the deprecFat1on of rupee (refer Graph-=1).
Thus, in suﬁmary, we can say that the poiicy of correcting! the
imbalances 1n the ERs has improvéd the price competitiveness of our
exports and led to faster imncrease of Durlexpcrts during the late

1980s.

Conclusiaons

In this study, ~we. tried to find out the effectiveness Gt BR

1

policies on India‘s exports during the 1980s. The findings of the

]

study is to be interpfeted,by keeping in mind the major limitation

of small number of observations. Because of the limited number of
. 1

observations, the standard e'xport demand and supply functions can

'

not be estimated and used to arrive at econometrically sound
1

conclusions. However, theg evidence pbintﬁ towards the fact that the

exports did respond to,the steady depreciation of rupee during the
4

19B0s. After 1986-87, the price competitiveness factor started



improving at a faster pace in response to steeper depreciation of

the rupee and so did the exports.

These {ind1mQﬁ would suggest th{t convertibility of the rupee which
resulted in de facto devaluation would result in faster growth of
experts for the current yeaﬁ (19?3—94). ﬁﬁd, the results for the
first fTour months of 1993-94 justif? fhis. Exports have grown by
over 27 per cent in dollar teﬁms during ,the April-July A9 5-%5
when compared to the cérresponqiﬁg period of 1932=23. Some people
might argue that the obsenved ingrease in exports 1s due to the
delayed realization of expornrt procéedings. The exporters who were

expecting the rupee to be made fully convertible on in tﬁe budget
1993-94 delayed thé Pealigatiun of their export proceeds 0f 1992-93
It oroer to ho&k highbr DFDf}t;. We doubt whether this argument can
gEandin light of fack fhat manth after month the growth rate of
export continues to be over 29 per cent .in dollar terms. The
explanations for the spurt in grmgéﬁ of exports apart, export

activity seems to be more buoyant than ever before is a fact which

1s reported 1n major business magazines and dailies.

CInspiration o this paper came from the lectures of
Prof.B.H.Dholakia, of I.1.M., Ahmedabad and subsequent discussion
1 had with him. I am thankful to Prof.R.H.Pholdkia G o halhi,
Ahmedabad and Prof. B.K.Hegde of TAPMI, Manipal for useful
comments]



Data Sources

The data for the study has been obtained from the following
sources:

a) CB0, Statistitai Abstract pf India (quantum and uwunit value

indices of India’'s exports),

b) UN, Trade Year Book (unit Qalue index of world imports),

o) IMF, International Financial Statistics (for data on real GNP
~World and industrial countries) and

d) Author’'s doctoral thesis (1993), Exports and Economic Growth
i Iodia — An Empir:cal Investigation ,submitted to I.I.M.,

Ahmedabad (export weighted nominal and real effective exchange

rates).
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Table 1. 1

ndia‘s Exports (Quantum Index and Rs.)

e L e |

Table 2. E

Year Exports Exports Growth Rates (Annual)

Duantum in RBRs. of Exports

Index(QI) Crores

Q1 Rs.
1979~-80 106.2 &418 = =
198081 1061 &711 1 .79 8,57
1981-82 110 1 7806 1.85 16,52
198285 116.7 8803 - 0,95 iy o
1983-B4 i S Q771 L B 11.00
1984-85 120.8 11744 65190 PR
1985-8B6& o G 10895 +7 .86 el
19806—-87 121205 12452 8.98 14,29
198788 140.0 15674 15.42 25 .88
1988-89 152.1 20302 'B.64 29.53
Source: EMEES Basic Stat1§tic5 Relating to Indian Economy,

Various Issues. I
L)
<

) : i
'

xport Npightnd REFR and NEER

Annual % Change
Year XNEER XREER o
XNEER XREER
G ;5 @Rt e 1 T [ B b R T e s oy 52
1980 100.0000 100.0000 g Al < F =1 .45
1981 101.6106 101.1980 S 120
19582 101 .8182 103.%2640 Q.20 Ty
1983 104.8702 102.9702 S 00 =0 ot
1984 111 208 107, 3048 S0 4,21
1985 119, 8892 118.,199%5 &5 o s
1986 69,5400 1320401 | 21.75 19.7)
1987 165.0612 142.45650 s g 1| 7a0l
1988 186.0004 151.8587 12 .69 LD
Source: Ganesh Kumar N., (1993), Exports and Economic Growth in
India-~ An Empirical Investigation, unpublished doctoral
thesis, submitted to I.I.M., Ahmedabad.
Note: XNEER and XREER respectively stand for export-weighted

nominal effective exchange rate and export-weighted real
effective exchange rate.



Table 3 . Price
Disaqgqregation

Competitiveness Factor at Two—-Digit Level of

e

Commodity Broups (twa-digit level)

1980-81 81-82 ©2-83 ©3-B4 B4-85 B5-Bb B4-B7 B7-69 68-B9

1 Meat & Meat Prep.
2 Fish L Fish Prep.
J Cereals

4 Vegetables

3 Fruits and Muts
b Coffee

7 Tea

B8 Spices

9 Dil cake

10 Tobacco & Tobacco Prod.s
11 Raw Cotton

13 Hin, Excl. Coal Petro
18 lron Ore and Concentrates

16 Crude Animal & veg. Mat,

17 Coal

18 Petro. Prods

19 Leather & Leather Manu.

20 Textile Yarn

21 Cotton Fabrics Woven

72 Text. Fibres Other than Cotton
23 Made up Articles of Text. Mat.
24 Floor Coverings

25 Non-Metallic Manu.

26 Iron L Steel

27 Non-ferrous Metals

28 Manu of Metals

29 Non-Electrical Wc

31 Electrical Wc

32 Transp. Equip

33 Ppparel

34 Footwear

35 Misc, Manu. Articles

12 Textile Fibres &k Waste Excl. Cotton

15 Ores & concentrates of Base metals

30 Telecom Recording/Reproducing Equip

1,159 1,0150 0,9458 0.8373 0.8478 0.8670 0,9435 1.1648 0.9500
1.2043 0.9828 0.8349 0.8373 0.8560 0.8039 0.8214 1.1527 1.0702
1,2801 10068 0,9102 0.6882 0.6802 0,6567 0.8130 1,0594 0,8737
1.1925 1,0584 0.9763 0,9070 0.9391 0,982 0.9%08 1.039% 1,088
0.8751 0.7242 0.8547 0.5070 0.7450 0.6945 0.6863 0.8725 0.8947
1.1159 1.4234 1,1753 1,0785 09755 1.0363 0,8906 1.9515 1,5752
1,2940 1.3174 1.2480 0.8614 0.£876 0.8395 0.9608 1.5032 1,3979
1.6218 1.7442 1.3756 1.1190 0.9185 0.7712 0.8257 0.8557 1.1589
1,1368 1.1057 1.1005 0,9578 1.0574 1.1636 12385 1,4170 1.1897
1.0958 0.9987 0.8901.0.8201 0.8225 0.8290 0.9726 1.4261 1,1470
1.8155 1.45569 1.1640 1.1512 1.0848 1.1337 3.3729 3.0876 1.183¢
1.1809 1.4782, 1,2878 0.7530'0.5772 0.8902 1.1009 1,3905 1.0858
1,039 0.8367 1,0008 0.8315 0.7720 0.7452.0,4804 0.8794 1.0030
0.9731 0,8721 0.7249 0.4961 0,7450 0.7248 0.B416 1.1771 1.1470
0.9285 0.9751 0,7614 0.8315 0.7768 0.6599 0.4555 1.1709 0.6162
1,2164 0,7551 08772 0.9002 0.7626 0.4733 0.7887 0.7917 0.714b
08389 0.6552 0.4764 0.5543 0.4749.0,4737 0,5338 0.8557 0,633
+0.6470 0.7460 0.9241 0.6208 0.5568 0.5818 1.0361 1.4001 1.2055
0.6307 0.8783 0,8349 0.7345 0.6765 0.6113 0.6217 0.7593 0.6903
0.9889 0.9241 0.9458 0.9354 0.8445 0,7667 1.1164 1.3992 1.0121
1.7628 0.9987 0,9034 0,5070 0.8739 0.8395 0.8758 0.6003 0,7382
1.4655 1.0320 0.9608 1.1738 1.0574 0.7248 1,0097 1.2224 1.1128
1.0308 1,340 0,9532 0.8514 0.6802 0.7580 0.9785 1.1709 1.0213
0.9970 1.0768 0.9923 0.8036 0.8279 0.7209 0.8300 0.8557 0.7684
1.0958 0.9241 0.8235 0.7437 0.7274 0.7537 0.76%5 1.0494 0.8017
0.7240 0.8945 0.7912 0.6961 0.90b4 0.00AF 0.8789 0.9423 0.7144
0.9009 0.0974 1.0173 0.5814 0.8789 1.0049 1.0639 0.8209 0.9320
1.1058 0.8974 0.8407 0,8201 0.8118 0,8943 0.9786 1.3087 2.6008
1,169 1,146b 0.9608 0,8373 0.8334 1,163 0.8047 1,1014 0,9400
0.7508 0.9241 0.6725 0.5140 0,5908 0.4481 0,5392 0.7342 1.1509
1.4834°1,0984 0,9842 0.9977 1,1235 0.9407 1.0711 2.1419 1.6945

_' 1.0670 0.8560 0.8125 0.7085 0.7402 0.7896 1.4816 1.7798 1.5533

1,2004-1,0320 0,5608 0.8269 0.8739 0.8558 0.8856 1.1236 0.9559
$,0670 1.0495 0.9312 0.7992 0.7359 0.6567 0.6661 0.9155 0.7904
0.B814 0,5055 0.5429 0.4677 0,4295 0.3779 0.4804 0.6857 0.6637

Note: Refer

text
TRELOTr S, ’

for

cempgutation of the price

competitiveness



Table 4. Year—wise Frequency of Minimum Price Competitiveness

Factor
Year Frequency of Min. PCF
Share of
Total of Which "IManufactured
Manufg. Exports to
“Prodgucts Total Expbrts
12B0-81 O 0 . 55,54
1981-B2 (0] O 59,25
198285 O R 91.8B4
1963-84 7 2 J B e
1984-85 7 3 ; 53.01
1985-86 14 ' 9 58 .50
1986-87 5 8 62 .91
1987 -88 1 £ % %s
1988-89 1 e SR 74, %
: A :
Note: Columns 2 and 3 were derived from Table-3. The last

column has been computed based on the data on exports at
single digit level. It 1s the proportion of exports in
commodity qgroups ITC - Rev.? codes 5-8B (manufactured
exports) to total exports (ITC-Rev.2 ctodes O -t 8).

Table 9. Period-wise Frequenrc of Average PlF«
i ¥ 0

L et of bversge pEE
Mi1ni1mum _-MJQT;;6 S
1980—81 _nt_c_; 1‘?_;2—83 : ‘ T ._.._:___r:g__:__ Tl e e e 1_ q.... :
198584 to 1985“56 =l ]
19B6=87 o 178B8-8% : a 16

Note: Obtained from Table-3.



and Foreign Income

Table &6. Growth Rates of Exparts
Growth Rates Growth Rate of
of Exports Real GNP
Period Quantum Rupees World Industrial
: Index Countries
150705 10 o B O ¥ B My 5 7 1 75 s 2 T ) b2
: : : |
I¥89353-B9 to 19B5-8B&] =0.76 5.44 a3 22 O B f
1986-87 to 1988-89) 11.31 24.44 3.97 3.88
Note: Above growth rates were computed using semi—log trend

gotiation af the form In ¥Yi

a # bty
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