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FOREWORD

The growing interdependence among Asian countries particularly
through trade and investment has no doubt contributed tremendously to
economic growth and better living standards in the individual country.
However, it is also one of the factors that has constrained the independent
conduct of economic policies in the individual country. The recent finan-
cial crisis brought about an important point of how the contagion effect
can severely affect the other economies in the region.

This paper aims to analyse the Asian economic interdependence on
the basis of intra-regional trade and investment flows. It also attempts to
present some empirical evidences on the effects of growing regional
economic interdependence on e¢conomic growth. While various trade
intensity measures are used to analyse the intra-regional trade, the intra-
regional investment and effects of the increasing integration on the re-
gion’s economy have been largely descriptive due to the limited availabil-
ity of data.

This in-house research project was conducted by Mr. Ram
Prasad Adhikary, Senior Economist seconded from Nepal Rastra
Bank. Mr. Adhikary wishes to acknowledge the contribution of Prof.
Dr. Sieh Mei Ling of Universiti Malaya for her guidance throughout
the project. He would also like to give special thanks to Mrs. Kanaengnid
T. Quah of the SEACEN Centre for the useful comments and suggestions
from the very beginning of the project and for editing the draft. He is
also indebted to Ms. Nurulhuda Mohd Hussain, for efficient research as-
sistance; Ms. Karen How for secretarial support; and Ms. Doris Wong for
computer work.

Last but not least, the SEACEN Centre wishes to record its gratitude
to its member banks, particularly the economic research and international
departments, for their valuable inputs in terms of data, information as
well as comments and suggestions on the first draft. However, the views
expressed in this paper are those of the author and do not, in any way,



reflect those of the SEACEN Centre or its constituent member central
- banks and monetary authorities.

Dr. Subarjo Joyosumarto Kuala Lumpur
Executive Director ‘ March 2001
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The study aims to: (i) briefly review the external trade and foreign
direct investment performance of selected Asian economies including the
SEACEN members; (i) measure the degree of interdependence among
the Asian economies in relation to trade and foreign direct investment,
and (iii) assess the effects of trade and foreign direct investment on eco-
nomic growth and explore some of the features that make a country more
prone to external shocks.

Based on the various measures of trading intensity and gravity
coefficient, the study suggests that intra-regional trade among the Asian
countries as a whole began to intensify after the mid-1980s, partly as a
result of the significant increase in foreign direct investment flows within
the region, mainly originating from Japan. For the ASEAN and SEACEN
sub-groups, however, such an intensification became more pronounced
10 years later, indicating the positive effect of the ASEAN Free Trade
Area (AFTA) and the expansion of intra-SEACEN trade of Korea and
Taiwan. The study suggests that such a growing interdependence in trade
may not be entirely due to the strong growth of most Asian economies
during this period. The steady rise in intra-regional trade as a percent of
GDP from 11.6 percent in 1985 to 18.8 percent in 1997 clearly indicates
the strong preference for trading within the region. Foreign direct invest-
ment {FDI) also provides another linkage for closer interdependence among
the Asian economies. The significant rise in FDI within the region re-
flects partly the aim to remain competitive of the home countries in terms
of exchange rate and wage.

The empirical evidences of the study seem to support the expansion-
ary impact of trade and FDI on economic growth. There is a strong
correlation between each pair of the three variables, namely GDP, trade
and FDI. The causality test results also suggest similar conclusions. Al-
though the causality test results were found to be different for different
countries, in most cases it appears that changes in trade and FDI preceded
changes in GDP. Similarly, the increase in FDI seems to precede the
increase in trade, with the exception of a few couniries.

Notwithstanding the tremendous benefits that the regional integra-
tion through rapid expansion of intra-regional trade and investment has

xiii



contributed to the prosperity of the individual country, it has also increased
dependency among the region. In a liberalised context, expansion of intra-
regional trade and investment has been accompanied by financial integra-
tion as well, causing economic problems to spread from one country to
another. As demonstrated by the Asian crisis in 1997, even economies
with strong economic fundamentals and good track record of economic
management may not be spared from the contagion effect. Thus, while
individual country should implement policies that suit domestic condi-
tions, regional cooperation and co-ordination in matters of common inter-
est are crucially needed.

Xiv



Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Introduction

Economic interdependence among the Asian countries has long been
in existence, particularly among the neighbouring countries with close
cultural and political relations. Intra-regional trade among the East Asian
countries was substantial before the Second World War, before being
substantially reduced during the 1950s and the 1960s, mainly because of
political conflicts and an inward looking policies in many of the coun-
tries.

From the 1970s, infra-regional trade began to flourish again, partly
as a result of a shift from import substitution policy to export-led growth
strategy. The economic success of Japan was emulated by the newly
industrialised economies of Hong Kong, Korea, Singapore and Taiwan,
and later by the emerging economies of Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philip-
pines and Thailand. In the 1980s, China also joined in this trend of trade
and payment liberalisation and reaped the similar benefits of high growth.

Parallel to policy shift, rapid progress in technology and the
globalisation process contributed to high rates of growth in international
trade and investment, resulting in unprecedented prosperity in many coun-
tries. Up until the Asian financial in mid-1997, many Asian economies
were the major beneficiaries of these developments. Almost all of the
East Asian countries achieved a phenomenal GDP growth for over a
decade. The South Asian economies, which started to embrace the open
trade policy later, also recorded relatively higher growth in recent years.
It is clear that the growth of these countries was interrelated with one
another through steady expansion of trade and investment. Intra-regional
trade and investments surged as direct investments from more advanced
but high-cost countries such as Japan and the NIEs flowed to less ad-
vance but lower-cost economies in the region. In addition, the various
initiatives to promote regional economic cooperation such as the ASEAN
Free Trade Area (AFTA), the South Asian Preferential Trading Arrange-
ment (SAPTA) as well as the Asia Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC)
have also contributed to increase intra-regional trade thereby deepening
economic integration within the groupings.

1
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While contributing to economic prosperity, the growing economic
integration leads to greater interdependence, which not only renders coun-
tries more susceptible to spill-over effects from their neighbours but also
constrains the independent conduct of economic policy of the individual
countries, especially in the context of liberalised financial markets. As
witnessed in the recent Asian currency and financial crisis, small and open
cconomies were powerless to insulate itself from the contagion effect.
The high degree of intra-regional trade and investment linkages brought
adverse effect even to countries with good track records of economic
management such as Singapore and Taiwarn.

1.2 Objectives of the Study
The main objectives of this in-house study are:

(i) to briefly review the external trade and foreign investment perform-
ance of selected Asian economies including the SEACEN members;

(i1) to measure the degree of interdependence among Asian countries
particularly in relation to the trade and investment; and

(1ii) to assess the effects of trade and foreign direct investment on eco-
nomic growth, and to explore some of the features of foreign trade
that make a country more prone to external shock.

1.3 Organisation of the Study

The study is broadly divided into six chapters. The first chapter is
a brief introduction. The second chapter provides the trade and invest-
ment performance of the Asian countries. This chapter also contains major
policy changes made by some of the countries in Asia in regard to trade
and foreign investment liberalisation. The third chapter presents the
analytical approach including methodology, sample period and sources of
data. Asian interdependence in trade and foreign direct investment is
measured and analysed in chapter four. Chapter five deals with the impact
of trade and foreign direct investment on economic growth of Asian
countries over the period. Lastly, in chapter six, conclusions and policy
implications are presented.



Chapter 2

AN OVERVIEW OF TRADE AND FOREIGN DIRECT
INVESTMENT OF THE ASIAN COUNTRIES

2.1 Trade Performance

Asian countries, particularly in East Asia, adopted outward-oriented
policy during the 1970s also and achieved remarkable progress. The earlier
phases of development were characterised by boost in exports on the one
hand and import protection on the other. While some economies, for
example Singapore and Hong Kong were practising virtually free trade;
others such as Malaysia had moderate levels of protection. Yet several
others including Japan, Korea, and Taiwan were providing substantial pro-
tection to their infant industries through trade barriers and financial in-
centives. This approach to some degree was supported by development
theories of the time. It even had the explicit or implicit support of mul-
tilateral organisations, including the GATT.

While the East Asian economies were in the process of liberalising
international trade, the trend had not been consistent across countries or
over time. The effective rate of protection had increased in the 1970s in
several of the countries. In some cases the effective rate of protection
had more than doubled between 1971 and 1980, with consumer goods
and transport equipment accounting for much of the increase. The effec-
tive rate of protection in Korea in 1978, for instance, was higher than in
1968, with considerable variation in the rates, the highest being found for
transport, consumer durable, machinery, and heavy intermediate goods.
There were also high and variable rates of protection in the Philippines.
Indonesia provided more protection for the large investment financed by
the oil boom in the 1970s. Although protection in Malaysia was mod-
erate, there were exceptions in the case of transport equipment, machin-
ery, fabricated products and industrial chemicals. Singapore and Hong
Kong had low levels of protection.!

1. For further details, see Fast Asia Trade and Investmeni, World Bank, 1994.
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Notwithstanding the high economic cost of protection, most of the
countries were reluctant to lift it because of several reasons including the
political consideration. But in the 1980s, fiscal and balance of payments
difficulties of protected economies deteriorated. Although East Asia did
far better in avoiding the fiscal and the balance of payments problems
than did other regions, this region too was realising the inefficiencies of
the protectionistic policies. And with the maturing of the region’s indus-
tries, the region was politically ready to liberalise trade in the 1980s (World
Bank, 1994).

On the one hand, protected economies were in need of correcting
their macroeconomic imbalance while on the other hand, development
economists were arguing for trade and investment liberalisation. At the
same time, multilateral institutions, particularly the International Monetary
Fund and the World Bank, came forward to support structural adjustment
programs, which included financial sector reforms, trade reforms, etc.,
through funding and policy advice. These internal and external develop-
ments forced countries to move toward economic liberalisation, including
trade and investment liberalisation since 1980s, with or without the sup-
port from multilateral institutions.

In this way, liberalisation and market opening have become global
phenomenon, especially after the mid-1980s. Almost all the countries in
the world have made substantial progress in lowering the tariffs and
quantitative restrictions, though there still exist caveats detrimental for
free trade such as agricultural protection, quotas, countervailing duties,
etc.

In an effort to liberalise trade and investment in line with global
trends, Asian countries have substantially lowered their import tariffs and
quantitative restrictions over the years, apart from relaxing their foreign
exchange regulations. The major trade reforms initiated by some of the
Asian countries are given below:

China’s move toward liberalisation has remained steady and bold.
Though its tariffs are still on the higher side in comparison to several
other countries in the region, it should be contrasted with the earlier years.
Since the start of the reform program in 1978, the economy of China has
become substantially open. Its trade to GDP ratio kept on increasing
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over the years largely due to steady liberalisation of foreign trade. In
1979, China’s foreign trade was carried out entirely through central plan
implemented through trade corporations using an administratively deter-
mined exchange rate. All the foreign exchange earnings had to be sur-
rendered to the central bank. In the subsequent years, particularly during
1984-85, 1988, 1991 and 1994, China made substantial reforms. In the
first phase, i.c., in 1984-85, there was tangible reduction in the role of
trade plan, especially for imports. In 1984, local governments were al-
lowed to retain some portion of foreign exchange earned in their region.
This provision was extended to exporting enterprises in 1985. In 1988,
mandatory export planning was sharply reduced and eliminated entirely
in 1991. Retention quotas were also increased in 1988, and those who
were eligible for retention were allowed to sell such amount at Foreign
Exchange Adjustment Center at market-determined rate (swap rate). In
1994, mandatory plan for imports was eliminated. The licensing require-
ments and quotas were reduced. The exchange rate was unified at the
prevailing swap rate, and retention quota system was abolished (Valerie
Cerra, et al., 1999).

Along the way, China also made progress in reducing import tariffs
and its weighted and unweighted tariff rates remained at 43 percent and
32 percent, respectively, in 1992 (World Bank, 1994). In line with the
promise made at Osaka APEC, China began to cut import duties on 4366
commodities from 1996, so that the nation’s average tariff level would
reduce to 23 percent in 1996. China is committed to further lowering its
import duties to 15 percent, which would be commensurate with the general
tariff levels of developing countries (Ming, et al., 1999).

Being a late starter (only from the beginning of 1990s), pace of trade
and investment reforms of India is remarkable. One of the early empha-
ses of India’s adjustment strategy of mid-1991 was on industrial deregu-
lation and trade liberalisation. First of all, it initiated a drastic reduction
in licensing requirement for investment and imports. Subsequently, its
focus turned to tax reform, financial sector reforms and further trade
liberalisation. The level and dispersion of tariffs have been reduced sharply
with substantial easing in quantitative restrictions. The reforms were
preceded by substantial devaluation of the Indian rupee. India initiated
notable reduction in its import tariff. The maximum tariffs were reduced
from a staggering 400 percent in 1991/92 to 110 percent in 1992/93 and
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further to 50 percent in 1995/96. The average import weighted tariffs
were reduced from 87 percent in 1991/92 to 27 percent in 1994/95. Along
the way, India also initiated reforms in its exchange rate policy. There
have been liberalisations of exchange controls at least on current account
transactions. India is moving fast toward economic liberalisation and
market opening. Its commitment toward this end is apparent from the
recent approval from the Lower House of parliament of a bill to open its
insurance markets to foreign investors, ending a six- year political battle
and four decades of state monocpoly.

The average tariffs in Indonesia were at about 35 percent in 1984,
with a range between 0 and 225 percent, coupled with quantitative re-
strictions covering a fifth of all imports. Tariff ceiling was reduced to 60
percent from 225 percent with tariffs for most products ranging from 3
to 35 percent in 1985. By the early 1990s, the average tariff rate had
reduced to about 20 percent and quantitative restrictions also reduced to
about 10 percent of total imports.

Korea has reduced its tariffs aggressively over the years. In 1982 the
average unweighted tariff in Korea was 32 percent, which was lowered
to about 10 percent in 1992 and further to about 8 percent in 1994. The
coverage of quantitative restrictions has been reduced to less than 5 percent
by 1992.

Average nominal tariffs in the Philippines reduced from more than
40 percent in 1980 to about 24 percent in 1992. In the corresponding
period, the dispersion narrowed from 0 to 100 percent to 0 to 50 percent,
with a few exceptions. In addition, the Philippines also removed many
consumer goods from banned import list. Major tariff reforms have been
initiated since 1986, when a new government came into power. the Phil-
ippines initiated more reform in 1993 with a goal of achieving uniform
tariff of five percent by 2004 (Alburo, 1999).

Thailand’s trade policies have gradually become less protective over
the last two decades. Effort to further liberalise is more noticeable since
late 1980s as the budget surplus since 1988 has given government greater
flexibility in resuming import liberalisation through substantial tariff re-
form.
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Other countries in the region such as Nepal, and Sri Lanka, initiated
reforms during the period. There has been substantial reduction in im-
port tariffs as well as quantitative restrictions. They have also almost
eliminated exchange restrictions on current account transactions. More
recently, Mongolia and to some extent Myanmar are moving toward this
direction.

The results of the trade liberalisation have been impressive. The
performance of the Asian countries was impressive. During the decade
after 1985, the average annual growth of Asian developing countries’ trade
was higher than the growth in world trade in US dollar term (Table 2.1).

Table 2.1

Average Trade Growth During 1986-95
(Percent per annum)

Exports Imports [Total Trade

Asian-lSl‘ 13.7 14.5 14.1

Asian Developing Countries® 16.7- 16.7 16.7
| Japan 9.7 10.3 9.8

World 11.0 10.7 10.9

1 All the Asian countries included in the sample (see Chapter 3).

2 In-sample countries except Japan.

Note: Throughout the text, Asian developing countries would mean all the countries
included in the sample except Japan. In other words, the newly industrialised economies
such as Hong Kong, Korea, Singapore and Taiwan are also included under Asian devel-
oping countries.

Sources: International Financial Statistics (IFS) CD ROM, December 1999, and
SEACEN Financial Statistics (SFS), various issues.



An Analysis Of Economic Interdependence Among Asian Countries

Table 2.2 summarises the development of Asian trade over the pe-
riod 1981-1997. During the early 1980s, the growth of trade was not that
encouraging because of worldwide recession. Certainly Asian trade
performance was much higher than world trade, yet it was not that sat-
isfactory. After the mid-1980s trade growth picked up momentum—both
exports and imports recorded a sharp and steady rise for a decade. The
effect of trade liberalisation can be seen from the higher growth of im-
ports witnessed by most of the East Asian economies including NIEs. In
the earlier years till mid-1980s the growth of exports used to be consid-
erably higher than imports and it was more pronounced in the case of
Japan.

Table 2.2

Growth Rates of Export and Imports
(Percent)

1981-85 | 1986-90 | 1991-95
(Average) |(Average) | (Average) 19%6 1997

X M X M|X M} X M| X | M

Asian-15! 6.1(20(142|154|13.3|136| 06|51 |56 | 04
Asian Developing
Countries’ 5746 (174 170{15.8|162| 43| 55|69 | 16
Japan 6.7(-14(103129( 9.0 7.7 | -6.7 42 | 2.4 | -3.1
World -0.8|-0.5]133|13.1| 87| 83 (43|47 |45 | 44

.2 Same as Table 2.1.
X = Exports
M = Imports

Sources: 1FS CD ROM, December 1999, and SFS, various issues.

Japan’s overall trade performance remained weak during the last
decade. Its trade growth was not only lower in comparison to other Asian
developing countries but also in comparison to world. Nonetheless, unlike
the earlier trend, when exports used to grow much faster than imports,
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Japan’s imports recorded higher growth. In some years, for instance during
the later part of the 1980s and in the recent years from 1994 to 1996,
Japan’s import growth far exceeded exports. Export performance dete-
riorated to register an unprecedented negative growth of about 7 percent
in 1996. Though 1997 witnessed some increase in exports, which was
partly attributed to a lower base of 1996, Japan’s total trade growth did
not improve as imports also recorded a decline. It should be noted that
Japan, which succeeded in enhancing its exports in the early 1980s’ world
recession, has been lagging behind other Asian countries recently.

However, Asian trade performance has sharply decelerated after 1995
with growth rate of both exports and imports decelerating significantly in
1996 (Figure 2.1). Almost all countries’ trade suffered. Deceleration in
exports was more pronounced than in imports. Of the 15 Asian countries
included in the sample, export growth of 14 countries decelerated, except
for Nepal. The higher export growth in Nepal was, in part, attributable
to a faster rise in exports to India because of the renewal of the trade and
transit treaty plus additional relaxation in labour and material requirement
as well as the granting of preferential access of manufactured goods
exporting to India. Besides, higher export growth was also observed in
carpets and readymade garment exports, which contributed to the bulk of
the exports to countries other than India.*

Overall trade growth of major Asian economies, which used to be
above the world trade growth over the past few years, was significantly
lower in 1996. As stated, both exports and imports of all major econo-
mies decelerated. In most cases, deceleration in exports was more pro-
nounced. While Japan recorded a negative growth in exports, China,
Korea, Mongolia, Myanmar, the Philippines, and Thailand also recorded
a sharp deceleration in export growth in that year. Though there has been
some improvements in export performance in 1997, it appears to be mainly
the result of sharp depreciation of Asian currencies in the wake of cur-
rency and financial crisis. The import growth was minimal.

2.  See Economic Report 1996/1997, Nepal Rastra Bank, for more details.

9



Figure 2.1
Change in Exports and Imports of Asian Countries
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Figure 2.1: Change in Exports and Imports of Asian Countries (cont'd)
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An Analysis Of Economic Interdependence Among Asian Countries

In spite of higher growth in imports after the mid-1980s, Asia as a
whole had trade surplus, thanks to large surplus of Japan and to some
extent Taiwan. However, if excluding Japan, the combined trade balance
of Asian developing economies, which was in surplus in the early 1980s,
turned into deficits during the second half of the 1980s, albeit marginally.
Later on, after the beginning of the 1990s, trade deficit started to increase
significantly (Figure 2.2).

The effect of trade liberalisation can also be seen from the steadily
increasing trade to GDP ratio for most of the Asian developing countries
since 1985, mainly due to higher imports. Although the increase for the
combined trade to GDP ratio of all the Asian countries included in the
sample has not been that substantial, it should be contrasted with the rapid
growth of GDP in these countries during the period. Moreover, the exports
to GDP ratio for some of the countries, for example Malaysia, Thailand,
and China have been increasing considerably as well. Although imports
as a share of GDP has been traditionally higher than the similar export
ratio in India, the gap has been narrowing since the reforms in 1991 as
its export growth picked up because of the devaluation of Indian rupees
as well as the reforms in export controls for most of the items. However, -
with the increasing momentum of economic activity, imports rose again
in the later part of 1990s. But this did not result in high trade deficit as
much as before 1990s, thanks to higher rise in exports. For Japan, a
decline in trade as a share of GDP reflects mainly a sharp reduction in
imports. As seen in Table 2.3, the ratios of exports to GDP have been
consistently higher than those of imports, indicating its continuous trade
surplus throughout the period.
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Figure 2.2
Exports and Imports of Asian Countries
{In Million US Dollar)
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Figure 2.2: Exports and Imports of Asian Countries (cont'd)
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Table 2.3
Trade to GDP Ratio
(Percentage)

Exports to GDP Ratio Imports to GDP Ratio

1980 1985 1990 1995 1996 1997 1980 1985 1990 1995 1996 1997

SEACEN
Countries 365 339 356 37.0 355 389 369 298 356 373 360 380

Indonesia 301 209 234 235 221 261 174 143 234 202 195 214

Korea 27.5 282 252 255 250 291 349 283 252 264 279 298
Malaysia 530 488 672 8.0 777 795 432 373 672 822 738 755
Mongolia N/A  N/A NA 471 396 NA NA NA NA 45 410 NA
Myanmar 7.3 47 09 0.8 05 05 135 7.8 0.9 1.3 1.0 13

Nepal 52 63 62 83 89 85 169 174 62 310 340 355
Philippines 178 151 185 235 248 307 238 166 185 356 385 442
Singapore 165.7 131.1 1489 141.8 1377 130.7 191.0 139.6 1489 1407 1353 1295
Sri Lanka 264 220 231 291 295 307 458 30.8 ©231 367 352 349

Taiwan 479 496 419 428 425 477 467 315 419 377 360 421

Thailand 199 181 267 329 294 380 258 216 267 377 345 370

Qther Countries

Japan 120 131 95 8.3 87 97 118 89 95 5.8 6.9 73
China 6.1 84 134 180 181 199 73 128 134 155 158 149
Hong Kong 69.4 866 1099 1249 117.2 1098 788 852 1099 1385 1288 121.9
India 4.8 45 60 8.3 85 82 8.1 74 6.0 101 110 106

Total of Above| 150 163 157 167 177 195 156 139 157 152 168 178

Note:  N/A = Not available.
Nominal GDP of the respective countries published in International Financial Statistics and SEACEN
Financial Statistics have been converted into U.S. dollar using the period average exchange rates.
Sources: Author’s calculation utilising various sources of data including those supplied by member central banks
of the SEACEN countries.
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2.2 Trends in Foreign Direct Investment (FDI)

Efforts to attract FDI were initiated even before the 1970s in the
Asian countries, particularly the NIEs and some of the ASEAN members.
Initially, much of the FDI were from the US and Europe. From the 1970s
onwards, Japanese investment began to increase noticeably (Petri, 1994).

In Petri’s analysis, the post-war FDI flows into the East Asian coun-
tries can be characterised in four waves, when each of the subsequent
wave was substantially larger than the one before. The FDI inflows in
the first wave, which occurred between the 1960s to early 1970s, were
motivated by protected local markets and by the first revaluation of Japa-
nese yen in the early 1970s. This wave attracted FDI on joint-ventures
in textile and household electrical equipment. The second wave occurred
in the 1970s and its concentration was largely on import substitution
projects in basic industries as well as consumer electronics and semicon-
ductors. The third wave, which began in the mid-1980s, and was much
larger than the first two, involved the transfer of many labour-intensive
operations to ASEAN countries from Japan and the NIEs in the wake of
the appreciation of the yen and some NIEs currencies. The 1990s wit-
nessed a fourth wave involving massive foreign investment boom in
China’.

Notwithstanding a large flow of FDI to some of the Asian econo-
mies, external borrowing remained the principal source of foreign financ-
ing for many of the Asian countries, till the beginning of 1980s. This is
partly due to the easy access to foreign loans as a large amount of petro-
dollar was recycled during the 1970s. Consequently, external debt in many
Asian countries reached an alarming proportion and caused a correspond-
ing rise in debt service obligations by the early 1980s. By this time,
while the need for foreign financing was increasing even to service the
debt, the supply of foreign funds was drying up. Countries were also
faced with poor export revenue resulting from a decling in commodity
prices, the principal export items of developing economies.

3. For detail, see Peter, Petri (1994), pp. 8-9.
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This development led many countries to look for alternative sources
of foreign financing. Many developing countries that were previously
closed in respect to trade and foreign investment began to initiate reforms
to liberalise trade and investment policies. At the same time, multinational
companies were also looking for profitable venues to expand their invest-
ment.

The pull and push factors combined to result in a quantum jump in
the FDI flows in the 1990s. The global inflows of FDI exceeded $400
billion mark in 1997, compared with the average annual flows of less
than $100 billion during 1983-1988. The major recipient of FDI is the
developing countries, which accounted for close to two-fifths (US$149
billion) of the global FDI inflows in 1997, twice the level they received
in 1993 and tenfold the level in 1985 (UNCTAD, 1998). The remarkable
rise in the volume and steady increase in the share to the developing
countries in the past one-decade or so are largely attributed to growing
attraction of foreign investors into Asian developing countries.

As shown in Table 2.4, the total FDI inflows (net of repatriation) as
a proportion of total global inflows to the 10 Asian economies increased
from around 8 percent ($7.7 billion) during 1983-88 to peak at about 22
percent ($54.2 billion) in 1994. Though the ratio declined somewhat
thereafter, the absolute amount kept on increasing. The proportion of
FDI to these 10 Asian economies in relation to all developing countries
also increased steadily from an average of 39 percent during 1983-88 to
51 percent in 1989 and further to 60 percent in 1995, mainly due to a
quantum jump in the inflows to China. Thereafter the shares have been
declining, which, to some extent, is attributed to the growing competition
from Latin America and Caribbean countries (UNCTAD, 1998).

As shown in Table 2.5, the in-sample Asian countries witnessed more
than 12-fold rise in FDI between 1986 and 1997, representing a com-
pound annual growth of about 26 percent. There has also been a substan-
tial increase in the annual inflows to the individual country over the period,
with a dramatic (more than 24-fold) rise in China.
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(In percent, unless otherwise stated)

Table 2.4
Global FDI Inflows and the Shares of Selected Asian Countries

1983 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997*
-88

Shares of 21.58 1427 1641 2581 29.01 3334 3933 31.86 3846 3719

Develop’g

Countries

Of which 8.42 7.31 9.23 12.86 1510 21.12 2231 1913 21.90 1991

Selected Asian

Countries:
China 199 1,69 [.65 2.76 6.34 12.64 1390 1082 1208 1131
Hong Kong 1.47 0.54 0.82 - 0.34 117 0.77 082 .63 0.74 .65
India N/A 0.13 0.12 0.09 0.13 0.26 040 0.59 0.71 0.82
Indonesia 037 0.34 0.52 0.94 107 092 087 131 1.83 1.34
Korea 0.42 0.38 0.34 0.70 0.41 0.26 0.33 0.54 0.69 058
Malaysia 0.80 .83 i.10 2.52 2.95 230 179 125 1.38 0.94
Philippines 0.27 0.28 0.25 0.35 .13 0.57  0.65 0.44 0.45 0.31
Singapore 2.13 1.44 2.64 3.09 1.25 215 344 248 2.80 2.50
Taiwan 0.49 0.80 0.63 0.80 0.51 042 057 047 0.55 0.56
Thailand 0.48 0.88 1.16 127 1.20 0.83 034  0.60 0.67 0.90

Total Global 91.6 2006 2114 1584 1758 2176 243.0 331.2 3376 4005

FD1 Inflows

(USS$ bn)

*  Estimates only.

Note: N/A = Not available. Developing countries do not include Central and Eastern Europe.

Source:UNCTAD, World Investment Report, 1995 and 1998.
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Table 2.5

Stock and Flows of FDI to Asian Developing Countries
(in Millions of U.S. Dollar)

Stock Annual Inflows During the Years

1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997
Indonesia 24971 258 385 576 682 1093 1482 1777 2004 2109 4348 6194 5350
Korea 1806 435 602 871 758 715 1116 727 588 809 1776 2325 2341
Malaysia 8510 489 423 Y19 1668 2332 3998 5183 5006 4342 4132 4672 3754
Mongolia N/A N/A N/A NA NA NA 11 2 ) 7 10 5 7
Myanmar 6 N/A N/A N/A 8 161 56 171 149 91 115 100 80
Nepal 2 N/A NA NA 1 6 2 1 4 6 5 19 20
Philippines 1302 127 307 936 563 530 544 228 1238 1591 1459 1520 1253
Bingapore 13016 1710 2836 3655 2887 5575 4888 2204 4686 8363 8210 9440 10000
Sri Lanka 517 30 60 46 20 43 48 123 195 166 56 120 140
[Taiwan 2930 346 718 959 1604 1330 1271 879 917 1375 1559 1864 2248
[Thailand 1999 263 352 1105 1775 2444 2014 2114 1804 1322 2002 2268 33600
China 3444 1875 2314 3194 3393 3487 4366 11156 27515 33787 35849 40800 45300
Hong Kong 3520 989 3339 2627 1076 1728 538 205% 1667 2000 2100 2500 2600
fndia 1075 N/A N/A N/A 252 236 155 233 574 973 1964 2382 3264
[Total Amount!
in US$ mn) 63098 652211336 1468814687 19681 20489 26849 46355 56946 63585 74209 79957

! Total of the avatlable countries.

Note: N/A: Not available.

Sources: World Investment Report, UNCTAD, 1995 and 1998, Balance of Paymenis Yearbook, IMF, various issues,
and World Development Finance, World Bank 1998. Figures up to 1989 are also taken from Petri (i994).
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Regarding the composition, the NIEs were the major beneficiary
during 1986-88, attracting almost three-fifths (US$ 6.3 billion) of the FDI
inflows to Asian developing countries. This position was maintained in
1689-91, although the share declined remarkably in favour of ASEAN,
especially Malaysia and Thailand. After 1992, the share composition has
changed dramatically in favour of China. In the recent years, China has
been the second largest recipient of FDI in the world (after the U.S.) and
the single largest among developing countries (UNCTAD, 1998). More
recently, FDI inflows to India and other countries are also picking up
(Table 2.6). Figure 2.3 presents the FDI flows to GDP ratio of the in-
sample Asian countries.

Table 2.6

Distribution of FDI Inflows into Asian Countries
(In percent unless otherwise stated)

1986-88' 1989-91' 1992-94! 1995 1996 -~ 1997
NIEs 58.24 42.90 20.27 21.46 21.73 21.50
Hong Kong 20.84 6.24 492 3.30 337 3.25
Korea 5.97 4.75 1.80 2.79 313 293
Singapore 25.37 23.95 11.00 1291 1272 12351
Taiwan 6.06 7.96 2.56 245 251 281
ASEANS 17.70 34.94 2463 1896 19.88 17.56
Indonesia 3.76 5.81 4.88 6.84 835  6.69
Malaysia 5.37 12.24 12.58 6.50 630 470
Myanmar 0.00 0.38 0.37 0.18 0.13 0.10
Philippines 3.68 3.06 2.10 2.29 205 157
Thailand 4.89 11.44 4.70 315 306 450
China 23.64 20.71 53.42 5638 5498 56.66
SAARC3 0.43 1.44 1.67 3.18 3.40 4.28
India 0.00 1.22 1.27 3.09 3.21 4.08
Nepal 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.03
Sri Lanka 0.43 0.20 0.39 0.09 0.13 0.18
Mongolia 0.00 002 0.01 0.02 0.01  0.01
Total Inflows
(US$ mn) 10848 18258 43383 63585 74209 79957

! Annual average.
Source:Calculated on the basis of Table 2.5.
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Figure 2.3

FDI flows to GDP Ratio of Asian Developing Countries
(As percent of GDP)
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, Fig. 2.3(g): Mongolia
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Data for Taiwan are provided by The Central Bank of China, Taipei.
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Chapter 3

ANALYTICAL APPROACH, SAMPLE PERIOD AND
SOURCES OF DATA

3.1 Study Approach

A comprehensive analysis of economic interdependence would re-
quire a full coverage of economic transactions in goods and services such
. as trade, investment, finance, tourism, transport and even labour migra-
tion. However, due to lack of required data and information, the study
focused on trade and investment, the two fundamental elements of eco-
nomic interdependence. Between these two, greater concentration was
on trade because of availability of data for bilateral trade flows,

Following Petri (1993), this study employed the trade intensity analysis
technique to measure the extent of trade linkages among the Asian coun-
tries. There are also other methods, especially the gravity model which
is gaining popularity in the recent years. If one wishes to sce separately
the effect of preferential treatment and other factors such as geographical
proximity, cultural familiarity, etc., then the gravity model would be more
suitable. But as the objective of this study is to assess the interdepend-
ence in aggregate and not to measure the effect of each factor separately,
we found the trade intensity analysis technique suitable not only because
of its simplicity but also its ability in capturing the bilateral/multilateral
trade linkages explicitly. In addition, this technique seems applicable to
measure other types of bilateral transactions as well, including foreign
direct investment. However, due to the paucity of FDI data for many of
the in-sample countries, the analysis concerning intra-regional FDI was
largely confined to descriptive analysis. The analysis on the impact of
trade and foreign investment on economic growth was also made on the
basis of simple correlation and Granger causality tests.

3.2 Measures of Trade Interdependence
Following Petri {1993), the three commonly used ratios of interde-
pendency are: absolute measure of trading intensity; relative measure of

trading intensity; and double relative measure of trading intensity. De-
tails of these measures are given below:
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(i) Absolute measure of trading intensity is the ratio of bilateral/mul-
tilateral trade in proportion to world trade. Symbolically, it can be
written as:

T
AM == —21 (N
' T

v

Where,

AM = Absolute measure of trade intensity.

Two-way trade of country i with country j (i.e., exports
of country i to country j plus imports of country i from
country j), where both j and i are countries in the same
region. Here, since we are measuring intra-regional
trade linkage, this T;, refers to a sum total of individual
countries” trade within the region.

T, = Total world trade (exports plus imports).

(i} Relative measure of trading intensity: Relative measure is a famil-
iar bilateral/ multilateral trade share. It shows the extent of the region’s
internal trade in comparison to its total trade. This is derived by
dividing the absclute ratio by the share of the country’s/region’s total
trade in proportion to world trade:

AM T/T T
AM = = y w / oo e e (2)
CT/T T, t
Where,
RM, = Relative measure of trade intensity.
T, = Total trade of a country (both within and outside the

group or region). In this case, total trade of the coun-
tries is included in the sample.

(iif) Double relative measure of trading intensity, which is also called
gravity coefficient in past literature (see for example Linnemann, 1966;
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and Leontief and Strout, 1963)*, estimates the regional trade prefer-
ence of its own products to those made elsewhere. This measure
reveals the bilateral/intra-regional trade concentration ratios. If trade
within the region is proportionate to the distribution of total trade,
the ratio should be close to one whereas if it is more concentrated
within the region, the ratio should be more than one and vice-versa.
Double relative measure of trading intensity is derived by dividing
the absolute measure with the world trade share of exporting and
importing countries. Alternatively, the double relative measure is
computed by deflating the relative measure of trading intensity of the
first country with the worldwide trade share of the second country.

Symbolically:
AMt TTw Ty/T:
DRMt = T _Ti)
(1% XT% ) TT; TifTw
RMt RMt
=5 = T_/—T— ............ (3)
b i w
P
Where, )
T, = Total trade of the importing countries, i.e., total trade
of the region. In this case, it can also be replaced by
T, when computing the trade intensity among the group
of countries.
DRM, = Double relative measure of trade intensity or gravity

coefficients.

The usefulness of each of these measures depends on the question
one wants to address. In this connection, Peter Petri (1993) wrote:

“Each of these measures of trading intensity is appropriate for
answering a particular type of question. For example, if one is in-

terested in the relative stakes or influence of different group of coun-
tries in global trade negotiations, it may make sense to compare their

4. Monetary Authority of Singapore, Occasional Paper No. 7.
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trade volumes to world levels by using an absolute intensity index.
Alternatively, if one wants to know to what extent a country will
respond to the interests of a particular partner (or group of part-
ners), then the intensity of the bilateral (intra-bloc) trading relation-
ship is best judged using relative measure (in effect, the share of the
partner[s] in the country’s trade). Finally, if one wants to assess the
extent of trade biases toward particular partner (or group of part-
ners) relative to the neutral of assignment of trade across all part-
ners, then double relative indexes, or gravity coefficients, provide an
appropriate answer.” (pp. 23-24)

While the absolute measure of trading intensity may be useful in
comparing the scale of bilateral/intra-regional trading relationship to
worldwide averages, it would be inadequate to measure trade relation
between two small countries as the magnitude of such trade in proportion
to world trade may be quite insignificant. On the other hand, the relative
measure of trading intensity, in spite being biased toward large country
or group of countries, is a useful indicator to observe bilateral/multilat-
eral trade shares in the country/region’s total trade. Meanwhile, the double
relative measure provides bilateral/intra-regional trade concentration by
effectively removing the large country bias.’

Despite the growing application of gravity model in the recent years,
even the advocates of the model, for example Frankel (1997), have sup-
ported the usefulness of relative measure (his intra-regional trade shares)
and double relative measure (trade concentration ratios). He gave the
following observations regarding these measures:

Relative measure:

“Levels of intra-regional trade are indeed useful for some purposes.
Let us say we are interested not in the effecis of preferential tariffs
and other policy determinants on bilateral trade patterns but rather
in the effects of bilateral trade. Such effects would be of interest, for
example, to business people, macroeconomists, and political scien-
tist. Then it would be perfectly appropriate to look at the intra-
regional trade shares.” (p. 25)

5. For details, see Monetary Authority of Singapore, Occasional Paper No. 7, p. 3.
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Double relative measure:
“......it is legitimate to inspect the concentration ratios and infer that

trade is indeed becoming more regionalized over time in some parts
of the world,” (p. 31)

Closely related to the double relative measure or gravity coefficient,
there is another measure called the “intensity coefficient” by some econo-
mists (Anderson and Norheim 1993a, and 1993b; Drysdale and Garnaut
1982, 1993; Drysdale 1988). This measure, when applied to a single pair
of countries, is the same as the gravity coefficient. Understandably, we
cannot replace the T, by the T, as in Equation (3) above. But when as-
sessing the intra-regional trade linkages within a group of three or more
countries, there is an issue as to how to aggregate trade among the pairs.
Their intensity coefficient is an improvement as it makes an adjustment
in the denominator of the double relative measure. This adjustment is
important, as the numerator does not count the first country’s trade with
itself and it is reasonable to make numerator and denominator compara-

le.* Symbolically the intensity coefficient is defined as follows.

Mt Tl Ty/T. Ty T:

@%I%) T Tiffw T,/ @-T)

IT=

Where,
IT = The intensity coefficient of a country 7/ with its trading
partner(s) j.

In this way, the intensity coefficient is an improvement over the double
relative measure or the gravity coefficient as it excludes trade of the first
country from the world trade. While assessing trade intensity of a group
of countries with a country having small trade, the adjustment would not
alter the result significantly but the result would be considerably different
in case of large trading partner, Japan for instance.

Because of this, the trade linkages of Asian countries with a particu-
lar partner within the group has to be assessed using intensity coefficient,

6. See Jeffrey A. Frankel (1997), pp. 27-28, for more details.
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though the assessment of trade linkages among the Asian countries as a
group has been made on the basis of double relative measures’.

Having established a broad economic interdependence among the
Asian countries as a whole as well as with an individual country, the
study then assessed the degree of dependency between each pair of the
countries. For this, a separate analysis of export and import trade link-
ages was made.

Equations (1) to (3) can be easily modified to measure export and
import trade linkages. The relative measures of bilateral export and import
intensity can be cumputed by substituting the total trade (T) in Equations
(1) and (2) by either exports (X) or imports (M). No further adjustment
is required, as the purposc of determining this ratio is simply to look at
the development of irade shares over the period. In case of double rela-
tive measure or intcasity coefficient, however, some modifications have
to be made,"as thc main purpose of this index is to see the importing
partner(s) prefercice to the products of an exporting country. Thus the
export and impori trade intensity of a country are defined as follows:

Export Intensity:

XilXw _ XylXi
(X i/ XM 1 Xw) M il Xw

fj:

Where,

IX; = Export intensity coefficient of a country i with
country(s) j.

XU. = Exports of country i to its trading partner(s) j .

X = Total exports of country i.

X, = Total world exports.

M. = Total imports of country/countries j.

7. The analysis of trade interdependence among the countries as a whole is mainly based
on double relative measure of trading intensity considering that aithough a country’s
trade with itself does not appear in international trade statistics, international trade
among the countries of the group does.
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In effect the double relative measure of export intensity of country
i is derived by deflating its worldwide export share (i.e., the relative
measure) with country j’s share of imports in world exports. This modi-
fication is important because even when a marked increase in country i’s
exports to country j is observed in a particular year, one cannot infer that
country j’s preference to country i’s products has increased. Instead, the
rise in country i’s exports to country j may be due to a sharp rise in country
j overall imports. In other words, country i’s share of exports to country
j may have shown an increase even if the share of country j’s import from
country i is constant or even lower.

Since country i and country j cannot export to or import from itself,
the double relative measure of export trade intensity has to be corrected
further by substituting total world exports (X ) with total world imports
net of total imports of country i (M, - M)*. The corrected measure of
export intensity is defined as: ‘

IX;C = Xo/Xe (5)
M M w- M)
Where,
IX,C = Corrected export intensity coefficient of country i with
country j.
M, = Total world imports.
Mi = Total imports of country i.

Import Intensity:

With the same reasoning, the import trade intensity of a country can
be defined as:

8. See Monetary Authority of Singapore (1998), op. cit., p. 28.
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IM ;C = MyM: (6)
X il Xw- Xi)

Where,
IMUC = Corrected import intensity of country 1 with country j.
M, = Country i’s imports from country j.
M, = Total imports of country 1.
X = Total exports of country/countries j.

3.3 Sample and Data

Measurement of trade intensity is based on the annual data covering
the period 1985-1997. Though many of the Asian countries included in
the sample have been adopting outward-oriented economic policy since
the 1970s or even the 1960s, there was still a general tendency of import
restrictions in some countries. Moreover, some countries were virtually
closed till the early 1980s. Even the relatively more open economies
were also practising trade restrictions in one way or the other. It is
generally from the mid-1980s that the trend has changed considerably.
Thus, 1985 was chosen as the starting year to observe interdependence
after liberalisation. For the correlation and Granger causality test, how-
ever, the sample period is extended from 1980 to 1997 to enable more
meaningful results. Although this extended sample size is still consid-
ered small for Granger causality test, data limitation, particularly FDI,
prevented us from going beyond this period. Similarly, while the study
can only provide data up to 1997 due to unavailability of direction of
trade statistics and foreign direct investment data for each country, at-
tempts were made to incorporate qualitative data for 1998 in the analysis,
when possible.

The study relied on secondary data published in the various publi-
cations of SEACEN member countries as well as international institu-
tions such as International Monetary Fund, World Bank, Asian Develop-
ment Bank, UNCTAD, etc. Some data and information were obtained
directly from member central banks and monetary authorities.
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Chapter 4

ASSESSMENT OF
ASIAN ECONOMIC INTERDEPENDENCE

4.1 Brief History of Economic Interdependence in the Asian Region’

During the first half of the twentieth century, the Asian economic
interdependence as shown by intra-regional trade among the East Asian
nations was already significant, with the trade centres being Hong Kong,
Manila, Shanghai, and Singapore. Apart from handling trade between
the colonies and the European powers, these ports also helped coordinate
a vast network of commerce stretching from India to Japan. The inter-
linkages of trade and investment deepened significantly between the period
of First and Second World Wars, increasingly driven by Japanese eco-
nomic and military power. By 1932, Japan replaced the Netherlands as
Indonesia’s largest trading partner. Its trade with Malaysia also increased
at the expense of the United Kingdom. Concurrently, there were also
evidences of substantial flows of intra-regional investment from Japan
mainly in transport and communication sectors. The Japanese investments
in China came to match that of Great Britain. With the Second World
War approaching in the late 1930s, efforts were intensified to integrate
the regional economies and plans were made to form an exclusive East
Asian economic bloc with an eventual idea of Greater East Asian Co
prosperity Sphere.'

However, not much of the regional economic integration efforts could
materialise as the War left East Asia in disarray. It not only made the sea
transport unsafe but also rendered the pre-war institutions ineffective
because of political developments such as the civil war (in China), the
insurrections (in Indonesia, Malaysia, and some countries in Indochina),
etc. These developments led to a fall in the intra-regional trading activity
as well as a disruption in the trade pattern established in the pre-war years.
Trading between Japan and Taiwan as well as Taiwan and Korea were
sharply curtailed. Instead, these economies began to trade more with the

9. Largely based on Peter Petri’s (1993) analysis of East Asian interdependence on the
basis of the data of the ten of East Asian economies, namely: China, Hong Kong,
Indonesia, Japan, Korea, Malaysia, Philippines, Singapore, Taiwan, and Thailand.

10. See East Asia’s Trade and Investment, the World Bank, 1994, pp. 21-22.
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U.S., at that time the leading military power in the Pacific and the only
couniry whose economy was not affected by the Second World War (Petri,
1993). Consequently, the intra-trade of the East Asian countries as a
share of world trade (absolute measure of trading intensity) declined to
as low as 2.2 percent in 1955, as compared to 10 percent in 1938 (Table
4.1). Similarly, intra-trade as a share of the region’s total trade (relative
measure of trading intensity) also reduced by less than half to 31.3 per-
cent from 67.1 percent in the comparable period. Despite the fall in intra-
trade in terms of the absolute and relative measures, the same high level
of gravity coefficients of 4.5 in 1955 as compared with 1938, suggests
that the plunge in East Asian intra-trade was mainly a consequence of the
fall in its total trade resulting from poor economic performance rather
than diminished preference for regional products.'

Table 4.1
Measures of Regional Interdependence
(Exports plus Imports)

Region 1938 1955 1969 1979 1985 19990 1992

Intra-Regional Trade as a share of World Trade (Absolute Measure)

North America 0.030 0.067 0.069 0.042 0.064 0.053 NA
Western Europe 0.182 0.196 0.287 0.293 0.271 0.338 NA
East Asia 0.100 0.022 0.029 0.042 0.064 0.079 NA
Pacific Rim 0.180 0.135 0.169 0.156 0.248 0.248 NA
Intra-Regional Trade as a Share of Regional Trade (Relative Measure)
North America 0.227 0.334 0.379 0.287 0.330 0.313 0.314
Western Europe 0461 0.491 0.647 0.664 0.654 0.712 0.711
East Asia 0n.671 0.313 0.293 0.332 0.363 0.407 0.453
Pacific Rim 0.583 0.450 0.566 0.545 0.643 0.649 0.667
Gravity Coefficients of Intra-Regional Trade (Double Relative Measure)
North America 1.73 1.65 2.09 1.95 1.71 1.84 1.86
Western Europe 1.16 1.23 1.46 1.51 1.58 1.50 1.55
East Asia 4.48 4.45 2.97 2.64 2.05 2.09 213
Pacific Rim 1.89 1.49 1.90 1.91 1.67 1.71 1.69
The regions refer to: North America: Canada and the United States;

East Asia; China, Hong Kuag, indonesia, Japan, Korea, Malaysia, Philippines, Taiwan, and Thailand; and
Pacific Rim: North America, East Asia and Australia and New Zealand.
Source: Peter Petri (1993 and 1994).

11. Ibid.,, pp. 22-29.
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As shown in Table 4.1, the post-war East Asian intra-trade in abso-
lute terms, though increasing over the years since 1955, has not recov-
ered to the level achieved in 1938. Comparing with other regions, the
East Asian intra-trade by this measure of trading intensity has been con-
siderably lower than those of the Pacific Rim and Western Europe but
slightly higher than North America in 1990. The East Asian interdepend-
ence, in relative terms, fell sharply as the Japanese empire was disman-
tled after the Second World War, and continued to decline till the 1970s.
Despite the rapid increase in the volume of intra-trade of these econo-
mies, the relative importance of regional trade could not match with the
even more rapid growth of extra-regional trade as the region’s trading
system became more diversified, with trans-pacific trade growing espe-
cially fast (Petri, 1994). Unlike the absolute measure, which started to
increase after 1955, the relative measure of trading intensity in East Asia
kept on decreasing till the 1970s. Subsecuently, however, the relative
importance of regional trade began to increase, showing U-shaped pat-
tern in the post war intra-tiade.

The post war East Asian interdependence measured by double rela-
tive measure of trading intensity, i.e., the gravity coefficient, portrays a
different picture. 1t shows that regicnal trade bias of East Asian countries
that was maintained after the Second World War started to decline since
1955 till the mid-1980s, even when the region enjoyed spectacular eco-
nomic growth. During the peiiod, the gravity coefficient decreased by
half to slightly above 2 in 1985 from as high as 4.5 in the period imme-
“diately afier the Second World War. A similar pattern of decline is
observed in most of the individual East Asian economies with the excep-
tions of China and the Philippines. China’s intra-regional trade bias shows
a more rapid decline while that of the Philippines’ shows an unusual
increase. The differences in the trade pattern can be attributed to major
political changes in these countries (Petri, 1993).

The spectacular growth of the East Asian economies over the period
is well known. If the intra-regional trade had expanded in proportion
with the growth of East Asian markets, the gravity coefficient should have
stayed constant. But it had not been so. The coefficient kept on decreas-
ing steadily for three decades until the mid-1980s, suggesting a decline
in intra-regional bias. Can it be inferred that the East Asian markets are
the least integrated of all the regions? This may not be the case as the
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gravity coefficients of East Asian trade are significantly higher than
Western Europe, North America as well as the Pacific Rim throughout
the study period. In addition, the coefficient, even at its trough, was still
more than 2. This means East Asian markets’ preference to intra-regional
products was more than twice the preference to the outside products. The
post war fall in gravity coefficient, therefore, should be considered as a
natural and favourable outcome of aggressive outward-oriented (both intra-
regional as well as extra-regional) policy of East Asian countries and not
as an indication of a diminished regional integration.

Among the several factors explaining the decline in intra-regional
bias, the most important are:

(i) liberalisation of global economy, sputred by several rounds of trade
negotiations; .

(ii) rapid progress in global transport and communication networks;

(111) general success of the trade-led growth strategy adopted by the re-
gion with greater focus on trade diversification,

(1v) growing economic maturity leading to greater acceptance of the
region’s products world-wide;

(v) emulation of development path or similarity of East Asian industriali-
sation strategies (flying geese pattern), firstly from Japan to Asian
NIEs and then to ASEAN economies, forcing them to look beyond
the region for suitable markets for their almost homogenous prod-
ucts; and

(vi) supportive attitude of the U.S. to help the East Asian economies to
recover from the Second World War by providing economic aid and
hospitable markets for their exports.

4.2 Interdependence after 1985

Based on the gravity coefficient, the sharp and continuous decline in
East Asian regional interdependence for nearly half a century, reverted,
albeit marginally, after 1985. As shown in Table 4.1, the coefficients
have been stabilized since then. In the subsequent analysis, we have added
five more countries (India, Mongolia, Myanmar, Nepal, and Sri Lanka)
to the ten East Asian economies included in Peter Petri (1993) study of
East Asian interdependence. Thus, our study group will comprise 15
Asian countries and will be referred to as the “Asian-15” in our subse-
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quent analyses. Even with the inclusion of these countries, the gravity
coefficients show similar trend and pattern with marginal differences in
the number.'* For example, the gravity coefficient of East Asian Econo-
mies as calculated by Peter Petri (1993) for 1985 and 1990 are 2.05 and
2.09 respectively while the comparable coefficients for Asian-15 in our
study are 1.92 and 2.05. Certainly, part of the variations is attributable
to the less than proportionate intra-Asian trade of the included countries,
especially India, which will be clear from subsequent discussions. Yet,
given low level of trade of these countries (the five countries’ trade to-
gether accounting for just around three-fourths of 1 percent of world trade),
the revisions in the trade data of the East Asian Countries could have also
played some role for the changes in the coefficient.'?

Before going into intra-Asian trade linkages, it would be relevant to
have an idea about the position of Asian countries in the world trading
arena, which forms the basis to assess the intra-regional trade linkages.
As shown in Table 4.2, there has been substantial increase in the Asian
trade share in world trade, rapidly in the first half of the 1990s. This has
been achieved mainly on account of higher than proportionate growth in
most of the fast growing economies. During the period, 8 of the 15
economies included in the sample (China, Hong Kong, Korea, Malaysia,
the Philippines, Singapore, Taiwan and Thailand) enhanced their shares
significantly. For example, the trade of these economies that was 9.3
percent of world trade in 1985 increased to 16.5 percent in 1996, and was
maintained at this level even in 1997, when the region was severely affected
by the Asian financial crisis. Because of the sharp and steady rise in their
trade, the total foreign trade of the sample economies increased to 25.8
percent of world trade in 1995 from 19.2 percent in 1985 before declin-
ing slightly thereafter. It should be noted that Asia could enhance the
trade shares in spite of less than proportionate growth in Japan’s trade,
the dominant economy of the region. As shown by Table 4.2, trade
performance of many of the fast growing Asian economies plunged in

12, Although we have reported the trading intensity of Asian-15 only after 1985, we had
also computed the gravity coefficient of these countries for 1980 and found the figure
significantly higher than that for 1985, confirming that intra-Asian trade follows the
similar trend as in the case of intra-East Asian trade.

13. While there are revisions in the subsequent issues of the Direction of Trade Statistics
of IMF also, the revisions in the case of data supplied by the member central banks/

monetary authorities are even striking. Therefore it is natural to have some changes
in the results.
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1998 maiily as a result of the unprecedented economic sufferings by these
economies in peacetime history due to Asian currency and financial cri-
sis. Consequently, their shares fell significantly with the shrinking vol-

ume of world trade.

Table 4.2

Asian Countries’ Trade as a Share of World Trade
(In percent unless otherwise stated)

1985 1990 1995 1996 1997 1998
Japan 8.31 7.60 7.02 7.12 6.81 N/A
China 1.89 1.70 2.75 2.72 292 N/A
Hong Kong 1.62 2.39 3.58 3.55 3.56 N/A
India 0.66 0.61 0.64 0.64 0.65 N/A
Indonesia 0.78 0.69 0.84 0.87 0.85 0.70
Korea 1.66 1.96 2.55 2.62 2.52 2.07
Malaysia 0.75 0.85 1.48 1.47 1.42 1.21
Mongolia N/A N/A 0.01 0.01 0.0t N/A
Myanmar 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.04
Nepal 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 N/A
Philippines 0.27 0.31 0.45 0.51 0.58 0.56
Singapore 1.33 1.65 237 2.40 2.31 1.96
Sri Lanka 0.08 0.07 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.10
Taiwan .1.37 1.77 2.11 2.04 2.12 1.98
Thailand 044 - 082 1.25 1.20 1.09 0.89
ASEAN-6 3.59 434 6.42 6.49 6.29 5.36
SEACEN 6.71 8.15 11.17 11.25 11.02 9.50
Asian-13 19.19 2045 25.76 25.28 2495 N/A
Total World Trade
(US $ bn.) 3703 6879 10224 10681 11154 10896

Note: N/A = Not available.

The groups in the table refer:

ASEAN-6: Indonesia, Malaysia, Myanmar,

Philippines, Singapore, and Thailand;

SEACEN: ASEAN-6 plus Korea, Mongolia, Nepal, Sri
Lanka, and Taiwan; and

Asian-15: SEACEN plus Japan, China, Hong Kong, and
India.

Source: Calculated on the basis of data published in Direction of Trade Statistics, IMF, various issues

and the data supplied by national sources. The total trade for 1998 has been taken from /FS.
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4.2.1 Asian Interdependence by Different Measures of
Trading Intensity

While the analysis of the Asian interdependence is based on all three
measures of interdependence, the main focus is given to the relative and
the double relative measures. Besides the Asian-15 as a whole, the intra-
trade of the SEACEN and the ASEAN-6 are also presented in order to
give an idea about development of intra-regional trade of these two sub-
groups. It should be noted at the outset that the SEACEN sub-group was
set up by 11 central banks to collaborate on issues relating to central
banking functions and not explicitly for regional trade cooperation.
Nevertheless, given the long-term association among group members, it
will be interesting to observe whether such close association has spilled
over to the area of trade.

- Initially, even the Association of South East Asian Nations (ASEAN)
was not very much concerned with regional economic co-operation.
Rather, it was set up with an objective of bolstering regional stability in
1967. Over time, the ASEAN leaders began to focus on regional eco-
nomic co-operation, resulting in the signing of ASEAN Preferential Trad-
ing Arrangement (PTA) in 1977 and subsequently, several initiatives to
set up various joint development projects. Though the number of items
covered under the ASEAN PTA kept on increasing in the following years
from just 71 commodities at the beginning, only about 3 percent of goods
were eligible for regional preference till the end of the 1980s, owmg to
non-inclusion of important products under PTA.M

With the establishment of the ASEAN Free Trade Area (AFTA) in
January 1992, the ASEAN countries decided to cover nearly all sectors
of intra-ASEAN goods trade. Of the AFTA members, the original ASEAN
six (Brunei, Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore and Thai-
land), are under the commitment to achieve free trade amongst themselves
by 2003, where free trade is interpreted as a maximum protection of 5
percent on manufactured goods, with less precise commitments on agri-
culture products.'®

14. See Jeffrey A. Frankel, et al. (1997), ASEAN in Regional Perspective, p. 312.

15. Ross Garnaut (1998), ASEAN and Regionalization and Globalization of World
Trade.
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(i)  Absolute Measure of Trading Intensity

The absolute measure of trade intensity, which shows the scale of
intra-regional trade in global perspective, increased remarkably during the
last decade till 1995. By this measure, the Asian trade-integration has
exceeded the pre-war level after 1992. Over the period, the pace of growth
of intra-trade was higher than Asian trade worldwide. For example, be-
tween 1985 and 1995, Asian trade as a share of global trade had gone up
by 1.34 times (25.76/19.19), whereas the comparable rise in intra-trade
was 1.80 times (12.77/7.08).!6 Though the share appears to be on a de-
clining trend thereafter, it seems to follow the pattern of the region’s trade
worldwide. By this measure, the intra-SEACEN trade has shown higher
increase in comparison to ASEAN-6 throughout the period (Table 4.3
and Figure 4.1).

Table 4.3
Measures of Trade Interdependence
(Two-way Trade)

1985 1990 1995 1996 1997

Absolute Measures (%)
ASEAN-6 0.68 0.75 1.29 1.37 1.31
SEACEN 1.11 1.47 2.45 2.56 2.51
Asian-15 7.08 8.51 12.77 1254  12.27

Relative Measures (%)
ASEAN-6 19.12 17.38 2020  21.10 20.84
SEACEN 16.57 18.07 21.98 22.69 227
Asian-15 36.90 41.78 4966 49.65 49.24
Double Relative Measures 7
ASEAN-6 5.34 4.00 3.16 3.25 3.31
SEACEN 247 2.22 1.97 2.01 2.06
. Asian-15 1.92 2.04 1.93 1.96 1.97

Source: Author’s calculation.

16. Intra-regional trade should, however, be interpreted cautiously, since the data are partly
distorted by entrepot trade with Hong Kong and Singapore. Unavailability of data
on a comparable basis prevents a correction for such transactions.

38



Figure 4.1
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(i) Relative Measure of Trading Intensity

The Asian interdependence can be seen even more clearly from the
rising intra-regional trade shares. As mentioned above, the intra-regional
trade shares started to increase since the 1970s after a sharp decline in
the post-war era. The increase, however, was moderate during the initial
period of the upturn. It is mainly from the mid-1980s that the relative
importance of intra-regional markets began to outweigh the extra-regional
markets. For example, the intra-regional trade of Asian-15 countries as
a share of their worldwide trade increased by 12.8 percentage points to
49.7 percent in 1995 from 36.9 percent in 1985 — an average annual
increase of about 1.3 percentage point.

Table 4.4 summarises the intra-trade performance of the region. Both
intra-regional exports and imports shares have increased over the year.
Figure 4.2 depicts relative measures of trade and intensity of the ASEAN-
6, SEACEN and Asian-15 countries.
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.~ Table 44
Intra and Extra-Regional Trade Shares of Asian-15 Countries
(In percent unless otherwise stated)

1985 1990 1995 1996 1997

Intra-Regional ‘

Exports 34.67 40.16 48.69 49.34 48.42

Imports 39.38 43.50 50.69 49.96 50.11

Total 36.90 41.78 49.66.  49.65 49.24
The United States

Exports 31.97 26.02 22.33 21.80 22.13

Imports 17.03 17.86 16.47 16.60 16.49

Total 24.90 22.06 19.47 19.21 19.39
European Union

Exports 11.51 17.70 14.89 14.63 14.84

Imports 10.76 15.39 14.38 14.53 13.91

Total 11.15 16.58 14.64 . 14.58 14.39
Rest of the World

Exports 21.86 16.12 14.09 14.23 14.62

Imports 32.83 23.25 18.46 18.92 19.50

Total 27.05 19.58 16.22 16.56 16.99
Total Trade Amount
(USS$ billion)

Exports - 374 725 1350 1357 1431

Imports 336 683 1284 1344 1352

Total 710 1407 2634 2700 2783

V' Relative Measure of Trading Intensity.
Components may not add up due to rounding.

Source; Author’s calculation on the basis of direction of trade statistics data,

From the individual countries’ perspective, most of the countries’
intra-trade shares have increased over the period and the significant in-
creases can be seen in the trade shares of China, Hong Kong, Korea,
Singapore, Taiwan and Thailand. Even the trade shares of Japan and
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India have increased due mainly to higher rise in their export shares.
Despite the rise in the trade shares in the recent years, India’s trade with
Asia remained less than one-forth of its total trade, showing lesser degree
of interdependence with other Asian markets (see appendices).

Figure 4.2
Relative Measure of Trade Intensity
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Seen from another angle, i.e., from the rest of the in-sample coun-
tries” trade shares with the individual countries within the region, a simi-
lar increasing trend is observed in most cases (Table 4.5). In the case of
Japan, which is the major trading partner of the region, however, the trend
is reversed. The Asian countries’ trade share with Japan has declined
remarkably over the period due to a fall in both export and import shares,
more rapidly in export shares.!” Apart from Japan, the Asian countries’
trade shares with Indonesia and India also recorded some decreases.

Thus, the rise in the intra-regional trade shares over the period could
be attributed to rapid increase in Asian countries’ trade shares with China,
Hong Kong, Korea, Taiwan and Thailand. Some increases have also
witnessed with Malaysia and the Philippines as well as other countries
such as Mongolia and Myanmar.

17. Over the period, the growth of Japan’s trade lagged behind not only with the growth
of rest of Asian countries’ trade but also with overall world trade. Because of this,
though Japan’s trade share with rest of the Asian countries has been increasing, the
latter’s trade shares with Japan has been decreasing. In other words, the importance
of Asian market for Japan has been opposite for rest of the Asian countries.
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Table 4.5

Asian Countries’ Trade Shares with Selected Countries’

(Percent)

1985 1990 1995 1996 1997
Japan 20.62 17.79 17.41 16.45 15.14
China 6.26 6.46 9.95 10.44 10.93
Hong Kong 4.14 6.30 6.04 5.73 6.33
India 083 069 075 080 080
Indonesia 2.65 2.21 2.06 2.15 2.25
Korea 2.63 3.79 4.66 4,75 4.52
Malaysia 2.79 2.73 3.96 4.09 4.02
Philippines 0.75 0.72 0.97 1.15 1.30
Singapore 3.28 3.87 4.88 4.84 4.68
Taiwan 2.41 4.12 4.82 4.65 4.64
Thailand 1.08 2.07 2.68 2.69 2.39

I Two-way trade of rest of the in-sample Asian countries with the individual countries

listed.

Note: Asian trade with other countries in the sample has not been shown because of their

lower shares.

Source:Author’s calculation utilising direction of trade statistics data.

(iii) Double Relative Measure of Trading Intensity

Degree of Asian interdependence in the period after the mid-1980s
can also be seen from this measure of trading intensity. The sharp and
steady decline witnessed in the gravity coefficients of intra-Asian trade in

42




Assessment Of Asian Economic Interdependence

the post-Second World War period reversed from the mid-1980s.?® The
high coefficients, though small with some marginal fluctuations, followed
an increasing trend throughout the period. -This shows that the pace of
expansion in intra-regional trade has been in proportion, or even higher,
with the growth of the Asian markets.

There was a general increase {Table 4.6) in the gravity coefficient of
Asian trade in the late 1980s, both within the region as well as outside
the region. The rise in intra-trade bias was largely associated with the
fast growth of trade with China. Afterwards, the coefficients for most of
the countries decreased except for Japan whose coefficients continued to
Increase, albeit at a slower pace, till 1996. In view of the trade perform-
ance of Japan over the years, the rise in its intra-Asian trade bias is not
attributed to increasing trade performance but the slower growth of its
trade. It should be noted that the gravity coefficients of Asian trade to
the countries outside the region, such as the U.S., has declined steadily
in the 1990s. The recent trend in intra-Asian trade bias within the indi-
vidual countries in the region as well as outside the region will become
clear after the assessment of trade intensity index in the subsequent dis-
cussions.

18. Jeffry A. Frankel (1997) has, however, found the coefficient declining, albeit very
slowly after 1985. This may be due to the different source of data as his findings are
based on the Statistics Canada, World Trade database; and UN COMTRADE data-
base.
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Table 4.6
Intensity of Asian Trade Linkages with Different Countries and Regions
(Gravity coefficient measure)

1985 1990 1995 1996 1997
Asian-15
Japan 1.41 1.47 1.61 1.66 1.62
China 2.99 3.49 3.23 3.43 3.3
Hong Kong 2.34 2.33 1.45 1.39 1.53
India 1.20 1.10 1.14 1.22 1.21
Indonesia 3.26 3.09 2.37 2.39 2.55
Korea 1.45 1.75 1.65 1.62 1.61
Malaysia 3.58 3.08 2.52 2.62 2.68
Mongolia NA 1.56 1.68 1.80 1.90
Myanmar 5.57 5.58 3.81 3.63 3.76
Nepal 322 2.16 2.06 1.99 2.03
Philippines 2.71 2.31 2.14 2.19 2.21
Singapore 2.30 2.15 1.87 1.83 1.84
Sri Lanka 1.84 1.90 1.55 1.46 145
Taiwan 1.63 212 2.10 2.09 2.00
Thailand 2.38 242 2.05 2.13 2.10
Intra-Asian 1.92 2.04 1.93 1.96 1.97
Others

United States 1.60 1.67 1.47 1.42 136
European Union 0.32 0.38 0.38 0.39 0.39
Rest of the World 0.88 0.88 0.72 0.70 0.70

Note: While calculating the gravity coefficient within the sample countries, the
rest of the countries in the group (14 countries) have been treated as the
first country and the individual countries as the second. For countries
outside the sample, on the other hand, all the 15 countries are treated as
the first country and the trading partner(s) as the second.

Source: Author’s calculation utilising direction of trade statistics data.
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Before analysing the interdependence on the basis of intensity indi-
ces, we looked at the gravity coefficients of intra-trade of ASEAN-6 and
SEACEN countries. As shown in Table 4.3 and Figure 4.3, the breaking
point in the gravity coefficient of ASEAN-6 appeared long time after the
trend witnessed in case of Asian countries as a whole. Trend of the gravity
coefficient of the SEACEN countries, although increased between 1988
to 1990, declined during the first half of 1990s, albeit at a slower pace.
We know the rapid growth of SEACEN in general and the ASEAN in
particular in the past decade or so till 1996, The interesting thing is that
the rapid growth was accompanied by the decline in the gravity coeffi-
cients of both groups, more rapidly in case of ASEAN-6 countries.

Figure 4.3
Double Relative measure of Trading Intensity
(gravity coefficient)
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Understandably, the decline in the SEACEN intra-trade bias can, to
some extent, be attributed to a substantial decline in ASEAN intra-trade
bias, as almost all ASEAN members are part of the SEACEN group. But
the decline in the ASEAN-6 countries seems somewhat unusual in view
of the preferential trading arrangements since 1977, on top of rapid growth.
In this connection, it can be inferred that a preferential trading arrange-
ment has not played an important role in encouraging trade among the
group. Before the establishment of ASEAN Free Trade Area (AFTA) in
1992, the earlier preferential arrangements were not deep encugh to have
significant effects on the patterns of trade in these countries. In this respect,
AFTA seems more serious than the earlier preferential trading arrange-
ments, as it called for a phase-wise reduction on tariffs and non-tariff
barriers amongst the members beginning from 1993. Besides, AFTA also
covers all sectors of intra-ASEAN merchandise trade, even though it has
less precise commitment on agriculture products. Despite the declaration
by the ASEAN-6 members (Brunei, Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines,
Singapore, and Thailand) to achieve free trade amongst themselves by
2003, reductions in protection have been applied to all trading partners,
and not just AFTA members alone. In fact, the ASEAN trade practice
has developed in a very different way from other major trading blocs as
the trade liberalisations of the ASEAN countries have not been confined
to liberalisations amongst themselves but to the non-members as well.
Unlike the European Union and the North American Free Trade Agree-
ment, which significantly impact trade patterns through their discrimina-
tory reduction in barriers in favour of trade amongst members, the ASEAN
bloc did not have such practices.”

Despite the lesser effects of the preferential measures on intra-re-
gional trade, the establishment of ASEAN has been important to trade
expansion -- both within the ASEAN region and outside the region. As
seen from Table 4.7, the real intra-regional exports of ASEAN countries
(at 1995 prices) increased much faster (27 times) than the EC-12 (around
5 times) and North America (8 times) during the period 1965-1995. Only
the East Asian bloc has a faster intra-trade growth (above 37 times).
Considering the decade of 1985 to 1995 alone, the growth in intra-ASEAN
trade has been the highest in comparison to all the other blocs included
in the study.

19. Ross Garnaut, op. cit., p. 219.

46



Assessment Of Asian Economic Interdependence

Thus, the decline in the gravity coefficients of ASEAN countries
during the period of 1985-1995 has not been due to a fall in intra-regional
trade. Indeed, the rise in intra-regional exports at constant 1995 prices
amongst the ASEAN countries over the period has been much higher
than their exports to the rest of the world.

Table 4.7

Exports within the Group and to the Rest of the World of Different Trade Blocks
(US $ billion, Constant 1995 price)

Intra-Regional Exports Exports to Rest of the World Total Exports

1965 1975 1985 1995 19961965 1975 1985 1995 1996 11965 '1975 1985 1995 1996

EC-12 196 437 692 1023 951 188 406 S84 774 788 | 384 843 1276 1797 1739
East Asia 16 6 166 58 591| 43 140 320 625 62| 59 200 486 1209 1213
ASEAN-7 28 45 143 756 NA| 91 238 627 2449 NA | 119 283 770 3205 NA

N. America S1 103 177 394 407| 105 195 227 461 455 156 298 404 8S5 862
World 988 2058 3075 4923 5003

Note: N/A = Not available.
1. East Asia includes Japan, Korea, China, Taiwan, Hong Kong, Thailand, the Philippines, indonesia,
Singapore and Vietnam.
2. ASEAN-7 refers to Brunei, Indonesia, Malaysia, Philippines, Singapore, Thailand, and Vietnam.
3.  North America includes USA, Canada and Mexico.

Source: Extracted from Ross Garnaut (1998), Tables 3 and 4.

Moreover, the gravity coefficients of both the ASEAN-6 and the
SEACEN countries, particularly for the ASEAN-6, have been consist-
ently higher than the Asian-15 countries (Figure 4.3). The intra-regional
trade in proportion to the distribution of global trade is more than 3 in
the case of ASEAN-6 and roughly about 2 in the case of SEACEN. So
the decline in gravity coefficients should not be construed as a lesser
preference in intra-regional products. In the context of globalisation and
rapid growth of the economy, over concentration of trade with a particu-
lar trading partner(s) may not be desirable as such limited market may not
be adequate to absorb the additional products. The downward trend in
gravity coefficients, therefore, is more likely the outcome of an increase
in extra-regional trade, not the outcome of a fall in regional interdepend-
ence per se. For the region that already has high gravity coefficient (for
example, above 3 as in the case of ASEAN-6), the important point is that
the coefficients do not continue to decline but at least stabilise.
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However, even with rising intra-regional trade of the ASEAN coun-
tries and the stabilised gravity coefficient, it has been evident that the
intra-ASEAN trade did not increase in line with the rise in its market.
This implies that while keeping the basic tenet of trade expansion to both
inside and outside the group, ASEAN members should put more effort to
further enhance intra-regional trade. This is also important in building up
a clout to effectively deal with other regional blocs, which have been
emerging strongly in the recent years.

As mentioned ecarlier in Chapter 3, the double relative measure of
trading intensity does not take into account some of the important at-
tributes that may considerably affect the ratio, as can be seen from Table
4.8,

Table 4.8
Intensity of Asian Trade Linkages with Different Countries and Regions
(Intensity index)

1985 1990 1995 1996 1997
Asian-15
Japan 2.21 2.04 1.87 1.89 1.82
China 2.75 3.09 2.79 2.98 2.92
Hong Kong . 211 2.16 1.31 1.26 1.40
India 1.01 0.91 0.88 0.94 0.94
Indonesia 2,77 2.57 1.84 1.87 2.00
Korea 1.31 1.58 1.41 1.40 1.39
Malaysia 3.04 2.58 2.03 2.12 2.17
Mongolia N/A 1.24 1.25 1.35 1.43
Myanmar 4.51 4.44 2.83 2.72 2.83
Nepal 2.61 1.72 1.53 1.49 1.53
Philippines 2.23 1.87 1.63 1.68 1.71
Singapore 2.03 1.90 1.57 1.56 1.57
Sri Lanka . 149 1.52 1.16 1.09 1.09
Taiwan 1.44 1.89 1.75 1.75 1.69
Thailand 1.98 2.03 1.62 1.70 1.67
Others

United States 1.30 1.33 1.09 1.06 1.02
European Union 0.26 0.30 0.28 0.29 0.30
Rest of the World 0.7t 0.70 0.53 0.53 0.53

Note:  N/A = Not available.
While calculating the intensity coefficient within the sample countries, the rest of the countries in the
group (14 countries) have been treated as the first country and the individual countries as the second.
For countries outside the sample, on the other hand, all the 15 countries are treated as the first country
and the trading partner(s) as the second.

Source:  Author’s calculation utilising the direction of trade statistics data.
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While the intensity index (Table 4.8) appears different from the gravity
coefficient (Table 4.6) in terms of magnitude, the trend is almost similar
for all the countries, except for Japan.® Asian trade intensity with some
of the countries such as China, Korea, and Taiwan, has increased from
the second half of 1980s. Similar trend can be observed for other coun-
tries in the initial two years. Even the intensity with Japan stabilised at
a higher level of 2.15 in 1986 and 1987. Setback in the trade intensity
was observed during the fist half of 1990s, particularly from 1990 to 1993,
as there had been a general decline in the intensity indices for most of
the Asian countries. However, in the subsequent years before the onset
of the Asian crisis of 1997, Asian trade intensity with most of the trade
partners within the region increased.

Whatever the trend of Asian trade intensity with individual trading
partners, there has not been sharp fluctuations in both the intensity indi-
ces as well as the gravity coefficients in the past one decade or so. More
importantly, the coefficients of both measures are more than one for all
the countries, except India whose intensity index is a bit lower than one.
This means that Indian trade within the region remains less than propor-
tionate. In more recent years, however, both the gravity and the intensity
coefficients have increased, which is largely a result of higher rise in the
Asian countries’ import intensity with India.

Turning back to the double relative measure or gravity coefficient
for intra-Asian trade as a whole, we find the intensification of Asian
interdependence over the study peried. As mentioned earlier, the coef-
ficient remained higher than 1.90 recorded in 1986 throughout the period,
except in 1993 when it was slightly lower at 1.87 (Figure 4.3). The
intensity of Asian trade link, which had declined for a long period of
time, has been either on the rise or stayed constant in the recent years
after the mid-1980s. The intensification of regional trade occurred on top
of the already rapid trade growth could be attributable to the expansion
of Asian markets (Petri, 1994).

20. The fall in intensity coefficient to Japan is expected as Japan’s trade recorded slower
growth in comparison to the rest of the Asian countries’. It should be recalled that
we deduct the fist country(s) total trade from world trade while calculating the inten-
sity coefficient and when the trade of the first countries gets bigger, the multiplier gets
smaller thus contributing to the decline in the coefficient value.
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Apart from general reforms in trade and investment, the exchange
rate developments could also be an important factor in intensifying Asian
interdependence, at least in the initial period. As we can see the breaking
point in the gravity coefficient normally appears at the end of the period
when the U.S. dollar was appreciating as the Asian trade was shifted to
the U.S. Even the Japanese companies, which were losing competitive-
ness against the other Asian economies, could maintain their exports. But
the exchange rate adjustments in the mid-1985 following the Plaza Agree-
ment that called for some orderly appreciation of the main currencies
against the U.S. dollar, resulted in an appreciation of the Japanese yen.
Initially, the appreciation of the yen was not followed by similar move-
ments in other Asian currencies, resulting in exports from other Asian
countries became more price competitive in both the U.S. and the Japa-
nese markets.

The yen’s appreciation affected the Asian interdependence in a com-
plex way. For a while, Japan’s imports from the other Asian countries
surged and many countries began to run substantial trade surpluses. At
the same time, the rise in exports also led to accelerating imports of the
other Asian countries. This development not only halted the long-run
decline in the Asian gravity coefficient but also raised the coefficient,
implying the intensification of Asian interdependence (Petri, 1993).

The later part of the 1980s, however, saw a slight decline in gravity
coefficient in the Asian region, which could partly be explained by a
slowdown of Japanese imports from the other Asian countries due to the
appreciation of other Asian currencies. However, the high growth of the
region fuelled the rise in the coefficient again until 1992. In 1993, the
coefficient reverted to decline to reach the lowest point since the mid-
1980s, parily in response to a substantial slowdown in the global economy
in the early 1990s that brought the world trade down to a negative growth
in 1993,

4.2.2 Intra-Regional FDI Inflows
As mentioned earlier, intra-Asian investment, especially among the
East Asian countries, have been in existence since the pre-war period,

mainly due to Japanese investment. Immediately after the Second World
War, such investment had suffered more than trade. It began to surge
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Figure 4.4
MOVEMENTS OF NOMINAL EXCHANGE RATES
(US Dollar per Domestic Currency; 1985=100)

120

0 |
1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998
~—k— Indonesja —#— Philippine —@— 5ri Lanka —=—Thailand ——China = India

300 = —————

0 o + e t t ‘
1985 198 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998
—=—Japan —®—Taiwan ' Korea —#— Singapore —&— Hong Kong —il-—Malaysia
Note:  Singe the exchange rates are expressed in the US dollar per ic currency, a of the index i

depreciation of the domestic currency agamst the US dollar, and upward movement indicates appreciation.
Source: Mternational Financial Statisties (IFS), various issues.

52




Assessment Of Asian Economic Interdependence

only after the Japanese economy prospered and the Japanese yen appre-
ciated significantly in the second half of the 1970s. Nevertheless, flows
of foreign direct investment (FDI) amongst the region were not that sub-
stantial until the mid-1980s.

As discussed in Chapter 2, the period after 1985 witnessed unprec-
edented rise in global FDI flows. FDI flows to Asia were much higher
than to other continents in the world. Although Asia has been successful
in attracting increasing amount of FDI from outside the region as well,
inflows from within the continent remained much higher, mainly due to
the appreciation of Japanese yen after the Plaza accord in 1985 and the
subsequent strengthening of the Korean and Taiwanese currencies (Fig-
ure 4.4).

In the initial period, right after the appreciation of the Japanese yen
after the Plaza accord, Asian NIEs were the most attractive destination
for Japanese investors. But in the late 1980s, when NIEs’ currencies also
appreciated, the ASEAN economies, particularly Malaysia and Thailand
emerged as the main destination for FDI not only for Japanese investors
but also for other NIEs’ investors. Inflows to China had also increased
remarkably.

During the period 1986 to 1992, about 70 percent of the FDI inflows
to the low- and middle-income Asian countries listed in Table 4.9 were
from the Asian sources, about 50 percent of which were from the NIEs.
Meanwhile, the share of FDI from the U.S. and Europe together accounted
for only about 20 percent, which was less than that from Hong Kong
(World Bank, 1994).

As seen in Table 4.9, FDI from the Asian countries was even more
important for China, Of the total FDI inflows of US$ 29.8 billion into
China during 1986-92, as high as 81.9 percent (US$ 24.4 billion) was
from the Asian countries, much of it from Hong Kong, Singapore and
Taiwan.?'

21. As in case of trade data, the FDI data should also be interpreted with caution, since
the intra-regional investment may include investment undertaken by regional affiliates
of multinational corporations.
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Table 4.9

FDI Inflows to Selected Low-and
Middle-Income Asian Countries, 1986-92

Host China Indonesia Malaysia  Philippines  Thailand Total
Source US$ Per- USS Per- US$ Per- US$ Per- USS Per- USS Per-
mi.  cent mn. cent mn. cent mn. cent mn. cent mn.
ASEAN 238 08 3305 750 54 18 0.5 46 0.5 1085 1.7
Japan 3042 102 1102 176 3065 222 855 264 3586 35.6 11650 184
NIEs 21123 709 1573 252 4123 298 580 179 3565 354 30964 490
United States 2390 8.0 428 6.8 1499 108 1193 369 1373 136 6884 109
Europe 1316 44 1009 161 2711 196 378 11.7 1108 11.0 6522 103
ROW 1676 5.6 2105 33.7 1674 121 211 65 393 398 6058 9.6
Total 29785 100 6250 100 13822 100 3235 100 10071 100 63163 100

Note: 1. ROW = Rest of the World.
2. The percentage share may not add up to 100 due to rounding.

Source: East Asia’s Trade and Invesiment, World Bank, 1994, p. 45,

The composition of sources of FDI to the SEACEN countries, how-
ever, has shown some changes since 1992. The share of FDI from Asia
to selected SEACEN countries, for which data are available, declined dur-
ing 1993-96 as compared to 1989-92, before increasing again in the case
of Malaysia, the Philippines and Thailand in 1997 (Table 4.10).*> During
the late 1980s, flows of Japanese investment to the NIEs were substantial
after the appreciation of yen in the mid-1980s, Japanese companies also
found the 3-SEACEN NIEs (Korea, Singapore and Taiwan) and other
SEACEN countries such as Malaysia and Thailand more attractive to invest
in. But when the 3-SEACEN NIEs’ currencies also appreciated in the
late 1980s, they also faced competitive pressure similar to that of Japan.
This development, besides reducing the relative attractiveness of Japa-
nese investment into these economies, motivated them to join Japan as
major investors in other Asian countries.

22. The inference is on the basis of declines in intra-regional FDI as a share of total FDI
inflows to three of the four NIEs, namely Korea, Singapore, and Taiwan, which are
the members of SEACEN. Shares of intra-regional inflows of FDI in these 3 NIEs
declined further in 1997.
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Table 4.10
Sources of FDI Inflows to Selected SEACEN Countries
(Percentage shares, unless otherwise stated)

Sources
Host Japan NIEs ASEAN Rest of  Total United Rest of "Average
Countries the Asian  ‘from Asia States the World Annual
In-Sample Flows
Countries (US$ mn)
) @ &) “ 5) (U] @ 8)

Indonesia .

1989-92 16.8 259 0.5 0.1 43.4 53 51.3 1259

1993-96 13.0 286 37 0.5 458 4.7 49.6 3664

1997 16.0 21.8 6.8 0.1 447 3.0 52.2 5350
Korea

1989-92 323 2.0 0.0 0.1 344 28.8 36.7 829

1993-96 233 33 5.6 0.3 365 26.6 36.9 1375

1997 7.6 2.1 14.1 0.1 23.9 12.7 63.4 2341
Malaysia .

1989-92 282 44.3 0.8 02 73.5 9.2 173 4591

1993-96 16.1 40.7 1.6 0.6 59.0 15.8 252 4538

1997 189 42.6 27 1.4 65.7 19.3 15.0 3754
Philippines

1989-92 365 18.8 01 0.0 554 24.0 20.6 466

1993-96 268 19.3 1.3 0.0 474 11.% 45.7 1452

1997 31.4 15.7 1.1 0.0 48.2 11.1 40.8 1253
Singapore

1989-92 285 1.0 5.0 0.3 34.8 18.7 46.5 3889

1993-96 16.5 5.4 55 1.1 285 20.5 51.1 7676

1997 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 10000
Taiwan

19§9-92 30.7 16.5 4.4 0.0 51.7 22.6 257 127

1993-96 22.2 18.3 4.0 0.0 44.5 26.0 295 1429

1997 19.9 163 6.6 0.0 42.9 11.5 45.6 2248
Thailand

1989-92 275 45.0 0.3 0.2 77.1 88 14.1 2087

1993-96 17.5 29.3 0.7 0.3 47.7 14.0 383 1849

1997 279 35.0 0.6 0.1 63.6 18.1 18.4 3360
Total Average Annual Flows (col. 8)

1989-92 28.6 225 1.6 0.1 52.9 16.8 30.3 14391

1993-96 19.4 20.7 3.8 04 . 442 17.1 39.5 21982

19971 28306

1 The share for 1997 is not reported because of unavailability of Singapore FDI by source.

Note: N/A = Not available.  NIEs; Hong Kong, Korea, Singapore and Taiwan.
Since the actual FDI inflows of respective countries are not comparable with the FDI figures reported
in the World Investment Report, due to reasons such as different definition and reporting basis, data
provided by the respective countries arc used only to calculate the ratios to determine the general trend.

Sources:Member central banks/monetary authority; and Worid Investment Report, UNCTAD, 1995 and 1998.
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Notwithstanding the decline in Japanese investment to the 3-SEACEN
NIEs, the overall FDI flows to these countries continue to grow, thanks
to the inflows from outside the Asian region, particularly from the U.S.
and Europe. It should be noted that FDI from the rest of the world, which
includes Europe, has been increasing steadily, partly a result of European
Trans National Corporation (TNCs) which had largely neglected Asia until
recently began to take active interest in the region (UNCTAD, 1998).

The second round of yen’s appreciation in late 1980s also led to
another surge in Japanese investment abroad. However, the major recipi-
ents in this round were the non-NIE ASEAN and China. This reflects the
growing attractiveness of these countries due to more competitive wage,
large domestic markets and fiscal incentives. Like the NIEs in 1986-87,
the non-NIE ASEAN countries such as Malaysia, the Philippines, and
Thailand used the opportunity to speed up industrialisation and raise
exports. Apart from investing in electronics industry, a large proportion
of Japanese investment went to high value-added products and processes,
made possible by improved productivity and development of supporting
industries in the host countries.

During 1993-1996, investment originating from the ASEAN coun-
tries such as Malaysia and Thailand slowed down as the FDI share of
Japan declined, in line with the shrinking Japanese investment abroad
during 1991-1993.2 However, this period saw a strong surge in FDI
from Hong Kong, which registered sharp and steady outflows throughout
the period, especially after 1991 and continued till 1996 (Figure 4.5).

The sharp and steady increase in FDI from the NIEs, however, did
not substantially benefit Malaysia and Thailand. The major recipient of
such surge was China, While Malaysia and Thailand were successful in
attracting large amount of FDI till 1992, the flows receded during 1993-

23. See World Investment Report, UNCTAD; 1995, p. 15, for the trend in Japanese in-
vestment in the recent years. The outflows from Japan during 1989 and 1990 re-
mained at USS 44 billion and $48 billion, respectively. But since then it began to
decrease and annual investment in 1991, 1992 and 1993 remained respectively at $31
billion, $17 billion and $14 billion. Though the trend has reversed since 1994 due
again to the appreciation of yen, the level of investment has not been as high as observed
during 1989-91 as Japanese companies don’t have the similar strength to make huge
new investments overseas because of prolonged recession at home.
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96.% Subsequently, Thailand seems successful in recovering the lost
ground as its total FDI inflows started to increase from 1995 and reached
an all time high at US$ 3.36 billion in 1997 (Chapter 2). On the other

. hand, FDI flows to Indonesia and to some extent the Philippines recorded
increase during this period.

Figure 4.5
FDIOUTFLOW OF JAPAN AND NIES
(In millions of US Dollars)
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The period after 1992 saw a sharp and steady increase in FDI into
China. Out of the average annual inflows into the Asian developing coun-
tries during 1989-91, China’s share accounted for about 21 percent (US$
3.8 billion}). The share jumped to more than 53 percent (US$ 23.2 bil-
lion) during 1992-94 and further to 56.4 percent (US$ 35.8 billion) in
1995. Despite the more recent deceleration in FDI, China still absorbed
over half of new FDI that flows into the Asian developing countries during

24. As Table 4.10 shows, FDI into Malaysia has declined even in absolute amount while
in case of Thailand the growth has substantially decelerated. The fall in share from
the Asian source, even in a situation of perceptible shrinkage in overall FDI inflows
intc these countries clearly indicates the magnitude of reduction in FDI inflows from
Asia.
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1995-97 (see Table 2.6 in Chapter 2).” The unavailability of data on
investor country breakdowns inhibits the identification of sources of FDI
inflows into China. However, according to the recent estimates in the
World Investment Report, investment from Hong Kong, Taiwan, Singa-
pore, Japan, Korea, Thailand and Malaysia have been substantial, account-
ing for 80 percent of China’s inward FDI stock. Thus, it can be said that
China’s FDI is predominantly intra-regional.?

The FDI boom in China has been fuelled by many factors such as
the country’s large and continued growing domestic market, the export-
oriented strategy and successful penetration of world markets, the liber-
alisation of FDI, the spill-over effects of industrial upgrading in neigh-
bouring economies — the so-called “flying-geese pattern” (UNCTAD,
1998).

Overseas Chinese dominates FDI in China. For example in 1993,
out of US$ 27.5 billion of FDI, investment from Hong Xong and Macau
alone accounted for US$ 17.2 billion (about 63 percent of total inflows).
This was followed by Taiwan, which invested US$ 3.1 billion (11.3 percent
of the total). Apart from increasing investment from Hong Kong and
Taiwanese companies, investment by the overseas Chinese that used to
flow into the ASEAN economies till the late 1980s, have sharply increased
in China (Nomura Rescarch Institute Ltd., 1994).

Since the early 1990s, China has also been a favourite destination
for Japanese investors, as shown by a marked upsurge in the Japanese
investment in China. Individually, FDI flows into China have consist-
ently been the highest among the Asian countries (Table 4.11). The shift
in investment to China was a cause for concern for some Asian countries.
In order to enhance their attractiveness to foreign investors, these coun-
tries took further steps to deregulate industries and redress domestic struc-
tural problems. For instance, Indonesia relaxed its regulations governing
the establishment of wholly foreign-owned enterprises, and access of these

25. Since our sample consists of 15 Asian countries including Japan and FDI inflows to
Japan is negligible in comparison to the size of economy, FDI into Asia has been
analysed on the basis of inflows into rest of the 14 Asian developing countries, which
include newly industrialised economies (NIEs) of Korea, Hong Kong, Singapore and
Taiwan.

26. See World Investment Report, UNCTAD, 1998.
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enterprises to domestic markets since 1993; Malaysia reduced corporate
tax rates; Korea, which used to be quite cautious towards FDI, also
implemented liberalisation measures in November 1993 to promote FDI
that brings in latest technology from abroad (ibid.).

Table 4.11
FDI Outflows from Japan by Country
(In percent of total outflows unless otherwise stated)

1993 1994 1995 1996 1997
China 47 6.2 8.8 5.2 3.7
Hong Kong 3.4 2.8 2.2 3.1 1.3
Korea 0.7 1.0 0.9 0.9 0.8
Indonesia 2.3 4.3 3.1 5.0 4.7
Malaysia 2.2 1.8 1.1 1.2 1.5
Philippines 0.6 1.6 1.4 1.2 1.0
Singapore 1.8 2.6 2.3 2.3 34
Taiwan 0.8 0.7 0.9 1.1 0.8
Thailand 1.6 1.8 2.4 2.9 3.5
Total to Asian Countries 184 236 242 242 22.6
Total Outflows
(In billion US$) 36.03 41.05 50.69 48.02 53.97

Source:Japanese External Trade Organization (JETRO), various
issues.

The recent trend of Japanese investment to China, however, has
moderated somewhat. The proportion of FDI to China, as a percent-
age of total FDI flows from Japan, declined from 8.8 percent in 1995
to 3.7 percent in 1997. Conversely, similar inflows have increased in
Indonesia and Thailand. A few main reasons accounted for a decline
in Japanese FDI into China. These were problems concerning poli-
cies on foreign capital (such as the problem of value added tax on
exports and the scraping of tax exemption for imported input for plant
and investment) and the shift of foreign capital from new investment

58



Assessment Of Asian Economic Interdependence

to the operation and maintenance of existing affiliates. The decline
is also partly due to steps taken by the other Asian countries to in-
crease their attractiveness for foreign investment.

Apart from China and most of the ASEAN member countries dis-
cussed above, other countries, for instance India and Vietnam, are emerg-
ing as important destination of FDI inflows. For example, inflows to
India, which used to be negligible, have started to increase remarkably
since the beginning of the 1990s. In 1996, FDI inflows into India had
even exceeded that of Thailand. A bulk of inflows into India in particu-
lar and the South Asian region in general (about three-quarters of which
g0 to India) were from the European Union and the U.S. However, inflows
from the other Asian countries have been picking up noticeably. Of the
total inward FDI into this region during 1993-96, FDI flows from Asia
accounted for 24 percent, 17 percent of which were from developing Asia
and 7 percent were from Japan (UNCTAD, 1998). The inflows from
Asia, though still relatively small, should be contrasted to the negligible
amount in the previous years.

Thus, the declining FDI inflows in 1993-1996 from Asia to the Asian
countries that traditionally were major recipients should not be interpreted
as a signal of lowering Asian interdependence. This is because the fall
in Asian FDI into some of the economies, for instance Malaysia and
Thailand, were compensated by the higher FDI flows into other coun-
tries, notably China. Another reason was the shrinking FDI from major
source such as Japan. Although FDI should not be considered as a zero-
sum game, in which one economy’s gains would be at the expense of its
neighbours, intense competition from host governments may have some
bearings on the FDI inflows into the individual country.

4.2.3  Other Evidences of Interdependence

Some are of the opinion that the rise in intra-regional trade among
the Asian countries is largely the result of faster economic growth rather
than increase in regional preference. While this may be a valid argument,
the growing importance of intra-Asian trade can be seen from the higher
growth of intra-regional trade in comparison to its growth outside the
region (Figure 4.6).
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Figure 4.6
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Growing interdependence can be observed from a steady rise in intra-
trade as a share of GDP as well, implying that the rise in intra-trade of
Asian countries is not simply the result of rapid growth of the economy.
As discussed in Chapter 2, Asia’s trade dependency (as measured by trade
to GDP ratio) has increased remarkably over the past decade. Between
1985 and 1997, the region’s trade dependency has increased by 6.9 per-
centage points—an equivalent of an annual increase of about 0.6 percent-
age point. From Table 4.12, it is clear that increase in trade dependency
has been solely reflected in the intra-regional trade, not in extra-regional
trade. As a matter of fact, the region’s extra-regional trade as percent of
GDP has been sliding remarkably until 1995. Even though the ratio
reverted its trend after 1995, this appears to be an outcome of a decel-
eration in GDP, rather than a marked upsurge in extra-regional trade.

Table 4. 12
Intra-Regional and Extra-Regional Trade as Percent of GDP

Intra-Regional Extra-Regional Total
1985 11.6 19.8 31.3
1990 13.0 18.2 312
1995 16.7 16.9 335
1996 17.6 17.8 355
1997 18.8 19.4 382

Note:The GDP at current prices reported in domestic currency of the respective countries
have been converted into US dollar by using period average exchange rates.

Source:Author’s calculations by utilising direction of trade statistics data.
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Chapter 5
EFFECTS OF TRADE AND FDI ON ECONOMIC GROWTH

5.1 Review of Recent Literature on Impact of Trade and FDI on
Growth

The rapid growth achieved by developing countries adopting out-
ward-looking policies has stimulated a large number of empirical and
theoretical literature on the impact of trade and foreign investment on
growth.

It has been established empirically that trade and growth were posi-
tively correlated during the 1970s and 1980s, though this may not be the
case in the earlier decades. Estimating the impact of trade on growth
from 1870 to 1990, Vamvakidis has found that free frade and growth were
positively correlated in the 1970s and 1980s. There was no such corre-
lation for the earlier decades of the study period, except for a negative
correlation in the 1930s. However, many empirical literatures (including
Sachs and Warner, 1995) have concluded the positive correlation between
free trade and growth.”

This has shifted the focus of the new trade theory toward free trade,
unlike the earlier literature, which used to advocate the protection of infant
industry for economic growth. The new literature focuses on the channel
through which free trade leads to faster growth. The argument behind
this approach is that trade increases innovation through economies of scale,
technological spillovers, and elimination of replication of research and
development in different countries.

Protagonists of free trade argue that international trade, besides pro-
viding access to a country with large markets, also provides advanced
technology, and hence a larger stock of knowledge, leading to more in-
novations and faster growth. This implies that a country would benefit
from free trade with large economies that possess advanced stock of know-
ledge. Empirical evidences have supported these arguments. For exam-
ple, Coe and Helpman (1997) have shown that a country’s factor produc-

27. See Vamvakidis, Athanasios (1998), for more detaiis.
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tivity does not only depend on its own research and development (R&D)
capital stock but also on the R&D capital stock of its trading partners.
Similarly, Coe, Helpman, and Hoffmaister (1997) have inferred that de-
veloping country with limited R&D stock can boost its productivity by
trading with a more developed country that has a large stock of knowl-
edge from its cumulative R&D activities.*®

An economy that is open to free trade is more likely to register
faster growth than a country that is less open. This proposition is gen-
erally corroborated by the economic performance of the Asian develop-
ing economies over the last few decades.

Even though there are not as many theoretical literature and empiri-
cal evidence regarding the relationship between FDI and growth, the
importance of foreign capital at least in the initial period of development
can be seen from the Harrod Domar growth models, which have clearly
shown a positive and strong relation between real GDP growth and for-
eign capital, It is argued that expansion of exports and capital inflows
are essential in order to achieve faster growth. Although many econo-
mists have found negative effects of foreign aid on growth, yet there are
some, for example Papanek, who found a significant positive link even
between foreign aid and growth.”

The effects of foreign capital, especially FDI, on economic growth,
however, could be quite different from those of foreign aid. Unlike foreign
aid, which may be channelled to any sectors of the economy for political
or other non-economic reasons, private foreign investment would be
generally directed toward more productive and economically viable sec-
tors. Besides, FDI is operated mainly through multinational companies
(MNCs), which have more experience and expertise with regard to effi-
cient utilisation of resources.*

28. Tbid., pp. 252-253.
29. For further details, see Aggarwal, Mangat Ram (1993), pp. 20-21.

30. Even foreign aid would contribute to economic growth, if it were utilised properly
in the priority and productive areas of the recipient country. There are several
countries, which have benefited immensely from the foreign aid.
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The internationalisation of a firm’s production through FDI is based
on the organisation theory advocated by Coase (1937) and Williamson
(1975). Within the framework of this theory, Dunning (1988) has pos-
tulated that the MNCs may choose to produce abroad to reduce transac-
tion costs. Another reason could be to gain ownership advantage of firm-
specific intangible assets such as technology, and know-how in activities
such as production management, marketing, management, and registered
trademark, etc. By internalising transactions, these assets could be better
protected from imitation. Besides, markets and alliances are imperfect
ways to transfer newer and more advanced technologies.

More importantly, the MNCs’ decision to invest abroad is also
motivated by locational advantages. The choice of location depends on
several factors, which mainly include:

(a) macroeconomic and political stability,

(b) availability of infrastructure,

(c) availability and cost of inputs,

(d) market size, and

(e) rules and regulations regarding trade and FDI.

Although economic theory linking trade and investment is at the early
stage of development, new literature is evolving. Attempts to link trade
and mvestment are made on the basis of Vernon’s product life cycle
behaviour of innovating firms in the industrialised countries. The model
postulates that after achieving dominance in home market, a firm starts
exporting its product and, when cost rise and imitators appear, it starts
investing abroad in locations that have lower comparative cost. Krugman
has shown that the innovator could retain its trade advantage by carrying
constant innovation. Akamatsu and Kojima have described the “catch-
ing-up product cycle thesis”. According to this thesis, a follower country
first imports a product of superior quality and when the domestic demand
for the product increases, it starts to attempt to produce domestically. The
learning phase is often supported by trade protection. As the cost would
be sufficiently reduced and quality also improved, the domestic product
would have access in foreign markets. FDI plays an important role of
assisting in the learning process. Akamatsu had earlier adapted this frame-

31. For more details, see Dobson, Wendy (1997), p. 9.
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work to his “flying geese” model of diversification and industrial upgrade.
Thus, FDI helps to accelerate economic development of a follower coun-
try as the leading country invests in industries that it has cost disadvan-
tages relative to the follower country®

Alternatively, Helpman and Krugman have inferred that increasing
returns to scale promote concentration of firm’s activities, and choices of
location of FDI are determined by factor price differential. The model
implies that FDI would generate complementary intra-firm trade (Dobson,
1997).

A growing stock of literature and empirical evidence suggest that the
MNCs could play a larger role in international trade than in production
or other economic activities. This stems from the assertion that the MNCs
tend to possess more intangible knowledge-based assets, which make them
more efficient to produce internationally marketable products than the non-
MNCs. It is also hypothesised that since marketing-related assets in the
MNCs are concentrated in international markets, the MNCs would tend
to be better able to exploit trading opportunities internationally than the
non-MNCs. These two factors suggest that the MINCs tend to be more
dependent on trade (both exports and imports) than the non-MNCs
{Ramstetter, 1997).

As mentioned earlier, the Asian countries have a long history of
openness both in trade and FDI, and even countries that used to have a
close-door policy also started opening. A steady rise in the number of
countries with opening trade and investment regimes leads to competitive
pressure for countries to further liberalise their regimes. Though this has
been the global trend, especially after mid-1980s, the East Asian devel-
oping countries continue to occupy the top spots in the degree of open-
ness.

Trade expansion, particularly increases in manufacturing exports by
foreign firms, is perceived to be a key cause of the economic boom in

Asia for over a decade till 1997. Rapid and steady increases in trade and
investment in the Asian region generally support this hypothesis. At the

32. Ibid, pp. 9-10.
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same time, however, for some Asian countries, upsurge in FDI has oc-
curred only after the expansion in domestic economic activities. For
example, FDI inflows into Thailand began to increase rapidly in 1988,
only after the Thai Economy took off in 1987 (Ramstetter, 1997).

5.2 Statistical Evidences

Constrained by a small sample size, the study did not attempt to run
a regression to measure the impact of FDI and trade on economic activi-
ties. Instead, we used simple correlation and Granger causality test. While
small sample problem could also be applied to the Granger causality test
as well, we believe that the results would give some indication regarding
the FDI-trade nexus and its impact on economic activities as proxied by
GDP growth rate.

Correlation:

The degree of correlation between each pair of the underlying vari-
ables, namely GDP growth, trade and FDI, is summarised in Table 5.1
below.

Notwithstanding the lower correlation coefficients between GDP and
FDI in comparison to trade and GDP, noticeably in some cases, each pair
of the underlying variables is highly correlated. Relatively poor correla-
tion of both GDP and trade with FDI is seen in case of Hong Kong. This
is expected because on the one hand inward FDI into Hong Kong is not
that significant in most of the period in comparison to its GDP and trade,
and on the other hand, its growth has generally lagged behind the growth
of GDP and trade. Besides, net FDI inflows into Hong Kong were even
negative in 1986.

Granger Causality Tests:

Despite strong correlation between each pair of the variables, there
is an issue of how to determine causal relationship, as high correlation
alone does not indicate causality. In other words, we need to know whether
the change in one variable is a cause of change in another or whether
both of them are endogenously determined. For example, is rapid GDP
growth of Asian countries is a cause of faster growth in their trade or
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vice-versa. Likewise, is the faster increase in Asian trade has been due
to rise in FDI by MINCs resulting in an increase in manufacturing exports
by foreign firms as commonly believed, or whether the increase in FDI
itself is caused by GDP growth or trade expansion.

Table 5.1

Correlation Matrix

(1980-1997)
GDP Trade FDI GDP  Trade FDI
Total ! Malaysia i 0.995 0.821
GDP 1 0.998 0.985 GDP 1 0.824
Trade 1 0.983 Trade 1
FDI 1 FDI
China Philippines
GDP 1 0.969 0.959 GDP 1 0.985 0.870
Trade 1 0.967 Trade 1 0.833
FDI 1 FDI 1
Hong Kong Singapore
GDP 1 0.997 0.600 GDP 1 0.997 0.943
Trade 1 0.599 Trade 1 0.953
FDI 1 FDI 1
Indonesia Taiwan
GDP 1 0.987 0.963 GDP 1 0.994 0.906
Trade 1 0.950 Trade 1 0.924
FDI 1 DI 1
Korea Thailand
GDP 1 0.992 0.900 GDP 1 0.995 0.809
Trade 1 0.944 Trade 1 0.838
FDI 1 FDI 1

! Refers to total of nine countries included in this Table, for which each set of data
from 1980 are available.
Note: Nominal GDP in national currency units are converted into US dollar using
period average exchange rate given in IFS and SFS in the case of Taiwan,
Sources: Author’s calculation based on data from International Financial Statistics
(IFS) and the SEACEN Financial Statistics (SFS).
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As mentioned earlier, it would be difficult to draw precise conclu-
stons from our Granger causality tests due to the small sample and arbi-
trariness in the choice of lag lengths. Nevertheless, we believe the fol-
lowing results would be helpful to provide some indications of the direc-
tion of the relationships.’

The results of the causality test of nine Asian countries, including
the total for the group, are summarised in Table 5.2. The results are
based on the first difference instead of in level form, as our interest is to
see the effects of change in one variable to the change in another. In
addition, it should be noted that unlike the common practice of consid-
ering only exports, this study has attempted to assess the causality on the
basis of total trade considering that the rise in FDI by MNCs would not
only contribute to increase in exports but also in imports.

33. The sample is limited to 18 observations (1980 to 1997) because of unavailability of
FDI inflows to China, which accounts for more than half of total flows to Asian
countries, for earlier years. Regarding the lag length which is one important aspect
of causality test, we have chosen from 1 to 4, not only because of small observations
but also because of the intention of seeing instantaneous effect. Moreover, since the
tests are conducted on the first difference of the annual data, the lag length is enough
to capture the effect. Table 5.2 confirms this as most of the results are within 2 lag
lengths.
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Table 5.2

Granger Causality Test Results
(1980-1997)

GDP and Trade GDFP and FDI FDI and Trade

No.of Y XM XM Y | No.of Y FDI FDI Y | No.of FDI XM

Lags Lags Lags XM FDI
Totall 1 No Yes* 2 No Yes** 2 Yes* No
China 1 No Yes* 2 No Yes*e* 1 Yes* No
Hong Kong 2 Yes* Yeg*** - No No - No No
Indonesia 1 No Yes** 3 No Yes*** 4 Yes** No
Korea 2 No Yes* 1 No Yes* 1 Yes***  Yes**
Malaysia 1 No Yes* 3 No Yes** 2 Yes***  Yes**
Philippines No No " No Yes** 2 No Yes*
Singapore - No No - No No 2 No Yeg**
Taiwan 1 Yes** No 3 Yes*+* No - No No
Thailand 1 No Yes* - No No 1 Yes*** No

1 Refers to total of nine countries included in this Table, for which each set of data are available.

Note:  A®B: Causality from A to B, i.e., change in A causes change in B.
Where, Y = Gross Domestic Product

XM = Exporis plus Imports
FDI = Foreign Direct Investment

* Significance at 1-percent level.
*+ Significance at 5-percent level,
**++ Significance at 10-percent level,

Source: Author's calculation based on the same data sources as in Table 5.1.

Despite the mixed results for the individual countries, it is found that
for the group as a whole, FDI is one of the determinants that causes a
change in GDP at 5-percent level of significance. However, the opposite
is not true for the group as well as the individual countries, except for
Taiwan, in which change in GDP has preceded a change in FDI, albeit
at a 10-percent significant level. Similarly, although in four countries’ —
Korea, Malaysia, the Philippines, and Singapore, trade leads to change in
FDI, with a feedback relationship in the case of Korea and Malaysia, the
direction of causality ran from FDI to trade, albeit at different lag lengths,
in the majority of countries. It is also found that, for the group as a
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whole, there is a strong (at 1-percent level of significance) effect of FDI
on trade. This suggests that changes in FDI is one of the factors explain-
ing the rapid growth of Asian trade over the years, generally supporting
the common perception that expansion in trading activities by the foreign
firms has had strong effect on faster growth in trade ™

As expected, faster growth in trade (exports plus imports) has instan-
tancous effect (1 lag) for the robust growth of Asian GDP at 1-percent
level of significance and this result holds true for most of the countries
except the Philippines, Singapore and Taiwan.*

Thus, even with a likelihood for a feedback relationship (bi-direc-
tional causality), or the causality running in the opposite direction de-
pending upon lag lengths, the above results provide some clues to deter-
mine the instantaneous effects of changes in trade and FDI on the economy.

Of the low- and middle-income Asian countries, the economic perfor-
mance of China, Malaysia and Thailand were the most impressive of all
for over a decade till the onset of the Asian financial crisis 1997. In all
cases, the instantaneous effect of FDI and trade was consistent with
expectation. The impact of trade and investment nexus would be clearer
from the following discussions.

34, Bearing in mind the common practice, we also tested the causality between FDI and
exports; FDI and GDP; and exports and GDP. We found the results almost similar,
which is quite likely as both exports and imports of Asian countries recorded sharp
growth over the years. In fact growth of imports even exceeded exports, especially
afier the mid-1980s. Even under these circumstances, the Asian GDP could still grow
rapidly. This suggests that growth could be obtained even if there is higher growth
in imports because of a rise in overall economic activities.

35. Although the non-existence of causal relationship between trade and GDP in case of
the Philippines can, to some extent, be attributed to its lower level of trade depend-
ency ratio as well as erratic statistical pattern of trade and GDP, the result seems
surprising in case of Singapore and Taiwan, especially Singapore. While small number
of observations can be a principal reason, faster expansion of other activities such as
services in comparison to manufacturing sector could also be one of the candidates
for explaining this phenomenon. For example, a bulk of the GDP (nearly two-thirds)
of Singapore and Taiwan is from services sector and the share is increasing thanks to
its higher growth in comparison to manufacturing.
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5.3 FDI-Trade Nexus

Even if some of the Asian countries were playing host to FDI for
several years, its impact on economic activities were not that noticeable
in a majority of them till the 1980s. This was because the volume of FDI
was not that substantial, and FDI was seen as a way of circumventing
trade barriers during the era of import substitution policies, in which FDI
was seen as welfare reducing. However, a marked shift in policies oc-
curred since 1980s when almost all the countries started to adopt export
promotion strategy. The uninterrupted high growth of several Asian de-
veloping economies for over a decade till 1997 1s a testimony of a
positive impact of trade and investment on growth. The low- and middle-
income Asian countries, which have been successful in attracting higher
FDI, recorded rapid growth in merchandise exports, which in turn has
proven to be a major source of overall growth.

The role of FDI in the development of Jow- and middle-income Asian
economies can be seen from Table 5.3. In general, one can observe greater
progress of countries receiving higher amount of FDI, than those that
recetved lower inflows.

Although many Asian countries have adopted trade and FDI liberali-
sation, and recently even those from South Asia are moving in the same
direction, the success record have been uneven among these countries,
- depending upon the degree and timing of trade and investment liberali-
sation. Some countries, for example China, Malaysia and Thailand have
been at the forefront of achieving greater growth in comparison to others.
This helps them to substantially improve the living standard of their people
in the last decade.

The following cases of China and Malaysia, the two largest recipi-
ents of FDI among the low- and middle-income category of the Asian
countries, are good illustrations of the impact of FDI on the economy
through trade creation.

(i} China

The rapid growth experienced by China is attributed to its success
in attracting FDI and expansion in trade since the adoption of open door
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Table 5.3
Selected Economic Indicators of Low- and Middle-Income Asian Countries

Average Average Ratio  Merchandise Average Average
Annual Real of GFC Exports, Annual Annual FDI
GDP Growth to GDP End-year Growth Rate of Inflows
(Percent) (Percent) (Billions of USS) Exports (Millions of USS
{Percent)
China:
1981-86 10.5 28.5 34.7 6.0 1049
1987-92 9.0 29.1 69.6 183 4652
1993-97 11.0 34.9 182.7 21.6 36650
India:
1981-86 53 20.1 11.9 3.7 N/A
1987-92 55 223 20.0 12.0 2191
1993-97 6.6 225 35.4 12.2 1831
Indonesia:
1981-86 5.0 28.1 17.2 -5.9 240
1987-92 6.9 342 33.8 15.3 999
1993.97 7.1 31.0 56.3 10.8 4001
Malaysia:
1981-86 4.5 328 17.9 1.5 984
1987-92 8.3 30.2 398 19.6 2387
1993-67 87 413 77.9 14.7 4381
Mongolia:
1981-86 7.3 N/A 0.8 11.2 N/A
1987-92 -1.4 N/A 0.4 -9.3 72
1993-97 2.1 N/A N/A 4.9 7
Myanmar:
1981-86 35 17.6 0.2 -3.1 N/A
1987-92 0.0 12.3 0.5 16.9 991
1993-97 6.8 12.8 0.9 11.6 59
Nepal:
1981-86 4.9 17.9 0.2 9.7 N/A
1987-92 5.1 18.2 0.4 19.1 31
1993-97 4.7 21.6 0.4 2.0 11
Philippines:
1981-86 -0.5 235 57 2.6 160
1987-92 3.3 19.9 9.8 12.7 518
1993-97 4.5 235 25.2 209 1412
Sri Lanka:
1981-86 5.1 26.7 1.4 233 283
1987-92 3.6 22.6 23 11.5 57
1993-97 5.6 25.1 4.6 15.1 135
Thailand:
1981-86 5.5 27.5 11.6 59 279
1987-92 10.4 35.7 32.1 24.3 1634
1993-97 6.2 389 56.7 12.5 2185

Four years’ average (1989 to 1992).

* Two years’ average (1991 and 1992).
* Two years’ average (1985 and 1986).
Note: N/A = Not available.

GFC = Gross Fixed Capital Formation.

Sources: /FS CD-ROM, December 1999; World Investment Reports, UNCTAD (1995 and 1998); and
Balance of Paymem Yearbook, IMF, various issues.
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policy in 1979. China is the clearest case of FDI-assisted development.
Although FDI began to flow into China immediately after the open door
policy, the amount of FDI flows was originally not that significant in com-
parison to the size of its economy. Only since the mid-1980s, when China
implemented domestic market reforms that FDI began to soar.

FDI in China is trade promoting because they are largely directed
toward the industries in which China has a comparative advantage.
Although the sectoral distribution of FDI is wide spread, including the
highly technology-oriented industries, priorities have been given to the
labour intensive, resource extracting and service-oriented industries.

The relationship between FDI and export growth of China could be
roughly observed from Table 5.3. Its export performance has been in-
creasingly dependent on investment by foreign firms. In 1993, exports
by foreign firms accounted for 70 percent of China’s total export growth.

The impact of FDI in China can be assessed from the evolution of
its two major industries, namely textile and clothing, and electronic in-
dustries.

Textile and Clothing Industry:

Up to 1986, there were only 150 projects in the textiles industries
with a total pledged investment of US$ 630 million. By 1995, the number
of projects had increased to nearly 12000 involving pledged foreign in-
vestment of US$ 17 biilion, of which over US$ 8 billion was realised.
Measured at 1990 prices, this industry grew at an annual average rate of
12.8 percent over the period 1985-1995, out of which the textile industry
grew by 11 percent while the clothing industry grew by 21.6 percent.
The textile and clothing industry generated high level of employment,
peaking in 1991. The massive loss of 800,000 jobs compared to the 1991
peak mainly due to improved labour productivity, signifies the importance
of this industry on employment.

36. For further details, see Zhaoyong Z., et al. (1997): China, 4 Rapidly Emerging
Light-Manufacturing Base in Guangdong Province, pp. 153-154,
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While textiles and clothing have been exported since before the boom
in FDI, major progress has been achieved after the boom as the FDI brought
along new technology, advanced management and marketing skills, as
well as access to international markets. Now China is the world’s largest
exporter of textiles and clothing products. In 1995, foreign invested firms
accounted for 60 percent of China‘s total ¢lothing exports and 29 percent
of total textile exports.”” Table.5.4 shows the exports and imports of
textiles and clothing during the period 1990-1997.

Table 5.4
China: Exports and Imports of Textiles and Clothing

1990 1994 1995 1996 1997

Exports (USS bn.)

Textiles 722 (11.6) 1182  13.92 12.11 13.82 (76

Clothing 9.67 (15.6) 2373 2405 25.03 31.80 (17.4
Imports (USS bn.)

Textiles 529 (9.9) 935 10.91 11.98 12.27 (8.6

Clothing N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Figures in parenthesis are the percentage share in total merchandise exports or im-
ports. )
N/A = Not available.

Source:International Trade Statistics, World Trade Organization, Annual Report, 1998.

Electronics Industry:

Despite being a late starter in comparison to the textiles and clothing
industry, the pace of growth of electronics industry is much faster. China’s
gross output of electronics products in 1990 constant prices registered
more than four-folds increase between 1990 and 1996 from 69.8 billion
yuan in 1990 to 298.2 billion yuan in 1996. Foreign investment has played
a key role in this achievement. The accumulated contracted value of FDI

37. See Lu Weigue (1998): China Textiles and Clothing Industry for detailed exposure
regarding evolution of this industry and impact of FDL
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reached US$ 9.5 billion by 1996, of which USS$ 7 billion had been uti-
lised. By the same year there were altogether more than 10,000 foreign-
funded enterprises across the industry, taking up 37 percent of the indus-
try’s total value of output. The mode of operation has also changed. Pre-
viously, this industry focused on processing according to the buyer’s
samples, with the processing materials and assembling parts being sup-
plied by foreign clients. The current focus has been shifted to joint venture
with transnational business, large-scale projects and high technology.

Because of the growing involvement of foreign investors, whose
orientation has been toward exports, China has become a net exporter of
electronics product. Table 5.5 shows the trend of China’s total exports
and imports of electronic product and the share of exports of this product
accounted for by foreign invested enterprises.

Table 5.5

China: Exports and Imports of Electronic Product

Share of Exports
Year Exports Imports Accounted for by
(US$ million) (USS million) Foreign Invested
Enterprises
1990 3790 5150 N/A
1991 4330 5820 N/A
1992 6870 7990 404 %
1993 7820 10890 546 %
1994 12360 13480 584 %
1995 16530 16160 574 %
1996 21490 17980 N/A

N/A = Not available
Source:  Extracted from Ming, Bai and Li Yongjing (1998), The Chinese Electronics
Industry.
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(ii) Malaysia

Malaysia’s progress towards industrialisation through FDI is well
known. In fact, the rapid industrialisation has resulted in labour short-
ages, as reflected in the need to import close to 2 million foreign workers
during the economic boom period (Sieh, 1997 and 1998). Foreign invest-
ment plays a key role for Malaysia in this transformation.

Although Malaysia has been a host for FDI for close to four decades,
inflows after the mid-1980s have greater significance for its economic
transformation. In the pre-independence period, foreign investment was
mainly targeted at the primary industry sector. Subsequently, a bulk of
the FDI was directed towards the manufacturing sector, first into the import-
substitution industries and later into the export industries, Currently, the
focus has changed to higher technology activities (Sich, 1998). In addi-
tion, FDI inflows into Malaysia have been remarkable. In absolute term,
total FDI flows to Malaysia were the second highest among the Asian
low- and middle-income countries for about a decade till 1994. In rela-
tion to GDP, FDI flows to Malaysia is the highest during this period.
Since then, however, Malaysia has ranked third behind China and Indo-
nesia in absolute term, and second behind China in terms of GDP. None-
theless, in terms of per capita, FDI to Malaysia is still the highest of all
the Asian countries except Singapore.®® In terms of sources, Japan and
the U.S. used to be the main investors in the 1970s. Recently, the NIEs,
particularly Singapore and Taiwan, have been making important contri-
bution. For example, Taiwan accounted for 36 percent of approved FDI
in 1990, surpassing other countries including Japan. Likewise, in 1996,
Singapore ranked first, accounting for about 28 percent of the approved
FDI (ibid.).

38. Viewed from the FDI inflows and its population, it can be said that Singapore per
capita FDI is far higher in comparison to other countries in the region, perhaps of all
the countries in the world. Indeed, Singapore has maintained this position for many
years, even before the FDI boom in the mid-1980s. Singapore has been an attractive
destination for FDI thanks to its more generous policies in comparison to other de-
veloping countries (see East Asia’s Trade and Investment, 1994, for more detail).
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Electrical and electronics industry has now become the largest re-
cipient of FDI in Malaysia, although substantial flows have also gone to
other sectors such as petroleum and coal; basic metal products; chemicals
and chemical products, etc. The share of FDI into electrical and elec-
tronic sector increased to 54.2 percent in 1996 from almost nothing in
1986, with nearly all the major MNCs in the electronic industry including
Acer, Matsushita, Philips, Sanyo, Sony, and Toshiba making their pres-
ence in Malaysia. This industry also has greater significance for the
Malaysian economy in terms of employment, production, exports and
others. By 1994, this industry accounted for about 44 percent of total
manufacturing output and 72 percent of the sector’s exports earnings (Sieh,
1997). By 1997, exports of office machines and telecom equipment alone
increased to US$ 36.02 billion (about 46 percent of country’s merchan-
dise exports) from US$ 8.21 billion (28 percent) in 1990. Similarly,
imports also increased almost at the same pace (from US$ 5.74 billion to
US$ 24.11 billion) in the comparable period, resulting in an increase in
total merchandise imports to 30.5 percent from 19. 6 percent (WTQO, 1998).
This suggests the trade-creating role of FDI in Malaysia.

As Malaysia began to experience labour shortages after reaching
nearly a full empioyment condition in the later part of the 1980s, the
focus of FDI has shifted toward technology transfer rather than employ-
ment generation. Accordingly, the MNCs in Malaysia have been increa-
singly concentrating toward higher value-added activities through more
capital-intensive process and higher level of automation, relocating la-
bour-intensive activities to other labour abundant production site. This
is evident from the increasing trend of the relocation of assembly activi-
ties by many electronics firms to China, Indonesia, and other low-wage
countries.

5.4 Integration and External Shocks

The last decade observed a fast expansion of Asian economic rela-
tion both within and outside the region. Intra-regional linkages were even
more remarkable as shown by a steady increase in intra-regional trade
and FDI over the years. Close to half of Asian trade is currently concen-
trated within the region in comparison to slightly more than one-thirds in
1985. FDI-related linkage is also remarkable. As already been men-
tioned, the region is like a magnet drawing foreign investors, though a
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few countries, notably China, have attracted a major share. More than
two-thirds of FDI inflows are from the region itself.

The increased linkages are partly attributed to the adoption of open
economic policy. Although the Asian liberalisation has been largely
unilateral or through the multilateral negotiation such as the Uruguay
" Round negotiations, joint efforts for greater regional economic coopera-
tion have also been underway, noticeably in the 1990s. The establish-
ment of AFTA and the APEC are important steps in this direction. Under
AFTA, the original six ASEAN members (Brunei, [ndonesia, Malaysia,
the Philippines, Singapore and Thailand) are committed to achieve free
trade amongst themselves by reducing tariff to 0 to 5 percent by 2003. A
number of Asian countries also participated in APEC trade liberalisation
programme inspired by the Bogor declaration for achieving free and open
trade in the APEC region by 2010 for industrialized economies and 2020
for developing economies. In a unique modality of liberalisation, the
programme includes not only the reduction of tariffs and non-tariffs mea-
sures, elimination of regulations on services and investment but also the
harmonisation of rules and standards and other facilitation measures. At
the Manila APEC Meeting in 1996, all 18 members announced their
individual action plans (IAPs) and started to implement them since 1997
{Yamazawa, 1998). Even though some of the initiatives have yet to be
materialised, the overall results appear to contribute to the steady expan-
sion of trade and investment in the region. Similarly, great efforts have
also been made among the South Asian nations to enhance intra-regional
trade under the South Asian Preferential Trading Arrangement (SAPTA).
All these regional initiatives resulted in a number of ‘growth triangles’ in
the region through the combination of market-led actions and supportive
government policies, among the examples are the Singapore-Joher-Riau
(SIJORI) and Southern China, Hong Kong and Taiwan growth triangles.
Economic links based on comparative advantage and specialisation have
been growing stronger between and among the countries in the region,
mainly among the NIEs.

Undoubtedly, the growing economic linkages provided immense
benefits to the region’s prosperity, which is apparent from the higher rate
of economic growth with low or moderate inflation achieved by many of
the Asian countries over the years (see Figure 5.1). At the same time,
however, it has also increased dependency among these countries. In the
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liberalised context, expansion of intra-regional trade and investment has
normally been accompanied by rapid financial integration in terms of
increased flow of foreign capital across countries in the region. In such
a situation, economic developments in one country would not leave the
other unaffected, though the extent of which would depend upon several
factors. For example, as mentioned earlier, the yen appreciation contrib-
uted to the rapid growth of several Asian economies due to the relocation
of Japanese investments. This led to marked increase in East Asian exports
while as a home country, Japan also benefited through increasing trade
of its firms. Such developments during the later part of the 1980s con-
tributed to the strong recovery of ASEAN countries, which were then
under recession. Beginning from 1992, however, the Japanese economy
slided towards recession. As its imports began to decelerate on account
of falling domestic demand, exports of the other Asian countries to Japan
suffered a marked slowdown. The depreciation of yen against the U.S.
dollar in 1995 further aggravated the Japan-Asia trade linkage. Although
Japan’s exports sharply deteriorated in 1996, the yen’s depreciation led to
a real appreciation of other Asian currencies that were predominantly
pegged to the U.S. dollar, resulting in substantial erosion in their com-
petitiveness, and gravely hurting their export sector.

The Asian crisis of 1997, which originated in Thailand as a result of
speculative run on Thai baht had first transmitted to the neighbouring
countries and subsequently to other countries in the region. This had
abruptly halted the spectacular growth that has been experienced by some
Asian countries for many years. Economies of Indonesia, Korea, Malay-
sia, the Philippines, and Thailand were severely affected. Liquidity crisis
resulting from rapid outflows of foreign capital, deficiency in economic
structure, particularly uncompetitive financial system, insufficient efforts
for currency and financial cooperation, etc., are considered main causes
of the crisis (Yamazawa, 1998). While these can be considered as im-
portant causes of the crisis, interdependence through closer trade and
investment linkages could also be counted as one important factor.
Considering the following two facts:

(i) During the mid-1990s, a series of external shocks such as the de-
valuation of Chinese RMB and Japanese yen and the sharp decline
in semi-conductor prices adversely affected trade performance of a
number of Asian countries as export revenues significantly declined
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Figure 5.1
Growth and Inflation
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Figure 5.1: Growth and inflation (cont'd)
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in 1996 in comparison to 1995. This led to a slowdown of economic
activity and declining asset prices in a number of Asian countries.
One may argue against this conclusion as Asian exports generally
recorded sharp increase in 1995 after the devaluation of the Chinese
RMB and depreciation of the yen in 1994. But we believe that it
may take time for the devaluation effect to be transmitted to the other
Asian countries. One explanation is that parties involved in the trade
transactions may not abruptly shift to other parties (countries) be-
cause of several reasons including familiarity with the current trade
partners. Besides, some portion of trade might have already been
contracted before the devaluation.

(ii) Even well managed economies of the region, for example Singapore
was affected, albeit to a lesser extent.

The above-mentioned five most affected economies exported a large
portion of their products to Japan and the United States and when the yen
started to depreciate from the summer of 1995, their exports to both Japan
and the United States declined significantly in 1996. The declining export
performance in turn put pressure on the currencies ahead of the crisis.®
Though these economies have been running current account deficits for
years, it has been offset by the capital account surplus because of massive
mflows of foreign capital, including short-term capital, while their struc-
tural deficiencies were concealed by the rapid growth of economy. The
slack in exports in 1996 further deteriorated their current account balance
(Figure 5.2), prompting the international investors to closely scrutinise
the economies. As more and more vulnerabilities were revealed, capital
flight took place in drove, igniting the financial melt down.

According to several studies, trade and investment linkages have little
to do with the recent Asian financial crisis. This may be a reasonable
assessment if one wishes to draw conclusion simply on the basis of trade

39. Baig, Taimur, et al. (1998), however, drew caution to this argument. They argued that
on the one hand, the real exchange rates of these countries, except Thailand, did not
show any clear sign of over-valuation relative to their historical movements while on
the other hand, there was a-substantial time lag between the yen’s depreciation and
the onset of the crisis in Asia. But we believe no one can deny the said development
as an important contributory factor at least for signalling an economy’s deteriorating
health.
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shares. Exports share of Thailand to each of the other four crisis-affected
countries is not to the extent of putting pressure on these countries’ fi-
nancial markets (see appendix). Nonetheless, export performances of these
economies during 1995 and 1996 gives some signals regarding trade links
related spillovers (Table 5.6).

Notwithstanding the sharp deceleration of exports from these five
crisis-affected countries to other couniries, there was also a noticeable
decline in trade among themselves in 1996, which was the preceding year
of crisis, as shown in Table 5.6. Each of the four countries exports growth
to Thailand recorded a marked decline. Their combined export growth
to Thailand reduced to USS 650 million in 1996, compared with US$ 2
billion in 1995.

Intra-country exports of the group registered further deterioration in
the subsequent years, dramatically in 1998 because of loss of consumers’
confidence in the aftermath of the Asian crisis. The situation was com-
pounded by an even more dramatic fall of their exports to Japan. Thus,
on account of a severe decline in intra-Asian trade, total exports of these
countries plummeted despite some increase in their exports to countries
outside Asia, particularly the U.S.
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Figure 5.2
Trade and Current Account Balance of Selected Asian Countries
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Figure 5.2: Trade and Current Account Balance of Selected Asian Countries (cont'd}
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Table 5.6
Changes in Exports of the Asia-5 Countries
(In millions of USS)

To Country
Indonesia Korea | Malaysia | Philippines| Thailand Japan Us

From Coun
Indonesia
1995 324 248 225 302 1359 493
1996 364 123 98 120 597 473
1997 182 248 106 26 -400 354
1998 -893 1 -87 94 -3369 -117
Korea .
1995 418 1299 281 593 3526 3578
1996 240 1382 413 236 -1282 -2461
1997 343 23 695 -421 -996 -45
1998 -1757 -754 231 =793 -2533 1180
Malaysia o
1995 261 414 \ 69 682 2277 2863
1996 245 326 124 313 1136 -1023
1997 13 122 374 -390 =715 379
1998 -229 -845 =20 -508 -2062 1220
Philippines
1995 58 152 93 1 435 718 1017
1996 13 -73 372 -19° 926 806
1997 72 103 -47 76 524 1849
1698 -103 35 502 =222 40 1283
Thailand
1995 373 230 459 193 1770 569
1996 153 214 462 217 -106 =50
1997 290 12 505 76 -567 1301
1998 2274 -404 -749 35 -1383 804

Source:Authors calculation utilising the direction of trade statistics supplied by member cen-
tral banks/monetary authorities.
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The crisis also resulted in a fall in FDI flows to the Asian region.
Although FDI to Korea and the ASEAN 5 (Indonesia, Malaysia, the
Philippines, Singapore, and Thailand) did not appear to be much affected
from the currency crisis as FDI in 1997 rose in all cases except in Ma-
laysia, there was across the board decline in FDI to these countries in
1998. This was because of a decline in investor confidence caused by
the financial meltdown and slump in domestic production as well as the
drop in Japanese investment due to prolonged economic recession in Japan
(http://www jetro.go.jp/it/e/pub/whitepaper/invest1999). The intra-coun-
try FDI flows among the crisis-affected countries suffered as well.

The impact of the Asian financial crisis of 1997-1998 on the overall
economy of the region is well known. The crisis contributed to a general
decline in Asian economic performance. Some of the countries having
track record of fast growth had to experience a sharp fall in their GDP
(Figure 5.1).

At present, the crisis-affected Asian countries have apparently recov-
ered from the crisis. The boost in exports of electronics and other goods
to countries outside the region, particularly the U.S. due to exchange rates
depreciation, and various structural reforms should have significant im-
pact for the recovery. However, viewed from the higher share of intra-
regional exports accounting for around 50 percent as compared with 21
percent going to the U.S., the faster growth in intra-regional trade will
tend to be more important for the recovery of these countries (The Asian
Wall Sireet Journal, February 23, 2000). This suggests that while con-
tinuing with the existing policy of global integration, Asian nations would
need to adopt policies that help to expand intra-regional trade and invest-
ment so as to sustain the current economic recovery momentum and return
to faster growth as in the pre-crisis years.
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Chapter 6
CONCLUSIONS AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS

Degree of trade linkages within the Astan region was high until the
end of the Second World War, after which the region started to trade
more with countries outside the region, particularly the U.S. Although
intra-regional trade shares started to increase from the beginning of the
1970s, the regional trade bias, measured by gravity coefficient, continued
to decrease steadily until the mid-1980s. Since then, trade flows within
Asia have grown sharply as shown by a steady rise in intra-regional trade
shares. The regional trade bias is reflected in a rising or at least stable
trend of gravity coefficient. It is also noted that regional trade bias has
intenstfied in a period when intra-regional foreign direct investment (FDI)
began to flow at a massive scale, clearly indicating the trade-creating role
of FDI.

While intra-Asian trade and investment interdependence started to
itensify after the mid-1980s, such intensification for intra-ASEAN and
the intra-SEACEN started only after mid-1990s. The study found that
despite the existence of preferential trading arrangement initiated in the
past several years, the intra-ASEAN gravity coefficient kept on declining
till the mid-1990s. Even intra-ASEAN trade shares had not increased
appreciably. However, this declining trend has reversed from 1995 as
intra-ASEAN trade intensity ceased to decline, signalling the positive
effects of the ASEAN Free Trade Area (AFTA), ASEAN Framework
Agreement in Services (AFAS) and ASEAN Investment Area (AIA). Intra-
" SEACEN trade follows almost a similar pattern, although a decline in
gravity coefficient during the last decade was not as steep as in the case
of ASEAN. This has been mainly because of expansion in intra-SEACEN
trade of Korea and Taiwan, which might again be attributed to expansion
of investment from these economies to the region particularly to the
ASEAN countries.

Regional efforts such as the Asia Pacific Economic Cooperation
(APEC), the ASEAN Free Trade Area (AFTA) and the South Asian
Preferential Trading Arrangement (SAPTA) are expected to help expand
intra-Asian trade and FDI. However, the slower growth of intra-regional
trade among the ASEAN countries indicates that these efforts have not
yielded such great impact as in the case of the other regional groupings
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like the European Union and North American Free Trade Agreement
(NAFTA). Thus, the increasing interdependence among the Asian coun-
tries could be mainly driven by unilateral liberalisation of trade and FDI
of the individual countries.

The impact of trade and FDI on economic growth was assessed using
descriptive analysis and statistical tests. As expected, we found a strong
correlation between each pair of the three variables, GDP, trade and FDI.
The causality test results, too, generally suggest the expansionary impact
of trade and FDI on GDP growth. For the region as a whole, as well as
for most of the individual countries, it was found that changes in trade
and FDI preceded the changes in GDP. Regarding FDI and trade, the
findings suggest that a causality ran from FDI to trade, implying that the
increase in FDI preceded trade. However, the opposite results were also
found in some countries.

Though rapid expansion in intra-regional trade and investment has
contributed immensely to the region’s prosperity, it has also increased
dependency. This implies that countries within the region become more
dependent on one another’s performance. Economic ills in one economy
may quickly be transmitted to another. In the liberalised context, its effect
could be more severe if sufficient precautionary measures have not been
put in place. This is apparent from the recent Asian crisis, when the run
on the Thai baht had spread to the neighbouring countries as well as to
the more remote countries both within and outside the Asian region. While
the crisis could be caused by a number of factors, it is clear that poor
trade performance in 1996 contributed to the erosion of confidence that
culminated to the full-blown crisis.

Whether the current level of Asian integration is high or not is a
secondary issue. Depending on one’s definition and criteria, one may
perceive it as very high while the other may consider it as low in the
present context of emerging strong regional trading blocs, in which intra-
group trade bias has been increasing. However, given the stronger ten-
dencies in the intra-blocs trade bias of the other regions such as the
European Union and the NAFTA in the recent years (Frankel, 1997),
concerted efforts may be needed for the Asian countries to further pro-
mote intra-regional trade. There is ample scope in this direction as shown
by relatively slow pace of integration of a number of these economies. In
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fact, the increase in trade linkages observed in the Asian region over the
years has been principally contributed by faster expansion in Asian trade
with China, Hong Kong, Korea and Taiwan as well as Malaysia, Singa-
pore, the Philippines and Thailand. In addition, Japan’s trade with the
other Asian countries has been decreasing, as trade shares of the rest of
Asian countries to Japan have reduced significantly over the years, from
about 21 percent in 1985 to 15 percent in 1997. Similarly, the Asian
trade share with Indonesia is still less than in the 1980s, though the rise
in intra-regional investment in recent years helps to improve the share
somewhat. Besides, degree of integration of the South Asian countries
has been low as shown by less than one-fourth of intra-Asian trade of
India. Thus, although growth of intra-Asian trade and investment
has brought economic growth, it does not seem to be the outcome of
joint initiatives, thus nullifying the assertion of creation of yen bloc
in Asia (ibid.).

Having said this, our intention is not to advocate regionalism to the
extent of reducing welfare, as excessive regionalism may be trade divert-
ing rather than trade creating. Besides, Asia being a fast growing con-
tinent with higher trade dependency, its efforts should be to integrate
globally. However, given the growing trend of regionalism in other parts
of the world in the recent years, it would be prudent for Asia to move
toward this direction as having a strong group would make it more effec-
tive in dealing with the other regional blocs. It is argued that since Asia
has prospered without regionalism, then why go for that as the old saying
goes: ‘If ain’t broke, don’t fix it’ (Baldwin, 1997). But now, particularly
after the crisis, the situation has changed. Had there been sufficient prior
efforts for regional cooperation, particularly financial cooperation among
the Asian economies, the crisis might have been prevented, or at least the
magnitude and duration of the crisis would have been much more mod-
erate.

Although there is still further scope to intensify interdependence and
Asian countries should put more effort in this direction, it should be pointed
out that the level of intra-regional trade and investment over the past decade
has not been that small. The main point here is that there has been little
attempt at cooperation and coordination among the Asian countries, par-
ticularly in the currency and financial matters (Yamazawa, 1998). Viewed
from the diversity among the Asian countries, deep integration like Fu-
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ropean Union may not be achievable in the near term. Yet it has now
become crucial for these economies to initiate steps to enhance regional
cooperation, particularly financial cooperation, so as to avoid the recur-
rence of similar financial crisis in the future, and to restore rapid growth.

Prior to the crisis, the Asian countries in particular ASEAN, had
promoted and enhanced trade, investment and financial co-operation.
Efforts to expand regional co-operation intensified following the crisis.
The following are but a few examples: regular meetings of the East Asian
leaders, which include Japan, China and South Korea in addition to the
10 ASEAN members; Japan’s initiative to provide a substantial amount
of rescue fund to the crisis-hit economies; and China’s commitments not
to devalue its currency. However, to foster a regional economic coopera-
tion effectively, one needs to go beyond discussions. Granted that some
of the initiatives, for instance creating the East Asian free trade zone,
may take a long time to materialise, there are several initiatives that could
be translated into actions much faster without much difficulty.

There is no doubt that, in addition to domestic policy initiatives and
support from neighbours, sharp rise in exports to countries outside the
region, particularly to the U.S., has contributed to a rapid recovery of the
crisis-affected countries. However, one should not be over-optimistic that
the U.S. economy will continue growing, and that it would absorb Asian
products indefinitely.

Besides, the rise in exports seems to be mainly due to a sharp de-
preciation of exchange rate, which is not likely to be sustainable as
manufacturing production in the Asian economies also depends highly on
imported parts and raw materials. The depreciation will also lead to higher
cost of imported parts and raw materials as well as other imported goods,
and add pressure on domestic prices. This problem may not be imme-
diately felt partly because of the depreciation of currencies of the ex-
porter countries such as Japan, and partly because of the utilisation of
existing stock of raw materials. However, the situation has changed as
the yen has started to appreciate while the existing stock has also been
depleted as seen in the re-emergence of trade deficits in 1999 in some of
the Asian countries (The Asian Wall Street Journal, February 2, 2000).
Therefore, there are reasons for concern that the free-floating exchange
rate may prove to be too volatile and could lead to another round of
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instability. There should also be better coordination of exchange rate
policy within the region.

There has been a suggestion that in this context, pegging the indi-
vidual currencies with an agreed currency basket consisting of the U.S.
dollar, the yen and the euro, using the weights that reflect their respective
proportion of trade and investment in the region, could be appropriate. It
is further suggested that a common wide band of 5-10 percent should be
allowed in order to allow some flexibility of the individual currencies in
response to changes in the specific market. In addition, a crawling peg
could be introduced so that the nominal exchange rates could be adjusted
automatically to changes in relative prices. While it would be better to
allow the yen to float with the U.S. dollar, there should be some form of
currency cooperation between the U.S. and Japan so as to ensure a cer-
tain degree of stability of the yen-dollar rates in the market (Yamazawa,
1998).

After the crisis, several Asian economies have embarked on various
structural reforms to address deficiencies and vulnerabilities in the
economy. For most of the countries, however, the focus has been mainly
on restructuring domestic financial and corporate sectors. No concrete
and sustainable policy seems to have been adopted in respect of short-
term foreign capital, the main culprit for pushing Asian economy into
unprecedented turmoil. As a matter of fact, Asian policy regarding short-
term foreign capital has been more liberal than even FDI. While the FDI
was/is constrained by several factors including ownership limit, no such
constraints seem to be applied to portfolio capital.

In this context, even if market confidence to Asian economies seems
to have been restored recently as shown by a rebound in stock prices due
to inflows of foreign capital, there are possibilities that the flows may be
reversed again. It can be argued that the current attraction of foreign
investors into Asian stock markets has been mainly due to exchange rate
depreciation. But when exchange rate of Asian currencies appreciate,
which is possible with the increasing inflows of foreign capital, the en-
suing capital outflows may culminate to severe liquidity problems again.
Thus, instead of competing with one another to attract short-term foreign
capital, there should be coordinated efforts within the region to identify
and implement measures to prevent disruptive capital movement. A more
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towards this direction was the establishment of the SEACEN Experts
Group (SEG) on Capital Flows to develop a regional framework to pro-
mote information sharing on capital flows among its members. The SEG
aimed to draw up concrete and practical proposals that members could
implement individually or collectively to enhance the management of
capital flows. Apart from increased regional surveillance on capital flows,
other policy options that Asian countries could consider is the introduc-
tion of tax on capital flows such as the Tobin Tax.

Another area that the region could cooperate is to establish some sort
of financial mechanism to alleviate Hquidity problem in certain country
due to a sudden external shock. For example, a common fund could be
set up in order to settle temporary liquidity problem. In this regard, the
ASEAN+3 countries have established the Chiang Mai Initiative (CMI) to
strengthen regional self-help and financial support mechanisms in East
Asia. The CMI comprises on expanded ASEAN Swap Arrangement (ASA)
and a network of Bilateral Swap Arrangements and Repurchase Agree-
ments (BSA) between ASEAN and China, Japan and Korea. Side by side,
while allowing individual countries to adopt suitable economic policy based
on their specific circumstances, there should be coordination among the
economies of the region in matters of common interest. While every
country should be encouraged to implement sound and prudent macroeco-
nomic policies and to strengthen domestic financial system, an occasional
review of the individual countries’ economic situation provided by mul-
tilateral or regional agency could be very helpful. Lastly, regicnal coop-
eration regarding training facilities needs to be enhanced, especially in
the area of financial system.

In conclusion, the evidence suggests that while the efforts to inte-
grate globally should continue, Asia needs to give greater emphasis in
deepening intra-Asian integration by further expanding intra-regional trade
and investment. The different sub-groups in the Asian region such as
ASEAN and SAARC also need to pursue similar initiatives in this direc-
tion. Concurrently, there is also a need to expand cooperation, especially
in matters relating to finance, macroeconomic management, training,
among others.
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ADDITION NOTES ON DATA

Direction of trade data for Japan, China, Hong Kong, India, Mongo-
lia, Myanmar and Nepal are taken from Direction of Trade Statistics
Yearbook (DOT), IMF, while for other countries such data are from
national sources. Because of the differences in data source, there are
some inconsistencies in direction of trade statistics of some coun-
tries. For instance, China’s trade with Korea and Taiwan are not
shown in the DOT up to 1989, but direction of trade data supplied
by the central banks of Korea and Taiwan have shown their trade
with China for that period. These reporting differences, however,
were not considered in this study. Trade intensity has been presented
on the basis of data appeared in the DOT and the national sources.

Entrepot trade of Hong Kong and Singapore has not been consid-
ered. They were used as appeared in the Direction of Trade Statis-
tics Yearbook, IMF, in the case of Hong Kong, and data supplied by
the Monetary Authorities of Singapore in the case of Singapore.

Since Singapore does not report its trade with Indonesia, such trade

was derived by using Indonesia’s source. A conversion factor of 1.1
was used to account for cost of freight and insurance.
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Appendix-1: Percentage Distribution of Japan's Trade
(The Relative Measure of Trade Intensity) »/

&

Export 1885 1886 1887 1988 1089 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997
ASEAN-6 6.46 5.87 6.85 8.2 9.43 1150 11.97 11.97 13.70 1526 17.33 17.54 16.27|
SEACEN 13.55 1480 17.72 1950 21.16 23.09 2429 2357 2524 2758 31.05 31.13 29.13
Indonesia i.24 1.27 1.30 1.15 1.20 1.78 1.78 1.64 1.67 1.94 2.25 2.20 2.42
Eorea 4.04 5.01 5.77 5.83 6.01 6.08 6.38 523 529 6.16 7.06 7.14 6.20
Malaysia 1.23 0.82 0.95 1.16 1.50 1,92 2.43 2.39 2.67 3.13 3.79 3.73 3.45
Mongolla N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.0l
Myanmar 0.10 0.10 0.08 0.07 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.04 0.06 0.05
Nepal 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.01
Philippines 0.53 0.52 0.62 0.66 0.86 0.87 0.85 1.04 1.33 1.49 1.60 2.04 2.086]
Singapore 2.20 219 2.62 3.14 3.35 +.73 3.88 3.82 4.60 4.96 5.19 5.06 4.81
Sri Lanka 0.15 0.14 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.09 0.1 0.11 0.12 0.10 0.10 0.10
Taiwan 2.8G 3.75 4.99 5.42 5.59 5.37 5.80 6.23 6.12 6.02 6.54 6.32 6.54
Thailand 1.16 0.97 1.29 1.95 2.48 3.18 3.00 3.06 3.40 3.72 4.45 4.45 3.47
China 7.11 4,72 3.60 3.58 3.09 2.14 2,73 3.52 4.79 4.73 4.95 5.31 5.15
‘Hong Kong 3.70 3.42 3.87 4.42 4.18 4.56 5.19 G.11 6.30 6.51 6.27 6.17 6,47
India 0.91 1.01 0.85 0.79 0.73 0.59 0.48 0.44 0.42 0.52 0.57 0.59 0.82
Rest of Asian-15| 25.27 23.95 26.04 28.28 29.15 30.38 3270 33.64 3675 3934 4285 4320 4127
United States 37.63 3888 36.75 3406 3422 31.68 20.28 2846 2948 30.03 2755 2752 2812

19.7¢ 16.61 1548 1588 1535 1561
18.16 13.72  13.93 15.00

European Union 1192 14.77 1656 17.80 19.19 204l
Others 22.41 19.85 17.54

Import

ASEAN-6 14.15 12.17 12.34 11.76 1194 12.81 1297 1360 13.37 1349 14.08 13.74
SEACEN 20,00 20.1F 22,59 22.25 20.6]1 2212 2209 2256 2231 2301 23.03 2185
Indonesia 7.81 5.79 5.63 523 5.42 5.40 5.26 5.19 4,70 4.23 4.36 4.31
Eorea 3.18 4.18 5.42 6.17 4.99 5.23 4.98 4.86 4.93 5.16 4.57 4.31
Malaysia 3.33 3.12 319 2.43 2.30 2.73 2.82 3.18 2.99 3.14 3.37 3.36
Mongolia N/A N/A N/A 0.02 0.01 0.04 0.02 0.0l 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.03
Myanmar 0.03 0.04 Q.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03
Nepal 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 .00
Philippines 0.96 0.97 0.81 0.98 091 0.99 0.99 1.00 0.97 1.04 - .29 1.48
Singapore 1.23 1.16 1.38 . 1.40 1.52 L.44 1.33 1.50 1.69 2.04 2.10 1.73
Sri Lanka 0.06 0.07 0.08 . 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.08 0.08
Taiwan 2.62 3.70 4.77 . 4.25 3.62 4.01 4.06 4.01 3.91 4.27 4.28 3.68
Thailand 0.79 1.10 1.20 . 1.70 1.77 222 2.58 270 2.98 3.02 2.94 2.83
China 5.01 4.49 4.96 - 5.29 5.12 6.02 7.29 855 10.06 1069 1156 1235
Hong Kong 0.59 0.85 1.05 . 1.05 0.93 0.87 0.88 0.83 0.78 0.81 0.74 0.66
India 0.92 1.03 1.02 5 0.94 0.88 0.92 0.87 0.95 0.97 0.87 0.82 0.78
Rest of Asian-15| 26.52 26.47 29.61 . 29.53 2754 29.94 31.13 3288 34.11 3538 36.15 3565
United States 20.00 23.04 21.i8 . 23.02 2248 22.67 22.63 23.15 23.01 2259 2286 2243
European Union 7.18 1110 11,84 3 14.44 16.07 1455 1448 i3.69 14.13 1485 1i4.16 13.37

Others

* Percentage distribution of Japan’s cxports and imports with country/group of countries listed. This measure of trade intensity has been derived by
dividing Japan's trade with its respective trading partner/partners by its total exports or imports.

Soutce: Direction of Trarde Siatistics Yearbook of IMF, various issues.
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Appendix-2: Export and Import Trade Intensity of Japan v

European Union

Export
ASEAN-6 1.78 1.84 1.99 204 215 2.36 225
SEACEN 2.04 2.39 2.57 2.43 251 2.62 2.5t
Indonesia 2,12 2.30 2.39 2.25 2.10 2.62 2.35
Korea 2.28 3.07 3.19 2.91 2.80 2.84 2,66
Malaysia 1.76 1.46 1.69 1.80 1.90 2.15 225
Mongolla N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.60 1.10 3.12
Myanmar 6.54 6.43 8.51 7.36 5.70 1.71 0.84
Nepal 2.09 1.93 1.68 1.13 1.73 1.48 2,12
Philippines +.73 1.87 1,95 1.94 2.2] 2.18 2.24
Singapore 1.47 1.66 1.82 1.85 1.93 2.00 1.99
Sri Lanka 1.48 1.46 1.21 1.23 1.47 1,36 1.03
Talwan 2.50 3.00 3.21 282 3.06 3.20 3.14
Thailand 2.20 2.05 2.25 2.48 280 3.10 2.69
China 294 211 1.89 1.67 1.80 1.29 1.46
Hong Kong 2.20 1.87 1.81 1.79 1.66 1.80 1.76
India 0.98 1.29 1,19 1.06 1.09 c.8l 0.84
Rest of Asian-16 2,16 217 2.23 2.1 2,13 2.21 2.17
United States 1.83 1.94 1.97 1.91 1.98 2.00 1.9G

3.36 3.30 3.22 271 2.83 2.65 254 2.44 2.20 2.02 2.00 2.07 2.05
SEACEN 2.49 2.53 2.61 2.42 2.39 233 2.27 2.20 2.00 1.92 1.92 1.93 1.84
Indonesia 6.87 5.93 6.97 G.47 6.34 6.53 5.80 5.28 4.73 4.52 4.31 4.27 4.12
Korea 1.71 2.14 2.43 2.52 2.G6 2.38 2.32 2.22 1.98 1.98 1.91 1.72 1.62
Malaysia 3.54 3.96 | 3.77 291 2.6l 2.42 2.53 2.35 2.26 1.96 1.97 2.0 2.18
Mongolla N/A N/A N/A N/A 4.17 2.60 4.42 5.20 1.68 337 3.75 3.29 3.89
Myanmar 1.45 2.36 2.25 2.82 2.03 1.33 1.25 1.01 116 117 1.10 1.21 1.27
Nepal 0.09 0.21 0.28 0.11 0.14 0.18 0.10 0.08 0.15 0.12 0.09 0.08 0.15
Philippines 3.39 3.54 3.38 3.75 3.36 3.45 3.57 3.43 2.9G 2.79 2.76 3.07 3.00,
Singapore 0.88 0.9] 1.02 0.77 0.84 0.89 0.78 0.71 0.68 0.67 0.80 0.82 0.71
Srl Lanka 0.78 1.08 0.97 101 0.97 0.94 0.89 0.89 0.83 0.83 0.84 0.93 0.86
Taiwan 1.39 1.65 1.88 1.86 1.72 1.67 1.68 1.70 1.58 1.62 1.77 1.80 1.54
Thalland 1.82 2.19 2.19 2.22 2.27 2.37 2.48 2.67 2.44 253 2.46 2.56 2.47|
China 3.00 2.54 2.66 2.68 2.69 2.52 2.67 2.91 3.13 3.21 3.33 3.73 3.45
Hong Kong 0.32 0.42 0.46 0.43 0.39 0.35 0.28 0.25 0.21 0.20 0.22 0.20 Q.18
India 1.81 1.99 2.01 1.80 1.59 1.53 1.65 i.61 1.57- 1.54 1,32 1.23 1.20|
Rest of Asian-15 2.20 2.16 2.22 2.07 2.02 1.95 1.91 1.88 L.77 1.77 1.81 1.87 1.80
United States 1.53 1.88 1.78 1.71 1.70 1.77 L.71 1.72 1.867 1.73 1.79 1.79 1.67
European Union 0.18 0.26 0.27 0.30 0.34 0.33 0.21 0.31 0.32 0.33 0.33 0.38 0.33
Qthers 1.28 1.18 119 1.18 .12 1.36 1.35 1.32 1.23 1.17 1.13 1.06 L1}

Y Derived by using equations 5 and 6 given in Chapter 3,

Source: Same as Appendix 1.
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Appendix-3: Percentage Distributian of China's Trade
(The Relative Measure of Trade Intensity) v

Export 1992 19983
IASEAN-6 10.38 .11 6.03 6.19 6.04 6.56 6.13 5.27 5.46 5.58 6.46 6.19 6.28
SEACEN 10.67 6.42 6.21 6.38 6.26 802 1023 926 1045 11.24 1327 1322 13.34
Indonesia 0.45 0.46 0.48 Q.50 0.42 0.64 0.67 0.55 0.76 0.87 0.97 0.95 1.01
Korca N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.69 3.03 2.85 3.12 3.62 4.49 4.98 4.99]
Malaysia 0.68 0.65 Q.65 0.65 0.67 0.59 0.73 0.75 0.77 0.93 0.88 0.91 1.05,
IMongolia N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.04 004 0.04 Q.18 0.09 0.04 0.04 0.05 0.03
Myanmar 0.13 0.12 0.17 0.28 0.36 0.44 0.40 0.30 0.35 0.31 0.42 0.34 0.31
(Nepal 0.06 0.07 0.65 0.05 0.05 0.07 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.03 G.04 0.02 0.03
Phillppines 1.15 0.50 0.62 0.568 0.45 (.33 0.35 024 0.31 0.39 Q.69 0.67 0.73
Singapore 7.5% 3.88 3.35 3.13 3.20 321 280 2.38 2.45 2,12 2.35 2,48 2.36]
Sri Lanka 0.22 0.24 0.13 0.14 0.13 0.15 0.16 Q.12 0.15 0.12 0.18 0.13 0.13
Tailwan N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.51] 0.83 0.82 1.59 1.86 2.08 1.86 1.86]
Thailand 0.42 0.51 076 1.07 0.94 1.36 1.18 1.05 0.82 0.96 118 0.83 0.82
\Japan 2228 1512 16.20 16.88 1586 14.65 1425 1368 1723 1779 1912 2044 17.40
Hong Kong 26.16  31.17 34.88 3B.27 41.42 43.20 44.67 4388 2409 2679 24.]8 21,78 23.94
India 0.31 0.28 0.22 0.31 ¢.32 0.28 0.20 0.18 0.28 047 Q.51 0.48 0.51
Rest of Aslan-15] 59.42 5299 57.51 6184 63.86 66.i4 69.36 67.01 5204 5629 57.08 55.91 55.19
United States 8.5 8.39 7.68 713 8.34 8.45 862 10.06 1853 1773 16482 17.69 17.90

European Union 835 1281 9.92 9.96 9.66 9.98 9.91 936 1338 1276 1293 1315 13.05
Others 2581 2480 21.07 18.14 1543 1212 1357 1605 1322 13.36 13.25 13.86

T

©ss:

Impost
[ASEAN-6 276 3.556 408 632 579  6.15 529 504 603 723 750 84
|sEacEN 280 362 503 . 635 10.44 13.56 1576 23.60 24.61 2630 2832 3058
|imdonesta 078 075 137 098 157 220 190 140 137 155 1.65 .88
Korea N/A NJA N/A N/A 044 167 320 518 633 779 898 10.47
Malaysia 047 042 070 . 117 158 126 101 105 140 156 1.62 175
IMongolta N/A  NJA  N/A 002 002 003 006 007 007 008 003 0.3
Myanmar 011 013 022 021 018 @17 016 016 012 011 010 0.5
Nepal 000 001 000 X 001 001 000 000 000 000 N/A 000 001
Phillppines 023 031 032 \ 014 047 0320 019 0621 024 021 027 023
Singapore 057 128  1.43 . 254 157 166 L5t 256 215 257 260 3.08
Sri Lanka 003 005 005 001 000 00! 00l 001 00l 000 000 00!
Taiwan N/A ONJA L NJA N/A 418 570 720 1249 1218 1120 11.65 11.56
Thailand 0.62 066 0.94 . 128 072 066 052 058 075 122 138 141
Japan 3573 28,82 23.34 ) 17.81  14.20 1571 1672 22.50 22.76 2196 21.01 20.39)
Hong Kong 11.21 1288 19.52 21.2) 27.01 2747 -25.10 10.14 821 B5] 564 492
India 009 009 007 ) 0.17 - 018 019 022 040 028 030 052 0.63
Rest of Asian-15| 49.83 4541 47.05 . 45.55 51.84 56.93 57.80 56.73 5586 55.07 5549 56.53
United States 1224 1091 1119 . 13.30 1222 1254 1088 (027 1209 1221 1164 11.46

Eurgpean Unlon| 1448 1794 16.83 16556 1687 14.56 1327 1520 1609 16.14 1431 135!

" Percentage distribution of China's exports and imports with country/group of countries listed. This measure of trade inlensity has been derived by
dividing China's tradc with its respective trading partner/partners by its total exports or imports.

Source: Direction of Trade Siatistics Yearbook of IMF, various issues.
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Appendix-4: Export and Import Trade Intensity of China y

Export 1985 1986 1987 1988 18988 1580 1981 1992 1993 1954 1895 1996 1997
[ASEAN-G 3.01 1.99 1.84 1.63 1.45 1.42 1.21 1.02 0.89 088 094 0.90 0.96
SEACEN 1.68 1.08 0.94 0.84 0.78 0.96 1.1l 1.00 0.98 1.0l 1.13 1.12 117
Indonesia 0.82 0.86 0.92 1.02 0.78 1.01 082 0.77 0.98 i.14 1.19 1.16 1.33
Korea N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 034 1.33 1.33 1.37 1.48 1.67 1.74 1.89
Malaysia 1.02 121 121 1.06 0.89 0.69 0.71 0.72 062 065 0.56 0.61 0.73
Mongolia N/A N/A N/A N/A 934 10.64 7.93 2246 9.45 5.05 4.17 4.66 3.51
Myanmar 8.37 8.04 1548 31.07 5523 2270 1331 1[1.04 10.60 8.70 8.31 7.20 6,39
Nepal 3.89 4.31 259 2.35 3.59 5.08 3.18 3.27 2.59 2.26 237 2.03 2.79
|[Philippines 3.90 1.87 2.05 1.756 1.22 0.88 0.98 0.60 Q.60 0.73 1.23 1.03 1.03
Singapore 5.32 3.07 2.44 1.94 1.94 1.81 L5 1.25 1.06 0.87 0.95 Q.99 0.98
[Sri Lanka 225 264 1.49 1.70 1.88 1.97 1.92 1.34 1.38 1.13 1.68 1.33 1.30
Talwan N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 032 047 0.43 0.76 .91 1.01 0.95 0.89
Thailand 0.85 1.12 1.39% 1.44 112 1.40 1.1 0.98 0.66 0.74 0.83 0.61 0.71
\Japan 3.16 239 255 245 228 2.14 2.15 2.24 283 273 2.86 3.07 282
Hong Kong 16.27 17.81 17.11 1627 1731 18.02 1583 13.55 6.41 696 6.29 576 629
India 035 038 0.31 0.44 050 038 037 030 048 0.78 0.75 067 072
[Rest of Aslan-15| 3.74 3.59 3.67 3.52 355 3.62 3.62 3.48 2.42 255 249 2.44 2.50]
United States 0.44 0.44 043 042 Q.61 0.56 060 0.69 1.14 1.08 1.08 1.14 1.08

Import

|ASEAN-6 0.72 1.06 1.41 1.47 1.53 1.38 1.31 1.07 1.04 0.97 1.14 1.18 1.31
SEACEN 0.38 0.50 0.63 0.68 0.74 .27 1.49 1.68 2.27 2.27 2.34 2.50 2.70)
Indonecsia 0.75 0.99 1.85 1.69 1.29 2.04 2.58 2.05 1.38 1.42 1.69 1.70 1.88
Korea N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.22 0.80 1.53 2.28 2.72 3.07 3.56 4.11
Malaysia 0.54 0.58 0.90 1.29 1.36 1.78 125 a.91 0.81 0.98 1.04 1.06 1.19
Mongolia N/A N/A N/A N/A 3.79 745 1603 17.76 11.25 1056 11.38 1233 16.44
(Myanmar 6.24 8.94 2322 4449 2885 1403 1080 8.57 6.79 5.57 4.74 4.26 2.33
(Nepal 0.62 1.35 0.36 0.61 1.34 1.43 0.21 0.13 0.19 0.20 na 0.31 0.95]
Philippines 0.88 1.27 1.31 0.91 0.52 0.68 0.79 0.71 0.66 0.72 0.58 0.67 0.49]

c 0.44 1.11 1.15 1.24 1.85 0.99 0.96 0.87 1.25 0.91 1.07 1.07 1.32
Sri Lanka 0.43 0.89 0.80 0.78 0.13 0.07 014 G.11 0.07 0.07 0.02 0.04 0.07
Talwan N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 2.07 2.56 3.24 5.33 5.41 4.94 5.16 5.06]
Thailand 1.55 1.46 1.86 1.88 1.84 103 0.79 0.58 0.57 0.68 1.06 1.25 1.29
Japan 3.60 2.67 2.33 1.99 1.89 164 1.71 1.80 2.25 2.38 2.44 2.63 2.59
Hong Kong 6.63 7.10 9.32 9.07 8.44 10.92 9.55 7.69 2.73 224 1.85 1.61 1.40]
India 0.20 .19 0.15 0.36 0.32 0.34 0.36 0.44 0.72 0.47 0.49 0.82 1.01
Rest of Agian-15 2.56 2.24 2.34 2.22 2.16 2.60 2,63 2.58 2.30 2.26 2.26 237 2.42
United States 1.03 0.98 1.02 0.99 1.06 1.03 1.02 0.89 0.80 0.97 1.03 0.96 0.89
[Européan Union 0.41 0.47 0.42 0.37 0.42 0.38 0.33 0.31 0.38 0.40 0.39 0.35 0.35
Others 0.71 0.85 0.83 0.95 0.90 0.81 0.71 0.81 0.78 0.70 0.73 0.77 0.75

' Dertved by using equalions 5 and 6 given in Chapter 3.

Source: Same as Appendix 3.

104



Appendix-5: Percentage Distribution of Hong Kong's Trade

(The Relative M. of Trade ity)

Fxport 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996  1997|
[ASEANS 543 654 617 606 661 718 619 575 - 553 627 648 649 623
SEACEN 1088 1198 1234 1253 1315 1397 1260 1L17 1009 1055 1101 1075 1048
Indonesia LIZ 106 08¢ 076 078 092 072 061 036 061 061 05 049
Korea 180 234 262 264 262 232 204 162 168 160 162 163 149
Malaysia 0.74 065 064 065 o1 070 072 070 067 076 089 084 092
Mongolia N/A  N/A N/A N/A N/A 000 000 000 001 000 001 000 000
Myanmar 003 002 001 00 000 001 001 001 003 003 004 005 004
Nepal 002 002 002 002 002 003 003 003 003 003 004 005 004
Philipp 103 LI 103 093  L06 105 093 093 099 123 L6 19 LIg
si 282 291 274 282 285 318 273 262 273 278 285 275 262
Sri Lanka 026 03 034 024 €23 02 023 02% 025 021 020 020 019
Taiwan 237 275 319 357 367 421 402 353 20 244 266 239 252
Thailaad 070 078 092 089 LIl 131 109 089 076
Japan 424 466 510 58 619 570 538 524 515
China 2605 2131 9329 2695 9574 2475 272 2963 3296
India 041 045 035 038 038 037 02 028 029
Rest of Asinn-15 4156 3839 4108 4571 4545 4479 4536 4631  47.99
United States 3082 3134 2787 2483 2531 2413 2271 2308 2308
European Union 1229 1455 1584 1570 1660 1854 1881  17.07 1612
Others 1534 1571 1520 1376 1264 1254 1302 1355 12.8]

Total Export "
(US§ Mn) 30182 35438 48473 63187 73114 82143  OB578 119532 135005 .

Import
ASEAN 6 778702 705 738 744 775 775 776 824  O1¢ 901 1040 1031]
SEACEN 2039 1972 2050 2062 2115 219 2183 2151 2152 92235 2351 2392 2257
[ndonesi ’ 051 054 069 076 063 070 070 069 066 078 085 082  0.80
Korea 359 398 449 526 453 438 448 462 430 461 491 477 454
Malaysi 058 074 098 125 120 128 127 13¢ 148 16] 193 221 235

goli N/a N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A NJA N/A 000 000 N/A NJA
Mynnmar 008 010 005 003 003 004 0D+ 00+ 004 003 003 003 002
Nepal N/A N/A 000 000 N/A 0G0 000 000 N/A N/A 000 N/A  N/A
Philippines 070 061 055 046 041 040 038 036 037 038 045 048 061
Singapore 488 395 380 370 3896 407 405 409 446 496 523 531 491
Sri Lanka 003 003 004 007 002 002 002 002 002 002 002 002 0.0
Taiwan 903 869 882 889 917 904 957 81l 877 658 867 802 17
Thailand 099 L0319 L0 12 27 132 124 12 138 142 155 161
lapan 2306 2044 1903 1865 1656 1609 1635 1740 1661 1560 1484 1356 1372
China 2548 2959 3105 3120 3495 3675 3765 3709 3750 3762 9618 3715 3767
[ndia 055 075 073 07 08 072 07 06l 088 090 097 099 102
Rest of Asian-15 6948 7050 7131 7226 7348 7475 7655 766! IG5 7647 7550 7492 74.99
United States 948 843 854 830 822 807 756 740 74l 715 772 789 .77
European Union 1158 .48 1104 1037 1060 1037 973 1005 1026 1031 1076 1Ll 110l
Others 946 960 940 908 770 681 617 594 582
Total import e R

{US$ Mn) 29701 35360 48463 63900 72149 62482 100274 123430 138596 1985517208623

v Percentage distribution of Hong Kong's exports and imports with country/group of countries listed. This mcasurc of trade intensity has been derived by
dividing Hong Kong's trade with iis respective rading pariner/partners by its total exports or imparts,

Source:  Direstion of Trade Stasistics Yearbook of IMF, various issues.
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Appendix-6: Export and Iinport Trade Intensity of Hong Kong

(1]

Export 1885 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1957
%EAN—G 1.88 2.14 1.87 1.5% 1.58 15¢ 1.21 1.10 0.50 0.96 093 0.93 0.94]
SEACEN 173 203 187 1.64 1.63 166 1.36 119 0,95 0.9¢ 0.93 0.0 9l
|Indonesia 203 2.01 1.60 1.56 1,42 143 0.98 0.85 046 0.79 0.75 0.67 0.63
[Korea 1.08 1.51 151 1.38 1.28 113 0.93 0.73 0.73 065 0.59 056 0.56
[Malaysia 112 122 119 1.06 0.94 0.82 0.69 0.66 0.53 0.53 6.57 0.62 0.63;
(Mongolia na na na na na 0.29 0.44 0.35 101 0.65 0.56 021 0.26
(Myanmar 175 113 0.55 0.70 0.5¢ 0.68 0.44 045 0.90 0.82 0.80 1.05 0.77
(Nepal 1.04 146 1.03 096 1.3¢ 2.1 1.87 205 1.85 2.14 2.8l 3.81 3.79
Philippines 3.52 4.17 3.39 2.88 286 275 2.56 2.26 182 2.27 2.04 1.81 1.63
Singapore 2.00 232 1.99 L.74 L.78 178 146 1.37 117 113 1.14 1.09 1.08
Sri Lanka 263 3.5¢ 3.90 2.84 1.25 2.90 2.60 2.5¢ .28 1.95 2.18 202 1.86
Taiwan 2.20 231 2.16 L.9¢ 21 2.63 227 1.85 1.28 119 1.27 121 1.19]
Thailand 140 1.7¢ 1.68 1.19 1.31 1.34 L.02 0.82 0.60 0.65 0.65 072 0.85
Japan 0.60 0.7¢ 080 0.84 0.89 0.83 0.81 0.85 0.78 0.84 0.90 0.97 0.97
China 1140 999 12.78 13.19 13.07 15.67 15.03 13.65 11.4] 1179 1251 12.83 13.30]
India 0.46 061 0.0 053 059 0.53 044 045 049 0.56 0.57 0.61 0.51
Rest of Asian-15 2.52 255 2.65 264 258 255 2.47 252 2.31 232 231 2.36 245
United States 1.59 1.64 1.56 1.46 1.54 1.59 1.58 1.57 1.40 140 1.40 1.35 131
European Union 0.35 0.38 0.40 0.40 Q.39 041 042 0.39 042 040 039 040 0.40
Qthers 0.52 0.58 0.57 0.52 0.5¢ 0.57 0.58 0.58 0.52 051 0.52 0.48 0.43

Import
ASEAN-6 2.00 2.10 2.03 1.89 1.79 1.83 1.64 1.55 1.42 1.46 1.55 L61 1.61
SEACEN 277 2.72 2.57 2.51 244 2.55 239 228 2.04 2.04 208 2.04 1.99
Indonesin 0.49 0.71 0.92 1.04 0.83 0.80 0.81 0.74 0.65 0.80 091 0.84 0.80
Korea 2.1l 2.23 2.19 2.28 210 222 212 219 196 197 193 1.88 178
Malaysia. 067 1.04 1.26 1.55 1.38 143 1.25 120 118 V12 1.28 L44 1.60)
Mongolis na na na na na na na na na 010 0.08 ra n.aj
Myanmar 4.95 6.5! 478 447 3.9 2.88 238 211 1.88 1.52 1.38 141 111
Nepal na na 0.32 017 na .19 0.26 0.08 na na 0.08 na n.a
Philippines 2.71 245 222 1.69 151 1.50 L47 134 118 114 1.26 1.20 1.29
Singapore 3.8] 3.42 3.05 247 255 254 233 2.3¢ 2.16 210 217 217 2.09
Sri Lanka 043 0.52 0.64 1.24 0.44 0.38 0.39 ‘0.24 0.23 0.22 0.25 0.4 0.24
Taiwan 524 4.25 3.79 3.8 4.00 4.44 427 4.06 359 3.78 3.80 3.5¢ 3.37
Thailand 248 239 216 187 1.73 1.81 1.57 1.38 117 1.2¢ 122 141 1.48]
Japan 232 1.89 1.90 185 1.74 1.83 177, L8s L 64 162 L.64 1.68 1.74]
(China 16.62 18,39 18.13 17.20 19.09 19.30 17.80 15.75 14.68 12.76 18]} 12.56 11.00
India 119 1.59 1.55 160 1.50 134 185 1.20 L.56 153 1.56 157 1.63
Rest of Asian-15 3.60 3.50 3.53 344 358 384 364 3.54 322 317 315 3.25 3.22
United States 679 0.76 0.78 068 065 0.68 0.61 C.60 0.57 0.57 0.65 0.65 0.60
European Union 0.32 0.30 0.28 0.26 027 0.23 Q.22 .23 0.25 0.26 0.26 027 0.28]
Others 0.29 0.32 0.31 0.33 0.28 0.29 0.27 .26 0.25 0.26 0.26 0.25 0.25

" Derived by using equations 5 and 6 given in Chapter 3.

Source:  Samc as Appendix 5.
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7: P Dist! of India’s Trade

PP g

(The Relative Measure of Trade Intensity) '/

SEACEN 5.46 6.5 6.28 6.27 6.36 6.60 9.47
jIndonesia 0.16 0.19 0.19 019 0.34 0.52 0.81
Korea 0.58 0.91 0.99 0.95 1.09 0.92 1.35
Malaysia 0.73 0.70 0.65 0.65 0.66 0.71 114

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.01
Myanmar 0.02 001 0.01 0.0 0.00 001 0.02
Nepal 0.899 .90 0.68 0.63 0.20 0.22 0.43
Philippines 0.05 0.05 0.10 0.14 .15 Q.12 .36
Singapore 1.25 1.89 1.74 1.72 1.69 1.73 2.16
Sri Lanka 0.6 0.73 0.69 0.69 .39 0.57 0.98
Talwan 0.25 0.55 0.69 Q.64 0.76 0.68 £10
Thailand 0.27 0.42 0.55 0.85 1.07 1.13 L1l
[Japan 13.18 11,13 11.09 1092 13.49 9.30 9.25
China 0.25 0.09 0.07 0.18 0.27 0.10 Q.27
Hong Kong 1.80 308 321 351 310 306 344

Rest of Aslan-1Bf 20.69 20.65 2066 2088 2322 1906 2243
United States 1891 19.46 1958 1831 1635 1512 1835
European Union

.77 1.72 2.72 2.08 2:32 2.0t

¥ 2.47 2.62 341 3.44 1.87 2.28 2.00 2.30 1.07 1.70 223 2.59 3.13
M 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Myanmar 0.16 0.19 0.18 0.20 0.91 0.38 0.26 0.45 0.55 0.47 0.46 041 0.47
Nepal 0.31 0.27 0.24 023 0.02 0.06 0.10 Q.10 0.09 0.05 0.08 0.14 018
Philippines 0.06 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.07 0.02 Q.16 0.06 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.06 0.06
Singapore 1.97 1.68 1.84 1.86 2.55 2.87 1.59 297 2.79 2.83 2.80 2,70 2.89
Sri Lanka 0.03 0.07 0.04 0.04 0.06 0.09 0.06 0.06 0.08 .12 [sB] 0.10 0.1l
Taiwan 0.72 0.71 0.81 0.81 1.85 1.75 1.51 1.21 0.70 0.84 0.90 0.99 1.04
‘Thailand 0.42 0.38 Q.23 0.24 0.40 0.26 025 0.29 0.26 0.57 0.42 0.49 0.57
Japan 835 1283 1034 10.16 7.74 7.51 6.99 6.48 6.48 7.22 6.48 5.92 4.70
‘China 0.64 0.95 0.85 0.67 0.29 0.13 0.11 0.40 1.22 2.44 2.35 1.95 2.78
Hong Kong 0.33 Q.42 0.55 Q.55 0.68 0.66 0.55 0.73 0.89 0.69 0.70 0.92 0.72]

Rest of Asian-15| 16.93 22.33 2023 20.15 17.86 18.08 1554 17.12 1629 2081 19.79 20.18 2048
United States 10.84 9.50 8.92 9.01 1197 1098 9.69 9.72 10.23 9.55 8.70¢ 8.84 B.76
European Union| 25.67 3120 3348 3343 3435 3266 2986 30.92 33.0] 2659 2592 2740 2610
Others 4656 36,97 3737 3741 3582 3828 4491 42.24 4047 4305 44.60 4358 44.68]

" Porcentage distribution of Hong Kong's exports and imparts with country/group of counsries listed. This measure of trade intensity has been derived by
dividing Hong Kong's trade with its respective trading partner/ partners by its wtal exports or imports.

Source: Direction of Trade Statistics Yearbook of IMF, various issues.
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Appendix-8: Export and Import Trade Intensity of Indiz '/

1994 1995 1996 1967

Export 51989

[ASEAN G 073 108 006 080 095 092 112 128 1.27 113 1.10 116 %27
SEACEN 0.87 109 096 083 080 080 104 112 110 103 097 106 1.13
Jindonesia 020 036 036 040 064 082 144 110 131 140 207 220 240
Korea 053 053 058 0S50 054 046 060 050 051 048 049 056 056
Malaysia LIl 133 123 108 000 084 132 117 085 074 077 097 112

N/A  N/A  N/A N/A N/A NJA 124 155 053 060 033 062 031
Myanmar 160 074 083 087 000 029 076 (80 211 289 157 303 282
Nepal 62.50 5857 34.87 3256 1439 17.25 3119 3202 2642 2452 23.80 4129 39.00
Philippines 017 021 034 044 041 031 101 104 048 074 072 084 109
Singapore 08 152 128 108 (04 098 (I8 (49 158 128 100 119 114
5:1 Lanka 879 821 801 838 564 7.54 1158 1392 1147 1332 1346 1500 13.89
Taiwan 024 046 048 ©35 045 043 063 053 056 054 041 050 059
Thalland 054 083 101 089 128 117 106 124 .28 (52 109 079 104
Japan 180 179 177 560 1,97 137 142 137 128 125 106 095 093
China 011 004 004 ©09 014 007 015 024 051 033 036 065 073
Hong Kong 14 178 159 151 131 120 124 122 154 148 158 147 155
Rest of Astan-15] 2375 2810 2049 3005 3677 2758 4).62 3808 47.41 4305 37.]0 3837 37.15
United States 098 103 111 LI6 101 102 116 134 120 120 115 125 120

European Unlon 0.54 0.55 0.65 0.66 0.71 0.62 0.65 0.73 0.78 0.74 0.72 0.72 0.72

176 149 1LI9 119 1.33 121 138

T64 173 168 149 157 100 131 091 1.1 114 125 143

SEACEN 106 104 111 104 108 120 088 104 075 099 093 103 11l
Indonesia 023 068 042 039 037 095 041 035 042 117 124 169 1.8
Korea 075 085 079 072 070 (70 078 08 077 120 084 094 08l
{Malaysia 289 371 446 437 220 260 203 210 084 1,22 153 174 219
|Mongolia N/A  NJA  N/A N/A N/A NJA N/A NJA N/JA NJA N/A NJA N/A
Myanmar 948 1322 1068 37.13 12434 3028 17.27 2442 2397 2173 1083 18.15 22.08
Nepal 4003 30.18 3852 2620 250 974 1320 1049 002 662 1219 1996 2545
Philippines 021 014 015 012 025 007 063 021 011 012 013 015 013
st 155 148 150 127 168 183 094 L.74 140 123 120  Lia 127
Sri Lanka 044 113 063 067 1.09 163 .08 09 104 160 150 1.25 127
Taiwan 042 035 035 036 069 088 069 056 030 038 041 045 047
Thailand 105 08 045 040 058 038 031 033 025 053 038 046 054
Japan 085 120 105 103 083 088 077 071 066 077 074 076 08
China 042 060 039 038 016 007 005 018 049 085 080 068 083
Hong Kong 020 023 027 023 027 027 0I9 023 024 0l19% 020 027 021
Rest of Asfan-15] 083 105 094 090 081 08 068 072 062 079 076 080 0.80
United States 092 08 083 075 097 094 080 08t 081 079 084 075 070
European Unton| 073 083 085 086 0.8 074 070 073 085 068 065 070 0869
Others 143 123 131 140 133 166 202 193 182 193 200 185 187

! Derived by using equattons 5 and 6 given in Chapter 3.

Seurce: Same as Appendix 7.
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Appendix-9: P ge Distribution of Indonesia’s Trade
{The Relative M of Trade I ity)

Export 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997
Rest of ASEAN-6 1069 10.25 994 10.81 10.93 9.77 10.96 12.80 12.90 14.21 13.45 14.58 16.12
Rest of SEACEN 16.17 14.86 16.73 1276 17.79 1851 2137 22.88 23.06 24.96 23.95 24.61 26.201
Korea 353 2.40 3.93 437 4.16 331 6.68 6.13 6.03 6.47 6.42 6.59 6.48|
Malaysia 0.4} 0.55 .55 0.6 0.99 0.92 L7 1.44 1.59 1.84 2.17 223 254
IMongolia N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.00)
Myanmar 0.02 003 0.01 0.0t Q.01 0.0! 0.92 0.04 0.11 0.09 Q.13 0.16 0.28]
Nepal NrA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.00]
Philippines 107 0.73 0.42 0.45 0.67 063 057 0.53 037 0.91 1.30 1.38 1.49
Singapore 875 837 8.46 8.60 8.20 741 827 9.76 9.16 10.36 8.29 9.16 10.23]
Sri Lanks 0.04 .07 0.09 .10 0.10 0.12 0.10 018 0.23 0.20 0.23 .21 0.26}
Taiwan 150 214 277 249 260 3.31 3.62 377 3.90 4.08 3.85 3.23 3.33]
Thailand 044 0.56 0.51 079 1.06 073 0.92 1.04 1.27 1.00 1.5 L.63 1.59)
Japan 46.24 44.88 43,13 41.72 42.07 42.54 36.95 31.68 30.34 27.29 27.06 2587 23.36
[China 045 0.9¢ 2.00 2.56 257 323 409 411 339 330 383 4.13 4.17]
Hong Kong 1.88 2.33 245 2.88 248 241 241 2.59 244 330 365 3.26 3.34
India 023 0.38 0.37 0.35 0.23 0.23 0.17 0.20 0.27 0.69 0.84 1.07 1.25]
Rest of Asian-15 64.96 63.38 64.70 65.28 63.13 66.94 64.98 61.47 5931 39.5¢ 59.32 58.94 58.36)
United States 2174 19.60 19.54 1595 1578 13.01 12.04 13.01 14.20 14.53 13.82 13.64 13.38
European Union 6.2¢4 9.3¢ 9.27 11.49 10.89 12.22 13.33 14.68 14.86 15.12 15.12 1573 15.38
Others 106 7.67 6.48 1.24 8.20 734 9,66 10.84 1143 10.79 11.64 11.67 12.88
ﬁuhl Export
(US$ Mn} 18587 14805 17135 19219 22159 25675 29142 33967 36823 . 40053 45418 49815 53444
Import
#{:ﬁt of ASEAN-6 937 10.44 10.06 9.85 10.91 8.4l 9.53 9.53 9.24 9.27 999 11.45 12.87
Rest of SEACEN 14.21 15.74 15.94 1741 20.33 19.07 20.24 21.23 21.31 20.58 20,53 20.97 2233
Korea 2,00 148 217 2.84 344 4351 5.56 6.94 742 8.77 6.03 5.62 5.59
(Malaynia Q.51 047 112 2.08 2.38 1.49 1.57 192 1.83 L.81 1.89 1.92 207
Mongolia N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.00
(Myanmar 001 0.01 0.01 .01 0cl 0.m 0.01 004 0.05 0.12 0.26 0.08 0.23
(Nepal N/a N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Q.05
Philippines 0.22 0.26 0.67 027 0.39 0.25 0.31 0.19 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.2} 0.30
Singapore 8.17 .04 7.65 676 6.86 582 6.56 6.13 6.33 587 583 6.70 818
Sri Lanka 0.0} 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.0¢ 0.03 0.01
Taiwan 2.83 3.81 37 472 5.98 6.14 513 4734 4.65 453 449 388 381
(Thailand 047 0.67 0.61 0.72 1.28 0.84¢ 1.07 1.26 0.83 1.27 181 2.55 2.08]
[Japan 25.73 2007 25.07 25,55 23.02 2427 24.46 22.03 22.06 24.20 22.69 19.81 19.80}
[China 2.42 3.14 3.30 2.31 3.22 2.99 3.23 2.76 3.30 4.28 168 372 3.64.
Hong Kong 0.31 0.88 0.84 100 109 125 0.30 0.84 0.87 Q.75 0.68 061 0.78]
India 0.15 0.23 .24 0.27 049 .68 0.87 079 L18 1.00 118 202 1.67
[Reat of Asian-15 43.02 49.16 45.39 47.55 48.16 48.26 49.69 47.66 48.73 50.81 48.77 47.13 48.23)
United States 16.75 13.82 1144 13.10 13.56 1154 13.13 14.01 1148 11.22 1.7 1179 13.05
[European Union 17.54 17.14 22.48 22.15 18.76 21.49 21.13 23.00 24.95 21.75 21.35 22.67 20.97
Others 22.70 19.88 16.68 17.20 19.53 18.71 16.05 15.33 14.83 16.23 18.17 18.41 i7.74
Total Import
(US$ Mx) 10275 10724 12370 13249 16360 21837 25869 27280 28328 31984 40629 42929 41680

" Percentage distribution of Indonesia’s cxports and (mports with country/group of countries listed. This measurc of trade intensicy has been derived by

dividing Indonesia’s trade with its respective trading partner/ partners by its total exports or imporis.

Sources: Direction of Trade Statistics Yeartook of IMF, varicus issucs, and Bank Indoncsia.
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Appendix-10: Export and Import Trade Intensity of Indonesia

i

]
Export 1985 1986 1987 1988 1985 1990 1991 1992 1993 1594 1995 1996 1997
Rest of ASEAN-6 3.15 3.40 3.06 2.90 2,67 213 2.19 252 215 223 2,00 216 2.52
Rest of SEACEN 2.59 2.5 257 236 225 224 233 2.50 2.22 230 2.08 212 2.35
Kor»a 213 1.56 251 233 207 264 296 2.90 271 271 243 234 2.50
Malaysia 0.63 1.05 1.04 1.59 1.3¢ 117 (WE] 1.39 1.31 1.33 1.43 1.52 1.79
Mongolia N/A N/a N/a N/A N/A N/& N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.04
Mysnmar 143 228 0.52 118 107 0.77 077 1.55 3.29 255 3.0¢ 333 5.85
Nepal N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.37
Philippines 370 278 14l 1.43 1.84 1.67 1.62 1.33 L35 L73 2.36 2,16 2.13
Singapore 6.27 6.73 6.24 241 5.05 4.22 4.51 5.23 4.03 4.33 3.41 373 4.33
Sri Lanka 0.44 0.76 1.0% LI7 1.42 1.60 1.23 1.98 217 1.93 2.43 2.28 2.54
Taiwan 1.78 1.82 1.90 1.38 1.52 2.10 2.08 2.02 1.9¢ 2.05 1.90 169 1.63)
Thailand 0.88 1.26 0.94 107 1.27 0.76 0.87 0.99 1.04 0.79 112 1.22 1.40
[Japan 6.66 1.22 6.88 614 6.14 6.28 5.64 5.26 4.72 4.27 411 3.96 3.85
(China 0.20 0.43 L2 1.28 133 2.09 231 1.9¢ 1.23 122 L.48 1.39 1.64
FHong Kong 119 1.35 1.22 1.4 1.03 0l 0.87 0.81 066 0.87 097 0.8 0.88
Tondia 0.27 0.52 0.53 0.50 0.36 0.34 0.31 0.34 048 117 .24 1.58 1.85
Rest of Asinn-15 3.75 3.94 3.86 346 3.40 3.52 325 3.01 2.58 2.52 2.44 242 249
United States 113 1.04 LIl 0.96 0.98 0.88 0.85 0.91 0.89 0.90 0.92 0.89 0.83
[European Union 0.18 0.2¢ 0.24 0.30 0.26 0.28 0.30 0.34 .40 .41 0.40 0.43 0.44
Others 0.24 0.29 0.24 0.28 0.36 0.36 0.44 0.48 0.48 0.46 0.50 0.45 0.52

Import

Rest of ASEAN-6 244 315 2.89 2.56 267 2.02 2406 1.96 1.64 1.53 161 18] 2.06)
Reat of SEACEN 1.94 2.20 203 2.06 2,38 234 2.26 230 208 1.93 1.87 1.89 2.02
Korea Lig 0.84 1.07 125 1.62 2.33 2469 337 3.32 297 243 227 2.25
Malaysia 059 0.56 146 2.64 279 1.70 1.59 1.75 1.43 1.2% 129 128 1.44]
Mongolia N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A NsA Nsa Ns/A N/A 0.03
Myanmar Q.58 0.64 1.03 0.96 125 055 6.51 2.19 2.29 2.35 11.01 335 10,79
Nepal N/A N/A Nza N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/a N/A 6.33
Philippines 0.87 1.06 772 1.03 145 1.03 1.23 072 0.65 054 058 0.53 0.66
Singapore 642 7.91 6.23 4.59 4.51 371 3.83 3.59 315 255 248 2.80 3.57
Sri Lanka 0.14 0.00 0.0l 0.06 0.06 004 0.14 .02 0.09 0.12 0.52 0.36 .14
Taiwan L.65 1.88 161 208 265 3.07 2.34 2.16 2.01 2.05 202 1.75 L1
Thailand L17 149 1.22 121 1.87 1.22 1.31 1.44 0.82 118 1.61 239 1.95
[Japan 2.61 273 293 2.58 247 2.83 270 241 2.2¢ 2.58 2.58 2.52 2.57
China 1.59 1.97 1.95 1.86 L7 1.60 1.56 1.20 1.33 149 1.24 129 i.09
Heng Kong 0.30 0.49 041 0.42 0.44 0.51 0.32 0.26 0.24 0.2} 0.20 0.18 0.23
India 0.32 0.50 052 0.55 0.91 1.2 170 1.59 215 1.73 194 3.27 2.75
Rest of Asian-15 2.17 2.3¢ 232 2.13 2.20 232 220 2.03 1.89 1.9¢ 1.88 1.89 1.99]
United States. 141 1.25 1.08 110 i.10 0.98 108 L16 Q.91 0.92 Lol 0.99 1.04
Enropean Union 049 045 0.57 0.57 048 0.48 0.49 0.5¢ 0.64 0.55 0.53 0.57 0.55
Others 0.69 0.66 0.58 0.64 0.72 0.81 (.72 0.70 0.66 0.72 0.81 0.78 0.74

" Derived by using squations 5 and & given in Chapier 3,

Source:  Same as Appendix 9.
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dix-11: Per: D of Korea’s Trade

(The Relative Measure of Trade Intensity) !/

Export 1985 1986 1987 19865 1989 19350 19891 1892 1883 1094 1095 1996 IBEZl
'EEAN’-G 507 3.84 4.18 5.05 6.39 7.84 988 11.18 1135 1186 13.28 1439 1372
Rest of SEACEN 6.05 5.06 5.58 6.81 8.66 1004 1240 1444 1447 1507 1668 17.7B 17.46]
Indonesia .65 0.52 0.51 0.66 1.07 1.66 1.88 2.53 2.59 2.69 2.37 2.47 2.60
Malaysia 1.48 0.63 0.63 Q.68 0.87 1.09 1.44 1.48 1.74 .72 2.36 3.34 3.20
Mongolia N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02
Myanmar 3.05 0.07 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.06 N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.07 0.10 0.19
Nepal a.07 0.05 0.05 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 [Re3} 0.01 0.01
Philippines .80 0.54 0.47 Q.56 0.76 0.77 0.94 097 1.14 1.26 119 1.47 L9
Singapore 1.62 1.53 1.96 223 2.46 2.78 3.76 4.20 3.78 4.32 535 4.98 4.26
Sri Lanka 0.27 0.21 0.19 Q.16 0.15 Q.26 0.26 027 0.31 0.32 0.26 0.27 0.33
Taiwan .65 0.96 117 1.67 2.09 Lez 2.24 2.95 2.79 2.85 3.10 3.09 3.39
Thailand .47 0.55 0.58 Q.88 L2 L.49 1.86 2.00 2.14 1.91 1.94 205 L.65]
Japan 1500 15863 17.84 1978 2157 1944 17.19 1514 1406 14.08 1363 1216 10.85
China N/A 0.35 0.45 0.61 0.70 0.90 .40 3.46 6.26 6.46 7.31 8.77 9.97
Hong Kong 5.17 4.87 4.66 5.87 541 5.81 6.64 7.7 782 8.35 8.54 8.58 8.61
India 1.54 1.47 0.85 0.77 1.08 0.67 0.65 0.57 2.19 1.21 0.80 0.91 0.84

Rest of Aslan-15] 27.76 27.3¢ 2939 3384 3743 3686 3827 4132 448 4517 47.07 4819 47.73]
United States 35.51 3998 3873 3526 33.09 2078 2582 2361 2206 2141 1930 1671 1588
Eurgpean Uniom 10.75 1246 [4.00 1345 1189 1365 1354 1205 1145 11.7) 13.04 11.81 12.39
Othiera 2597  20.16 §7.88 1745 17.60 10.71 2237 2303 2163 21.71 2060 23.29 24.00]

% 42234 BBO1S

Impert
(ASEAN-6 7.98 6.17 6.49 6.28 6.35 6.90 7.24 7.08 7.56 8.17
Rest of SEACEN 9.16 7.57 8.37 8.37 8.54 9.02 9.05 9.03 9.41 991
lindonesin 2.15 1.35 2.0 1.75 1.85 229 2.78 2.46 2.67 2.84
|Malaysia 3.98 2.86 2.65 2,57 2.45 227 1.83
Mongolia N/A N/A N/A Q.00 0.00 .00 0.00
Myanmar Q.03 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.00 Q.00 N/A
(Nepal N/fA N/A N/A 0.00 0.00 Q.00 N/A
Philippines .48 0.39 0.30 0.35 0.33 0.39 0.40
Singapore 0.86 0.68 1.05 1.09 1.04 1.28 1.62
Sri Lanka 0.12 0.04 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.05
'Taiwan 1.07 1.37 1.85 2.07 2.16 2.08 1.76
(Thailand .49 Q.88 0.47 0.51 0.68 0.66 a.61
lJapan 2428 3441 3320 3074 2839 2659 24.81
‘China N/A 1.97 2.11 2.68 297 3.25 534
Hong Kong 1.58 1.27 0.97 1.07 0.95 0.88 Q.64
India 0.69 0.40 0.49 0.33 0.42 0.41 0.57
Rest of Aslan-15] 3572 4562 4524 4319 41.07 40.14 40.41

United States 20.84 20.72 2135 24.62 25.89 24.26
European Unlon
Othe

21.08
14.20
24.30

" Percentage distribution of Korea's exports and imports with country/group of countrics listed. This measure of trade intensity has been derived by dividing
Korea's trade with its respective trading partner/pariners by its total exports or imporls.

Sources: Direction of Trade Statlstics Yearbook of IMF, various issucs, and The Bank of Korea.
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Appendix.12: Export and Import Trade Intensity of Korea /

Export 1985 1986 1987 1088 1880 1990 1991 1092 1983 1004 1085 1996 1897
JASEAN-6 148 126 127 133 154 169 195 217 187 183 194 208 210
Rest of SEACEN| 006 086 085 089 108 120 134 156 137 136 142 150 154
Indonesia 117 098 098 136 197 260 258 353 333 349 292 301 3.42
Malayela 224 118 119 111 116 128 140 142 L4l 122 153 223 232
Mongolia N/JA  NfJA O N/A N/A NJA 037 152 166 052 282 205 196 1.92
Myanmar 3026 500 262 386 448 300 N/A  N/A  N/A N/A 156 209 2.0
Nepal 458 208 9248 168 168 147 120 125 118 114 063 083 0.77
Philippines 272 202 154 173 206 202 260 240 224 235 212 225 268
singapore 115 122 143 139 149 156 202 222 164 178 216 198 177
5ri Lanka 271 237 215 1.8 215 342 283 301 287 301 278 277 31§
Taiwan 060 081 080 08 .21 120 127 156 134 141 150 158 162
Thatland 095 123 105 119 143 153 1.75 - 187 1.72 148 138 149 143
Japan 204 249 281 287 310 283 259 248 216 217 203 182  L7§
China N/A 017 025 030 036 057 078 161 224 236 278 331 384
Hong Kong 3.24 280 229 250 226 241 235 238 209 218 222 226 226
India 176 199 121 109 169 096 119 094 383 200 131 132 119
Rest of Astan-18) 160 180 186 191 209 206 204 215 204 202 205 212 2.7
[United States 1.83 210 217 209 202 197 180 163 136 131 126 107 097
European Union . . 0.31 034 032  0.34

Qthers

Import
ASEAN-6 2.06 1.84 1.84 1.60 1.53 1.64 1.53 1.87 1.45 1.18 112 118 1.29]
Rest of SEACEN 1.24 1.05 1.05 097 0.99 1.09 1.00 1.06 (.96 0.84 0.81 0.84 0.88
Indonesia 2.06 1.78 2.71 2.39 2.42 2.96 2.96 3.03 3.05 2.88 2.68 2.77 2.87
Malaysia 4.58 3.98 3.40 3.20 2.83 2.56 2.28 1.94 1.79 1.29 1.25 1.32 1.55
Mongolia N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.00 1.04 0.00 Q.74 0.81 0.79 1.11 0.18 0.17
[Myanmar 1.89 1.29 1.54 1.73 0.66 0.34 N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.40 0.52 0.54]
Nepal N/A N/A N/A 0.22 0.26 0.22 0.18 013 0.12 N/A N/A 0.10 0.09
Philippines 1.87 1.56 1.22 1.30 1.24 1.57 1.53 1.21 1.21 1.24 1.28 0.97 1.05
Slogapore 0.67 0.59 0.85 0.73 0.68 0.81 0.73 1.27 0.90 0.70 0.67 0.69 0.72
8ri Lanka 1.63 0.64 .5 0.42 0.49 0.58 0.82 0.81 .50 0.62 0.54 0.51 0.67:
Taiwan 0.62 0.67 0.79 0.90 0.95 1.03 0.84 Q.72 0.72 0.79 0.84 0.81 0.74;
Thailand 1.22 1.92 0.92 0.84 0.97 0.95 0.83 0.88 0.63 0.5% 060 0.76 0.82
Japan 244 3,18 332 305 300 307 282 257 240 261 2,70 262 247,
China N/A 1.22 1.23 1.48 1.52 1.71 2.01 1.96 1.86 1.84 1.82 1.94 2.06]
Hong Kong 094 070 046 045 038 036 033 030 030 018 018 022 018
India 1.50 0.86 1.05 0.66 077 0.75 1.14 116 112 0.98 0.96 1.04 1.05
Rest of Asian-15 1.85 2.26 2.23 2.05 1.97 2.02 1.88 1.76 1.62 1.61 1.61 1.57 1.56!
United States 1.74 1.86 1.95 2.03 2.06 2.05 1.88 1.84 L.67 1.71 1.91 1.84 1.63,
European Uniony 0.27 027 0.28 0.29 0.27 027 0.28 0.27 0.31 0.36 0.33 0.35 0.34
Qthers 1.03 0.77 0.76 0.76 0.82 1.01 1.06 1.17 1.18 1.07 1.07 1.10 1.17]

Y Derived by using equations 5 and 6 given (n Chapler 3.

Source: Same as Appendix 11.
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Appendir-13: Percentage Distribution of Malaysia's Trade
(The Relative Measure of Trade Intensity) ¥

[Rest of ASEAN-6] 2573 2).72 2371 2418 2522 29.14 29.03 2925 2763 2699 26.77 2739 27.]12
Rest of SEACEN| 34.02 2959 3217 3221 3267 3630 3646 3606 3463 3302 3296 3475 34.78
Indonesia 0.43 0.39 0.82 1.33 1.66 1.16 1.48 1.24 1.15 L2 1.32 1.55 1.56
Korea 5.88 5.17 531 4.78 5.01 4.62 4.40 3.42 3.45 2.79 2.79 3.04 3.18
(Mongella N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
(Myanmar 0.08 0.08 0.03 0.03 0.06 017 0.19 0.22 0.22 0.38 031 0.28 0.47|
(Nepal 0.01 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.0] 001 0.01 0.1 0.01 0.01 0.0}
Philippines 2.39 1.77 1.80 1.48 1.30 1.34 0.87 117 1.02 1.03 0.91 Loz 1.49
Singapore 19.41 1693 1821 19.34 1975 2295 2331 2297 2164 2062 2031 2044 2002
6rl Lanka 0.16 0.27 0.32 029 0.18 0.36 0.30 0.27 0.34 0.25 0.25 0.20 0.19
Talwan 225 243 2.81 2,95 2.26 217 271 3.11 3.20 297 314 4.10 4.28
Thailand 3.42 2.58 2.85 1.98 246 3.51 3.19 3.64 3.59 3.76 3.92 4.09 3.58]
[Japan 2456 23.30 1954 1696 1603 1532 1586 13.40 1297 1201 1267 1338 1241
China 1.04 117 1.56 1.97 1.92 2,10 1.86 1.90 2.55 3.28 2.65 2.40 2.37|
Hong Kong 1.34 2.23 2.82 3.39 3.07 317 3.35 3.78 4.12 4.60 5.35 588 5.50)
India 2.80 2.53 2.87 2.58 1.33 1.62 0.93 1.05 0.45 0.83 113 1.54 1.49|
[Rest of Aslan-15] 63.77 5882 65896 57.09 5503 65852 5845 5620 5472 5374 54.76 57.95 56.56
United States 12.79 1643 1657 17.36 1870 1695 1688 1856 2031 21.06 2068 18.18 1856
Eurgpean Undon] 14.41 1450 14.27 1444 1540 1538 1517 1526 1384 1424 1420 13.70 14.42

Indonesia 1.13 1.33 1.39 1.71 1.53 1.08 1.38 1.60 1.57 157 1.57 1.82 1.86]
Korea 224 2.26 2.63 2.60 2.49 254 2.92 3.06 3.06 3.18 4.09 5.19 5.86
(Mongelia N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.00 N/A N/A N/A
(Myanmar 022 0.05 013 0.07 0.08 0.06 0.05 0.05 0.13 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.07
(Nepal N/A N/A N/A 0.19 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Philippines 1.87 1.15 117 0.81 0.70 Q.53 0.45 0.60 0.48 0.54 0.59 1.20 1.18
Singapore 15.84 1505 1476 13.19 1354 1477 1551 1573 1521 1406 1238 13.35 13.04
$r1 Lanka 0.02 0.05 0.02 0.02 0.01 a.01 0.03 a.o1 .02 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.03
Taiwan 2.65 3.25 3.77 4.59 4.98 5.58 5.45 567 536 5.09 519 4.98 4.76
Thailand 3.54 3.96 3.49 3.04 3.00 2.41 2.43 2.48 2.48 2.47 2.64 3.3 3.90]
Japan 23.03 2051 2165 2303 2407 2419 2607 2597 2745 2662 27.29 2453 2181
[China 2.04 2.60 2,94 291 2,70 1.92 2.18 2.94 2.40 2.29 2.21 2.39 2.82
Hong Kong 1.70 2.07 2.21 2.30 205 1.91 2.04 2.27 2.02 1.99 2.16 2.32 2.43]
India 0.80 0.79 0.78 0.72 116 0.74 0.77 0.89 0.87 0.69 0.71 0.94 0.9
[Rest of Aslan-16] 5508 53.12 5492 519 5630 5574 5927 6077 6105 5855 5882 6010 5873
(United States 15290 1878 1871 17.66 1684 1695 1531 1579 1690 1664 16.15 1546 16.69

1 Percentage distribution of Malaysia's exporis and imporls with country/group of counirles lisled. This measure of trade Intensity
has been derived by dividing Malaysia's Lrade wilh ils respective trading pariner/pariners by ils lotal experis or imports.

Saurces: Direction of Trade Statistics Yearbook of IMF. various issues. and Bank Negara Malaysia
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Appendix-14: Export and Import Trade Intensity of Malaysia '/

Export 1985 lésﬁ 1987 1988 1089 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997

Rest of ASEAN-6) 7.57 7.20 7.30 6.47 6.14 6.35 5.79 b.74 4.59 4.21 3.95 4.02 4.21
Rest of SEACEN 545 5.07 4.94 4.28 4.12 4.39 3.99 3.92 3.31 3.02 2.84 2.98 3.10]

Indonesia 0.78 0.74 1.60 2.76 3.09 1.85 204 1.75 1.52 .81 1.65 1.2 2.08
Korea 355 3.36 3.12 2.55 2.49 2.29 t.94 1.61 1.54 1.16 1.05 1.08 1.22
|Mongolla N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.24 0.14 0.25 0.26
|Myanmar 5.18 3.86 2.50 3.75 B.79 8.99 657 8.13 8,70 10.84 7.07 5.96 9.80
(Nepal Q.41 0.00 0.86 0.49 0.57 0.78 0.84 0.99 0.45 047 037 0.64 0.79
Philippines 8.24 6.73 6.03 4.71 3.54 3.56 245 2.92 2.03 1.94 165 1.59 2.12
Singapore 13.90 1362 1344 1215 1213 1305 1267 12.27 9.49 8.55 8.28 8.27 8.42
Sri Lanka 1.60 3.05 3.79 3.50 2.63 4.689 3.56 2.97 3.15 2.39 2.68 213 1.82]
Taiwan 2.10 207 1.93 1.64 1.32 1.38 1.Bb 1.66 1.56 1.48 1.54 213 2.08
[Thailand 6.94 579 5.28 2.68 295 3.64 3.03 3.45 292 294 2.8] 3.01 3.14
[Japan 353 3.75 3.12 2.49 2.33 2.26 2492 2.22 2.01 1.87 1.91 2.03 2.03
‘China 0.46 0.5% 0.87 0.98 0.99 1.35 1.05 0.90 0.92 1.21 1.02 0.92 0.93
Hong Kong 0.85 1.29 1.40 1.46 1.30 1.33 1.20 1.18 L 121 1.41 1.57 1.46]
India 3.22 3.45 4.1l 3.68 210 235 171 1.78 .79 1.39 1.66 2.27 2.13]
Rest of Asian-15] 3.70 366 3.52 3.05 2.90 3.10 296 2.79 241 2.33 2.30 2.43 2.46)
United States 0.66 0.87 0.94 1.04 116 1.14 1.19 1.29 1.27 1.30 1.36 1.18 1.15]

Rest of ASEAN-§| 5.90 6.52 6.00 4.89 4,60 4.53 4.27 4.18 3.52 3.06 2.7 3.11 3.19
Rest of SEACEN 3.77 3.79 3.47 3.10 3.09 3.30 3.14 3.16 2.75 2.52 2.39 2.68 2.76

Indonesia 1.09 177 1.89 2.38 2.03 L42 1.64 1.74 1.56 1.65 1.73 1.90 1.89
Korea 1.33 1.28 1.30 1.14 117 1.31 141 1.48 1.37 1.29 1.64 2.08 2.35

N/A N/a N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.27 N/A N/A N/A|
Myanmar 13.02 632 1343 1315 7.87 4.69 3.04 2.58 5.48 2.07 2.29 2.24 3.22
Nepal N/A N/A N/A ~21.94 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Philippines 7.26 4.70 4.76 3.07 2.64 219 1.76 227 1.55 L67 1.70 3.03 2.56
Singapoere 1248 13.19 1200 8.96 8.89 239 9.08 9.19 7.54 6.08 5.24 5.56 5.67|
Sri Lanka 023 0.78 0.28 0.33 0.17 Q.12 Q.47 0.19 0.28 0.20 0.42 Q.42 0.33
Taiwan 1.55 1.61 1.64 2.02 2.21 2.78 248 2.58 231 229 2.28 2.24 2.12
[Thailand 8.91 8.77 6.98 5.06 4.37 3.49 2.95 2.82 248 228 233 3.08 3.64
Japan 2.34 1.92 2,19 2.32 2.58 2.82 2.87 2.83 2.78 282 3.08 3.11 2.82
China 1.34 1.64 1.74 1.63 L.50 1.03 1.05 1.06 .96 0.79 0.74 0.83 0.84
Hong Kong 1.01 1.15 1.07 0.97 082 0.78 0.72 0.70 0.55 0.55 0.62 0.67 0.70
Indla 1.75 1.69 1.69 1.48 214 1.39 1.50 1.78 1.58 119 116 1.51 1.57|
Rest of Asfan-15 2.76 2.53 2,59 2.48 2.58 2.69 263 281 2.38 2.27 2.31 2.45 2.37
United States 1.29 1.70 1.73 1.48 1.36 1.44 1.26 1.31 1.33 1.36 1.38 1.29 1.32
European Unlon 0.41 .39 0.34 0.34 0.39 0.36 0.35 0.32 0.3z 0.37 0.28 Q.36 0.37]
Others 0.46 0.45 0.45 0.52 0.44 0.49 0.46 Q.45 Q.43 0.45 0.43 0.42 0.44

i Derived by using equations § and 6 given in Chapler 3.

Source: Same as Appendix 13,
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Appendiz-15: P D on b Trade

(The Relative Measure of Trade Intensity) '/

e ST R T s T
Export 1985 1986 1987 1988 1889 1990 1991 1992 16893 1994 1995 1996 1897
[ASEAN-6 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.78 N/A 0.53. 0.70]
Rest of SEACEN N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 1.65 N/A 0.78 N/A 0.53 0.70
Ind i N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/a N/A]|
Korea N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 1.65 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A]
(Malaysia N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.39 N/A 0.26 0.70]
(Myanmar N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
[Nepal N/a N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Philippines N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.39 N/A N/A N/A
Singapore N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.26 N/A
Sri Lanka N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/a N/A
[ Taiwan N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Thalland N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Japan N/A N/A N/A N/A 2901 29.85 3223 11.16 2062 24.77 21.43 2348
China N/A N/A N/A N/A 6.84 26.87 3636 2030 2685 27.79 3042 30.77]
Hong Kang N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.39 0.30 N/A N/A
Indla N/A N/A N/A N/A (.85 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A]
Rest of Asian-15| N/A N/A N/A N/A 3761 56.72 70.25 4047 4864 5287 5238 63.95
United States N/A N/A N/A N/A 1.71 149 - 579 1488 10,12 6.95 7.94 9.30
European Union N/A N/A N/A N/A  17.09 23.88 19.01 930 1284 1057 1138 7.44
Others N/A N/A N/A NfA  43.59 17.91 6 3535 2840 29.61
ASEAN-G N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 4.13 5.03 4.58|
Rest of SEACEN N/A N/A N/A N/a N/A N/A 3.68 3.70 4.13 5.03 4.58
|Indonesia N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A]
Korea N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 368 3.70 N/A N/A N/A
|[Malaysia N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Q.39 0.37 0.37]
Myanmar N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/N N/A N/A N/A|
Nepal N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A]
[Philippines N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A]|
Singapore N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 314 4,28 4.03]
8ri Lanka N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Tatwan N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/a N/A N/A]
Thailand N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.59 0.37 0.18
Japan N/A N/A N/A N/A 6.56 1042 3190 1519 9.23 1229 7.88
China N/A N/A N/A N/A 1803 21.53 17.79 55.19 13.56 1490 1282
Hong Kong N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.69 1.23 1.11 2.18 0.74 0.92
India N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.6] 1.11 0.20 0.56 0.18]

Rest of Asfan-15 N/A N/A N/A N/A 2453 3264 5521 76.30
United States N/A N/A N/A N/A N/a 8.59 1.11
|European Union N/a 2049 3611 2899 1556
Others N/Aa  54.92  31.25 9.20 7.04

29.27 33.52 26.37
2.95 0.93 5.98

v Percentage distributlon of Mangplia's exports and imports with country/group ol countries listed. This measure of trade
intensily has been derived by dividing Mongolia's trade with Its respective trading partner/partners by iis lotal exports or imports.

Source: Direction of Trade Staristics Yearbookof IMF, varicus issues.
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Appendix-16: Export and Import Trade Intensity of Mongolia '/

Export 1986 1887 1988 1888 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1086 1996 1897
[ASEAN-6 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A  0.12 N/A 0.08 a1
Rest of SEACEN N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.18 N/A  0.07 N/A 0.05 0.06]
Ind i N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/AJ
Korca N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.79 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A}
Malaysia N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 028 N/A 0.18 0.50
Myanmar N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A]
Nepal N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A]
Philippines N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.74 N/A N/A N/A]
Stngapore N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.1l N/A|
Srl Lanka N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A|
Taiwan N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A]
Thailand N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A]
[ Japan N/A N/A N/A N/A 4.39 4.24 4.59 5.38 1.75 3.25 3.80 3.30 3.90
China N/A N/A N/A N/A 3.56 7.12 1531 17.30 1072 1002 1084 1180 1574
Hong Kong N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.10 0.08 N/A N/A|
India N/A N/A N/A N/A 1.36 3.20 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Rest of Aslan-15 N/A N/A N/A N/A 1.92 2.14 2.76 3.35 1.71 2.01 212 2.10 2.66
United States N/A N/A N/A N/A - O 0.15 011 0.41 0.94 063 0.46 0.52 0.58|

[ASEAN-6 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Q.1) 0.67 0.80 Q.74
Rest of SEACEN N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.41 0.41 N/A 0.06 0.38 0.46 0.42
Indonesia N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A]
Korea N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 1.79 1.8 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A]
Malaysia N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.24 0,27 0.256 0.26]

y N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A|
Nepal N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/ N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A|
Philippines N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A]
Singapore N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 1.35 1.81 1.78
81l Lanka N/A N/A N/a N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Taiwan N/A N/A N/a N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Thailand N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.32 0.53 0.35 0.17
Japan N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.71 1.23 3.55 1.68 062 0.98 1.06 1.58 1.03
China N/A N/A N/A N/A 1050 11.58 8.66 24.20 1047 5.58 4.62 5.22 3.87
Hong Kong N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.29 0.44 0.35 1.18 0.76 0.63 0.22 0.27
India N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 1.20 2.25 ¢.53 0.59 0.33 0.9] 0.30;
Rest of Aslan-19 N/A N/A N/A N/A 1.09 1.52 2.37 3.16 1.37 107 1.10 1.31 1.02]
United States N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.7) 0.09 041 0.22 0.26 0.08 0.56
European Union N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.53 0.82 063 0.37 Q.18 0.30 0.44 0.46 0.58]
Others N/A N/A N/A N/A 2 05 1.37 0.42 0.32 2.33 2.556 2.26 2.04 1.89]

' Dertved by using equalions 5 and & given (n Chapler 3.

Source: Same as Appendix 15,

116



«17: Per age Dists of My s Trade
( The Relative Measure of Trade Intensity) V/

6

1 1987
19.80 19.79 1963 1905 2000 2758 19.17 1842 19.62 21.83 2032 2515 23.00

Rest of SEACEN| 31.02 30.90 31.05 3061 31.16 33.57 23.05 2281 2280 24.67 32.63 2843 2581
Indonesia 693 894 685 680 698 240 057 146 165 186 681 252 187
Korea 528 521 548 644 512 216 076 073 N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A
Malaysia 231 208 228 204 233 216 3.04 249 611 273 322 303 3.90
Mongolia N/A - N/A N/A N/A N/A NJA NJA NJA N/A NJA NJA NJA NJA
Nepal N/A  N/A N/A N/ N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Philippines N/A - N/A NJA N/A N/A 024 018 015 N/A 0 O11 008 353 3.99
Singapore 990 972 950 952 977 1103 1537 1433 1187 1397 1627 1606 13.33
Sri Lanka 594 590 594 6142 605 3.2 na 044 071 011 008 093 042
Taiwan N/A N/A ON/JA N/A O N/A 072 323 322 247 273 322 235 229
Thailand 066 104 091 068 083 1175 N/A  N/A N/A 317 314 N/A N/A
Japan 836 836 836 838 835 680 B854 620 764 753 729 791 7.64
China 122 122 122 123 122 798 1822 (740 1763 1419 1153 1051 569
Hong Kong 913 813 912 916 912 548 645 658 658 546 492 496 3.90
India 231 243 228 204 233 1055 892 1389 1246 11.90 1237 11.35 14,28

Rest of Aslan-15] 52.05 52.05 52.04
United States 429 069 091
Eurapean Union| 19.14 8.68 8.68
38,58 38.37

67,10 63.76 6873 63.16 57.30
5.41 7.21 6.69 892 9.51
7.40 7.42 6.10 8.58 11.80|

9.03 9.03 9.04 9.03 881 26.06 3567
Rest of SEACEN 9.10 9.11 9.1 910 8.89 29.50 3885

Indenesia 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.45 0.66
Korea 0.07 0.07 007 0.07 0.07 3.44 3.00
Malaysia 2.60 2.60 2.60 2.60 2.58 4.79 6.93
Mongolia N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A - N/A N/A

Nepal NM/A N/A NJA N/A NJA N/A NJA
Philippines 003 003 003 003 003 001 N/A
Singapore 584 584 584 584 567 17.81 27.72
8ri Lanka N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Talwan N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 000 028

Thalland 0.54 0.55 0.55 0.55 0.52 2.89 0.37
Japan 39.02 3902 3302 39.02 39.18 1662 8.52
[China 3.16 3,16 3.16 3.16 3.09 2068 2049
Hong Kong 0.62 0.62 0.62 0.62 0.52 1.35 1.40
India 0.47 0.48 0.47 0.48 0.52 0.15 0.37
Rest of Aslan-18| 52.37 5238 52.38 5237 5219 6827 7875
United States 6.02 6.02 6.01 8.01 6.19 2.84 2.43
European Union
Others

v Percentage distribution of Myanmar's exporis and imports with country/group of countries iisled. This measure of trade intensily
has been derived by dividing Myanmar's Lrade with its respective rading pariner/pariners by iis Lotal £XporLs or imperis.

Source: Directien of Trade Statistics Yearbook of IMF, various lssues.
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Appendix-18: Export and Import Trade [ntensity of Myanmar Y

1985 1986
Rest of ASEAN-6 5.87 6.59 6.08 5.13 4.90 3.86 3.69 3
Rest of SEACEN 5.00 9.32 4.80 4.09 3.96 2.56 2.50 2.2] 229
Indonesia 1275 1336 1340 1423 13.11 0.80 2.09 2.20 2,50
Horea 3.21 3.40 3.23 2.9 2.56 0.34 .35 N/A N/A
Malaysia 3.55 3.97 4.35 341 3.17 3.01 243 5.07 1.98
Mongolia N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
[Nepal N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Philippines N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.54 0.37 N/A 0.21
Singapore 7.13 7.86 7.1 6.02 6.04 8.44 7.73 5.27 5.88
Sri Lanka 61.30 66.58 69.86 74.47 89.08 N/A 4.92 6.67 1.05
Talwan N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 1.87 1.74 1.2 1.38
Thailand 1.35 2.35 1.70 0.93 113 N/A N/A N/A 251
[Japan 121 £.35 1.34 1.24 1.23 1.31 1.05 1.20 119
China 0.54 0.58 Q.69 0.62 0.64 10.38 8.28 6.45 5.30
Hong Kong 5.81 5.33 4.56 397 3.88 2.34 2.08 1.80 1.46
India 2.67 3.33 3.28 296 3.71 16.63 23.28 2223 2016
Rest of Aslan-16| 293 3.15 3.03 2.68 2.67 3.20 2.84 2.64
United States 0.22 0.04 0.05 0.08 0.06 0.39 .34 0.45
European Union 0.56 023 022 0.23 0.21 0.13 626 020
85 45 1 0.94 0.85 094
2.38 2.75 2.61 2.38 217 6.32 7.77 7.99 7.65 8.09 7.40 7.14 7.96
1.26 1.28 1.17 1.08 1.05 364 4.38 461 4.23 4.70 4.28 4.22 4.70
0.02 0.03 0.03 Q.02 Q.03 0.59 0.79 1.69 3.60 3.16 325 3.63 5.10]
0.04 0.04 0.04 0.03 ©.03 1.79 1.46 1.59 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Malaysia 3.06 3.69 3.41 3.31 3.05 56.51 7.05 8.70 730 11.94 7.75 652 1073
A 1i N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Nepal N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Philippines Q.12 0.13 0.14 a.12 0.12 0.03 N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.26 ¢.10 0.08
Singapore 4.64 5.156 4.79 3.99 3.75% 1143 1639 1633 1499 1278 1346 1334 12381
Sii Lanka N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 051 N/A
Tatwan N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.00 a3 0.09 Q.14 0.43 Q.49 .74 1.03
Thalland 1.38 1.22 1.10 0491 0.76 4.38 0.46 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Japan 3.99 3.67 3.97 3.96 4.23 1.95 0.95 1.12 0.92 0.55 0.89 1.43 1.14
China 2.09 2.00 1.88 1.78 1.73 11.12 1435 1195 1175 9.68 10.36 7.97 7.08]
Hong Kong 0.37 0.35 0.30 0.26 Q.21 0.55 0.50 0.51 1.01 0.93 0.9¢ 1.18 0.88]
India 1.04 1.03 1.03 0.99 0.96 0.28 0.73 0.97 238 3.10 1.71 3.25 3.10]
Rest of Asian-15) 2.54 2.43 2.40 2.29 2.32 3.19 3.39 3.38 3.23 3.26 335 336 3.42]
United States 0.51 0.55 0.56 0.51 0.50 0.24 0.20 0.04 0.09 0.07 0.07 0.§2 .07,
Eurgpean Union 0.64 0.60 0.58 0.58 0.62 0.35 0.24 0.18 0.25 0.23 0.19 0.22 0.19
Others Q.59 0.64 0.67 0.72 0.67 0.58 0.39 ' 0.48 .15 0.13 O.11 Q.17 0.14

" Derived by using equations 5 and 6 in Chapter 3.

Source: Same as Appendix L7.
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19: Per age Di of Nepal's Trade
Y

(The of Trade

Export

—

(ASEAN-6 1.50

Rest of SEACEN 4.47  11.27 3.52 14.28 6.72 3.00 2.18 7.10 0.84 1.17
Indonesia N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Korea N/A N/A N/A 0.21 0.55 0.46 0.39 0.28 ¢.03 0.03
Malaysia 0.01 0.04 .14 12.34 0.05 0.05 0.05 N/A N/A N/A
Mongolia N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
(Myanmar N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Philippincs N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Singapore 1.48 1.49 1.35 1.70 4.37 2.31 1.56 0.57 0.27 0.28
Sri Lanka 2.98 9.70 2.03 0.02 Q.09 0.00 0.01 6.26 N/A 0.28
Talwan N/A N/A N/A N/A 1.62 0.1 0.10 N/A N/A N/A
Thalland 0.0 0.04 0.01 0.00 0.04 0.06 0.07 N/A 027 0.28
\Tapan 0.74 0.75 2.03 0.85 1.09 0.93 0.78 0.57 L.09 0.85
China 1.48 2.24 0.68 1.28 2713 231 0.39 0.28 0.54 0.57
Hong Kong 0.07 0.30 0.34 0.43 0.22 0.46 0.39 0.28 N/A N/A
India 34.07 2761 2500 17.02 1.64 6.48 6.61 5.97 4.63 3.70
Rest of Asian-15] 40.84 42.16 3156 33.85 1240 13.19 1035 14.20 7.11 6.30
United States 35.56 2537 2297 23.83 27.32 21.30 2374 2301 2725 33.33
European Undon| 20.74 26.87 3851 3660 51.01 5694 5798 5455 5886 53.85

2308 2708 3252 33.73 1530 12.50

Indonesia N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A]
Korca 8.24 5.54 5.41 4.08 3.73 243 2.60 2.94 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A]
(Malaysia 0.36 0.13 0.67 0.45 047 0.66 0.80 1.05 0.57 0.81 0.66 0.95 1.12
(Mongolia N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Myanmar 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Philippines 0.20 Q.00 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A|
Singapore 4.35 6.14 7.56 927 3562 1681 1200 1195 11.93 1220 1235 852 7.05
Srl Lanka 0.02 0.02 Q.02 0.12 0.70 N/A N/A 0.21 N/A N/A N/A Q.18 0.32
Taiwan 0.11 06.11 0.1 0.72 117 1.99 L40 1.47 1.33 1.79 1.86 0.79 0.64
‘Thalland 1.31 2.04 6.06 10.80 8.86 243 3.40 545 13.26 17.72 1886 4.89 3.37
Japan 2292 23,19 18.84 1277 184! 1438 21.60 1363 1420 11.87 890 11.36 5.77
China 6.48 7.39 4.82 4.49 699 10.18 7.00 8.18 7.01 7.15 7.84 647 10.26
Hong Kong 1.83 2.77 2.38 2.51 3.50 5.53 5.80 7.13 7.77 8.46 10.89 1451 14.42
India 3046 2874 17.20 16.84 8.39 951 17.00 1677 1572 1512 15867 27.29 2548
Rest of Aslan-15] 76.27 76.07 63.14 62.06 6783 6394 7160 6876 71.78 7512 77.03 74.92 68.43
United States 2,72 270 1312 1324 233 2.43 1.40 1.26 1.14 E 1.48 1.42 4.65
European Unien| 13.42 1402 1516 17.72 1725 19.69 1220 1530 1269 R 963 1388 16.19
Others

”Percenlage distributlon af Nepal's exports and iinports with cauntry/group of countries listed. This measure of rade inlensily
has been derived by dividing Nepal's trade with ils respective trading partner/pariners by its (ota) exporls or imports.

Source: Directien of Trade Statistics Yearbaok of IMF. various issues.
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Appendiz-20: Export and Import Trade Intensity of Nepal V/

1993

Export 1985 1986 1987 1088 1989 1980 1991 1982
ASEAN-8 0.45 0.52 .46 3.78 L.09 0.53 0.34 011 0.09 0.09 0.05 0.04 0.04
Rest of SEACEN 0.72 1.94 0.54 1.9) 0.85 0.37 0.24 0.78 0.08 0.11 0.09 0.06 0.22
Indonesia N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.03
Korea N/A N/A N/A 0.1 0.27 0.23 0.17 G.14 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.05 0.08]
Malaysia 0.02 0.07 0.26 20.84 Q.07 0.06 Q.05 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A|
Mongolia N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Myanmar N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Philippines N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/ N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A|
Singapore 1.07 121 1.00 1.08 2.70 1.33 0.85 0.31 0.12 0.12 0.13 o.n Q.11
Sri Lanka 30.57 10943 2385 0.21 1.29 0.06 Q.09 7008 N/A 274 3.33 N/A  12.63
Talwan N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.95 0.07 0.06 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A]
Thailand Q.02 0.08 0.01 Q.01 0.05 0.06 0.07 N/A 0.22 0.23 N/A N/A N/A
Japan a1 0.12 0.33 0.13 0.16 0.4 0.12 0.10 017 0.13 0.09 0.09 0.13
China .66 1.07 0.38 0.64 1.42 1.50 0.22 0.14 .20 0.21 N/A 0.33 10.90;
Hong Kong 0.05 0.17 0.17 Q.18 0.09 0.20 0.14 0.09 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A]
India 39.44 37.86 3592 2466 2.61 944 1234 10.00 8.27 628 1152 1879 23.85
Rest of Asian-15 230 2.55 1.84 1.76 0.63 0.68 0.50 0.68 0.30 0.26 0.39 0.59 0.92
United States 1.86 135 1.31 1.44 1.70 1.44 1.70 1.62 1.72 208 2.04 2.19 1.83
European Union Q.61 0.7] 0.99 0.96 1.25 1.29 134 1.29 1.60 1.46 1.43 1.26 1.18
0.36 0.29
ASEAN-6 1.64 2.53 4.13 5.37 6.15 4.83 3.53 3.81 4.62 5.11 5.17 2.29 1.56)
Rest of SEACEN 2.01 1.97 2.55 3.03 3.6 3.01 2.27 2.53 2.66 3.08 3.09 1.39 1.14
Indonesia N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A]
Korea 4.93 3.6 2.69 1.81 1.77 1.27 1.27 1.44 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A]
Malaysia 0.42 019 0.88 0.58 0.65 .76 0.81 0.96 Q.45 0.59 0.486 0.64 0.79
Mongolla N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A]
Myanmar N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A|
Philippines 0.78 Q.01 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A]
Singapore 3.46 5.42 6.20 6.34 10.34 1078 7.10 7.06 5.99 535 5.30 3.60 3.1
Sri Lanka 0.29 027 Q.26 224 1346 N/A N/A 3.16 N/A N/A N/A 2.04 3.81
Talwan 0.07 .05 0.08 0.32 0.52 1.00 0.64 0.68 0.58 0.82 0.84 0.36 0.29
Thailand 3.32 456 1222 1812 13.00 3.56 4.17 6.27 1329 1659 16.87 4.62 3.18
Japan 2.34 218 1.92 1.30 1.99 1.69 2.40 1.50 1.46 1.28 102 1.46 0.76]
China 4.30 4.68 287 2.53 3.92 5.48 341 3.59 2.85 2.52 2.67 2.26 3.10
Hong Kong 110 1.55 1.16 1.07 1.42 2.28 2.06 2.24 2.14 237 3.18 4.25 4.24
India 66.80 6245 37.47 3490 1570 1807 33.20 33.99 2886 2656 2604 4465 42.3)
Rest of Aslan-15| 3.70 353 2.89 2.72 3.01 299 3.08 2.85 2.70 2.80 2.90 292 2.64
United States Q.23 @.25 1.22 1.12 0.19 0.21 0.12 a1 0.09 0.11 0.13 Q12 0.37|
European Unlon| °0.38 0.37 0.39 0.46 0.45 0.45 0.29 0.36 .33 0.33 0.24 0.35 0.43
Others 0.23 0.24 Q.30 .26 0.47 0.61 0.67 0.67 .65 Q.49 0.53 0.42 0.45

" Derived by using equations 5 and & given in Chapler 3.

Source: Same as Appendix 19,
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Appendix-21: Percentage Distribution of Philippines's Trade
(The Relative Measure of Trade Intensity)

(Rest of ASEAN-6|
Rest of SEACEN

Indonesia

Korea

Malaysia

Myanmar . . .

Nepal a.02 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.00 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.00
Singapore 540 324 344 317 283 283 260 257 332 526 571 596 643
Sri Lanka 009 002 004 003 003 004 w03 002 004 005 005 003 004
Talwan 1.86 2.56 2.52 2.84 2.69 2.55 2.38 2.92 3.04 3.36 3.26 3.22 4.63
Thalland 1.90 1.43 2.20 1.75 1.98 1.91 2.50 1.00 1.49 2.70 4.58 3.80 3.39
Japan 1890 1758 17.13 2007 2028 1974 1994 1769 1597 1501 1572 17.86 16.62
(China .73 2.7 154 095 065 076 1.45 1.i6 1.53 1.22 123 1.80 097
Hong Kong 4.04 4.56 4.88 4.89 3.90 4.03 4.43 4.72 4.81 4.83 4.72 4.23 4.64
India 0.35 0.10 Q.09 1.00 0.38 0.02 0.19 0.09 1.98 0.10 .11 0.18 0.13
Rest of Aslan-15| 3299 36.60 36.95 39.02 3823 37.09 3798 3367 3594 3686 4048 42.71 4214
United States 35.73 3546 36.08 3557 3767 3781 3557 3801 3842 3814 3531 3391 3494
European Unlon] 14.02 1877 19.04 1766 1695 1770 18,57 1838 17.71 1747 17.58 17.50 18.00,

Rest of ASEAN-6)
Rest of SEACEN

Indonesia

Korea

Malaysia 7.16 3.99 3.26 2.97 2.53 2.22 2.46 2.65 2.01 2.02 2.21 2.51 2.61

Mongolia N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A G.00 N/A 0.03 N/A|

Myanmar N/A Q.04 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.02 Q.01 0.01 N/A 0.00 0.00 0.14 .01

Nepal N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.00]

Singapore 233 235 330 405 485 390 389 372 541 660 580 535 5.86

Sri Lanka N/A N/A 0.00 001 0.00 0.06 0.02 o .02 0.03 Q.03 0.01 0.02]
Taiwan 3.37 5.4 5.17 6.10 6.53 6.40 6.64 6.45 5.7t 5.66 5.47 5.00 4.93
Thailand 1.03 0.55 0.61 0.64 0.81 115 078 0.94 Lol 0.94 1.52 1.93 2.22
[Japan 13.77 1644 1588 1740 1946 18168 1937 21.13 2278 2411 2236 22.19 2040
China 5.34 2.24 3.01 3.07 217 140 1.89 1.29 1.08 1.47 234 223 2.49
Hong Kong 3.84 4.79 4.29 4.44 4,48 4.42 4.78 4.82 4.87 5.15 491 4.27 4.19
India an 0.17 014 0.33 0.30 0.67 0.61 0.61 0.68 0.65 0.62 0.71 0.68(
Rest of Aslan-15] 44.38 41.58 39.85 44.06 46.54 43.80 46.60 47.68 5054 5358 5255 5].68 51.28
United States 2468 23.98 2142 21.14 19.00 1948 2026 1822 2003 1848 1857 19.82 19.54

European Unlon 836 1057 11.54 1275 11.20 11.13 10.24 1202 1093 11.07 1076 11.33 12.59

Others 22.59 _23.87 27.19 2205 23.26 2559 2289 2207 1850 16.87 I8.11 17.18 16.58)

" Percentage distribution of Philippines's exporls and tmporls with country/group of countries listed. This measure of (rade intensily
has heen derived by dividing Philipplnes's trade with iLs respective Lrading pariner/partners by 1ts total exporls or imporis.

Sources: Direction of Trade Statistics Yearboek of IMF. varlous Issues, and Bangko Senlral ng Pilipinas.
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Appendiz-22: Export and Import Trade Intensity of Philippines g

Rest of ASEAN-6] 3.38 2,42 2,74 1.87 1.97 1.56 1.40 1.04 111 1.80 1.81 2.04 2.07
Rest of SEACEN 241 2.09 2.056 1.61 1.65 1.52 1.32 1.09 1.12 1.45 1.63 1.63 1.77]
Indonesia 0.7] 1.15 222 0.80 1.34 119 0.67 0.58 0.56 071 0.93 0.86 t.14
Korea 0.94 1.51 .11 1.21 1.12 1.40 115 085 087 0.91 0.96 0.64 Q.73
Malaysia 576 3.85 3.95 2.76 3.45 1.85 1.37 1.27 1.16 119 L9 2.28 1.79
Mongolla N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A]
Myanmar N/A N/A N/A N/A 020 006 N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.26 0.10 041
[Nepal 1.38 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A  0.08 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.35
Slngapore 3.88 2.62 255 1.99 1.74 1.67 1.42 1.38 1.47 220 2.35 243 2.72
Srl Lanka 0.91 0.28 0.49 0.34 0.38 0.52 0.40 0.23 033 0.50 0.55 0.31 0.35
Talwan 1.74 2.18 1.74 1.58 1.57 1.62 1.37 .57 1.49 1.69 1.61 1.68 2.26
Thailand 3.87 3.20 4.09 239 239 1.99 239 0.95 1.22 213 332 2.82 3.00
Japan 2.73 2.83 274 2,96 296 292 3.06 2.95 2.49 235 2.40 2.74 274
China 0.77 1.03 0.86 0.47 0.34 0.49 0.82 Q.55 .56 .45 048 .62 0.38
Hong Kong 2.56 2.66 2.43 2.12 1.66 1.70 1.60 1.48 1.31 1.28 1.25 114 1.24
India 0.4 014 0.13 1.45 0.61 0.04 0.38 Q.15 3.51 a.18 0.17 0.27 0.19
Rest of Aslan-15] 2.28 2.24 2.18 2.06 1.98 1.93 1.87 163 1.54 1.55 1.65 1.75 1.79
United States 1.86 1.89 2.05 2.14 2.34 2.55 2.53 274 24) 238 2.35 2.22 217
European Union 0.41 0.49 0.49 0.46 a.41 0.40 .43 Q.46 .48 0.47 0.47 0.48 .51

Others 0.35 (.34 0.30 0.30 0.31 .34 (.36 0.35 (.33 0.29 0.25 (.20,

Import

Rest of ABEAN-6|  3.68 2.88 2.44 2.27 2.36 2.13 1.81 177 1.86 1.88 1.90 L3 2.04
Rest of SEACEN 2.94 252 2.10 2.23 2.37 236 2.24 2.7 2.08 2.10 2.04 2.02 2.14

Indonesia 3.39 341 1.7% 1.46 2.15 203 1.66 1.40 1.97 1.86 2.45 2.19 204
HKorea 2.35 1.78 1.39 1.76 1.89 1.99 2.4] 2.34 2.27 2.28 205 2.12 2.38
Malaysia 8.40 5.65 4.25 3.77 2.99 2.54 2.49 2.43 1.58 1.46 1.52 1.69 1.82]
Mengolia N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.73 N/A 4.08 N/A
Myanmar N/A 3.08 1.64 0.84 1.23 124 0.52 0.35 N/A 0.20 0.15 5.10 0.60|
Nepal N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.36]
Singapore 1.85 2407 2,70 2.77 3.07 2.50 PAL 219 2.71 2.88 248 2.25 2.57
Sri Lanka N/A N/A 0.05 0.25 0.05 1.09 0.27 .10 0.28 0.41 0.38 0.15 0.2}
Taiwan 1.98 2.85 2.26 2.70 2.9} 3.22 3.04 2.96 2.49 2.58 248 2.27 2.22
Thailand 2.61 1.23 1.24 1.08 1.18 1.68 0.95 1.08 1.01 0.87 1.35 1.82 209
JJapan 1.41 1.54 1.62 1.76 2.09 2,13 2.15 233 233 2.58 2,55 2.84 2.67
IChina 3.54 1.41 1.79 173 121 0.7% 0.92 0.57 0.44 0.52 .80 0.78 0.76
Hong Kong 2.30 2.68 2.08 1.89 1.81 1.81 1.6 1.51 1.34 144 1.43 1.25 1.23
India 0.24 0.37 0.30 0.69 0.57 1.26 1.2 1.24 120 i.14 1.03 116 112

Rest of Asjan-15] 217 1.95 1.84 1.95 2.09 2.06 2.02 1.99 1.92 2.0l 1.99 2.04 201
United States 209 218 1.99 1.78 1.54 1.67 1.68 1.52 1.60 1.53 1.61 168 1.56
European Unlon 0.24 0.28 0.30 0.33 0.29 0.25 0.24 028 V.28 0.28 0.27 0.29 0.33
Others 0.69 0.80 0.95 0.83 0.87 112 1.03 1.01 .83 0.76 0.82 0.73 (.69

' Derived by using equalions § and 6 given in Chapter 3.

Source: Same as Appendix 21.
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dix-23; Percentage Distribution of i s Trade
e ingapore
(The Relative M of Trade Intensity) '/

. St s, .. L il o : o E—
1985 19%0 1991 1994 1995 1996
Rest of ASEAN.6 24.22 2363 23.15 22,38 23.11 2353 2534 2282 24.38 28.95 28.9¢ 2816 27.47)
Rest of SEACEN 28.06 28.16 28.27 28.09 28.70 29.88 3172 29.55 354 36.00 36.16 36.19 35.28]
Indonesia 3.34 391 3.00 207 2.28 2.19 2.61 2.39 2.20 176 1.82 2.09 247
Korea 123 L44 1.65 1.96 193 222 2.35 2.06 2.78 261 2.74 3.77 2.95
Malaysia 15.51 14.79 14.29 [3.56 13.65 13.03 14.87 12500 1418 19.64 1%.18 17.99 1746
Mongolin N/A NsA N/A N/a N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 001 0.02 0.02
Mysnmar 0.25 0.17 0.16 017 0.20 0.42 0.45 0.41 0.45 .40 0.54 0.58 0.56
Nepal 0.05 0.08 011 LAY 0.14 013 0.09 0.08 0.08 0.07 0.07 0.04 0.03
Philippines 0.96 110 146 132 1.48 127 113 1.28 185 1.63 1.63 1.84 235
Sri Lanka 085 077 0.66 0.61 0.51 042 0.3¢ 0.54 0.42 0.35 0.32 0.31 0.32
Taiwan L7E 224 27 2.83 3.00 358 3.5¢ 4.05 3.28 4.01 4.07 389 .50
Thailand 4.16 3.65 423 545 551 6.62 6.26 6.23 5.69 5.53 537 567 462
[Japan 9.42 8.58 9.05 863 855 875 8.67 7.61 7.46 698 7.80 8.19 7.06)
China 1.46 2.54 2.57 3.03 2.68 1.5] 145 L5 257 .16 2.33 271 3.23
Hong Kong 6.37 6.50 6.32 6.25 6.31 6.50 1.20 7.82 8.68 8.65 8.57 8.6 960
India 2.13 210 1.94 187 2.09 2.09 170 1.47 129 1.30 i.59 1.66 1.82
Rest of Asian-15 47.43 47.87 48.16 4788 48.32 48.7¢ 5074 4821 51.5¢ 55.09 56.45 5691 57.00
United Seates 2117 23.36 2433 23388 23.30 21.26 19.72 21.12 20.36 18.67 18.26 18.43 18.45)
European Union 10.59 1114 12,19 1297 14.05 15,04 14.64 15.77 14.60 13.39 13.39 13.02 1393
20.80 17.62 15.26_ B 14.32 14.96 14.90 . 13.50 12.85 11.90 11.64
Imposrt
Rest of ASEAN-§ 2¢.14 22.53 7253 2221 20.29 203¢ 2301 26.40 7502 2557 26.50
Rest of SEACEN 29.26 28.95 29.89 29.71 27.87 2755 5003 3.1 33.52 3404  33.87
Indonesia 6.82 334 4.89 4.14 4.02 343 4.00 445 3.33 382 4.56
Korea 161 232 2.69 2.88 299 2.9] 285 382 434 447 343
Malaysia 14.24 13.33 13.83 1466 13.12 15.55 1520 16.29 1548 15.02 £5.14]
Meangolis N/a N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0¢ N/A]
Myanmar 0.26 0.25 0.16 0.10 0.09 0.1l 0.13 0.14 017 0.16 0.13
Nepal 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.0t 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00]
Philippines 0.715 0.72 055 060 0.54 051 042 0.76 0.88 1.06 1.50]
Sri Lanka 0.16 0.06 0.09 0.08 0.06 0.05 0.07 0.06 0.04 0.04 0.04
| Tadwan 3.33 4.04 458 453 4.51 4.23 4.09 3.84 411 4.01 4.19
 Thailand 207 2.89 317 2.7 2.52 274 318 4.76 5.16 546 517
Japan 17.10 19.90 2046 2196 21.35 2012 2130 21.93 21.15 18.15 17.68|
China 8.64 5.60 433 3.85 3.42 344 336 2.81 3.25 338 4.30
Hong Kong 1.88 2.36 264 276 2.86 3.08 3.0 337 3.30 320 2.96
India 0.84 0.63 0.77 0.60 0.61 0.61 0.64 0.37 0.74 0.77 .79
Rest of Asizn-15 57.92 5745 5808 5888 56.12 5480 5834 6299  6L.96 59.5¢ 59.58)
United States 15.20 14.97 14.67 15.56 17.15 16.08 15.85 15.23 15.05 16.41 16.98]
[European Union 11.35 11.65 12.24 1204 13.51 13.76 13.01 13.04 13.33 14.46 13.99
Others 15.73 15.93 15.01 13.53 13.22 15.36 12.81 8.75 9.66 9.60 944

U

p—

Y Percentage distribution of Singapore’s exports and imports with country/group of countrics listed. This measure of trade intensity has boen derived by
dividing Singapore's trade with its respective wading partner/panners by its total exports or impors.

Sources: Dirotion of Trade Statistics Yearbook of IMF, various issues, and Monetary Authority of Singapore.
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Appendix.24: Export and Import Trade Intensity of Singapore -/

Rest of ASEAN-6
Reat of SEACEN
Indonesia
Koren

Malaysia
Mongolia
Myaamar
Nepal
Philippines

Sri Lanks
Taiwan
Thailand

[Japan

China.

Hong Kong
India

Rest of Asian-15
United States
Eurcpean Union
Others

6.27
3.99
6.56
0.95
16.5¢
N/A
[5.31
101
292
2.32
154
520
1.73
366
L1l
1.82
294
128
0.32
0.48

6.77
4.03
7.08
131
8.7
N/A
17.09
1.i5
2.92
1.06
1.99
6.37
1.85
351
1.30
1.35
278
1.35
0.3]
0.53

6.43
78
663
1.32
17.92
N/A
16.59
0.96
2.22
1.55
1.98
621
2.06
2.55
1.26
1.63
278
1.35
031
0.52

4.83 4.93 4.89 4.5] 429 3.96 398 18|
3.35 3.32 3.34 317 316 3.00 3.02 3.02
445 4.72 548 4.30 4.61 3.63 3.96 4.61
1.49 1.36 142 143 1.65 1.72 1.78 1.24
15.34 15.29 13.29 12.72 11.49 10.39 9.90 10.38
N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 010 N/A|
B.65 877 8.06 5.57 6.18 712 6.95 6.02
1.26 100 0.29 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.1 0.10
2.09 162 165 1.89 2.34 2.51 2.66 322
0.93 1.20 0.60 0.5 0.72 0.57 049 041
.10 185 1.82 170 171 1.83 L.79 1.86
395 383 4.20 4.05 4.35 4.5k 5.0¢ 4.78,
233 233 2.28 2.20 2.30 2.37 2.28 2.27
1.82 L6l 1.35 112 0.97 1.08 1.16 1.27)
1.25 105 0.94 0.85 0,92 0.94 091 0.85
115 1.22 147 142 132 120 1.23 1.29)
272 265 2.58 245 2.51 249 2.50 247
1.36 129 1.36 1.28 1.23 1.28 1.36 1.33
031 0.30 0.92 0.31 0.33 0.33 0.36 0.36
0.66 0.57 0.4 0.43 0.38 0.43 0,40 0.39)

" Derived by using cquations 5 and 6 given in Chapter 3.

Source: Same as Appendix 23
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Appendix-25: Percentage Distribution of Srl Lanka's Trade
(The Relative Measure of Trade Intensity) !/

Rest of SEACEN 4.94 3.46 3.85 4.93 4.45 4.60 6.64 3.82 4.09 5.45 4.88 3.93 4.37

Indonesia 0.08 0.09 0.01 0.07 .03 Q.16 Q.o 0.08 0.10 G186 0.42 0.15 0.15
Ecrea 008 017 0.37 0.2t 013 0.26 0.55 113 0.94 1.21 0.97 0.85 0.95
Malayein 0.95 0.43 0.07 0.14 0.06 3.16 1.36 Q.16 010 619 0.58 0.66 0.47
Mongolia N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A|
Myammar N/A N/A N/A 001 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.02 0.02
Nepai 0.01 N/A Q.01 0.07 G.19 0.01 N/A 0.04 N/A N/A N/A 0.02 0.04
Philippines 0.03 0.02 0.07 0.07 a.01 Q.05 0.15 0.08 0.24 0.22 0.26 0.05 0.26]
Singapore 3.64 24 232 2.67 2.34 2.37 337 1.33 1.71 237 192 1.46 1.25)
Talwan .08 Q.09 0.22 0.21 Q.19 0.42 040 032 a.21 0.34 0.24 0.20 0.48
Thailand .08 0.26 Q.75 1.51 1.49 1.18 0.70 0.68 0.77 097 0.50 0.51 0.73
Japan 5.06 5.59 4.95 5.76 578 5.38 513 5.23 518 5.§4 5.25 6.25 5.03
China 1.34 1.48 1.20 1.64 .26 0.16 0.25 0.08 0.10 ¢.06 0.08 0.27 0.17
Hong Kong 0.71 0.95 1.35 1.03 117 090 0.75 0.96 1.12 1i2 1.52 1.54 1186
India 047 1.03 0.45 1.30 .65 1.06 0.65 0.48 0.70 0.75 0.84 1.05 0.95

Rest of Aslan-15] 12.53 1248 1170 (465 1231 1209 1344 1057 11.19 1252 1257 13.03 11.67
United States 2229 2597 2854 25112 2597 2586 2813 34.16 3522 3474 3554 34.07 35.8]

[ASEAN-6

Rest of SEACEN| 13.47 1878 2024 1861 2344 2413
Indonesia 0.36 0.84 1.04 1.19 1.29 1.48
Kotea 2.5 3.82 3.83 3.92 4.60 4.86
Malaysia 1.45 228 2.86 2.72 2.87 4.32
Mongolia

Myanmar
Nepal
Philippines
Singapore
Taiwan
Thailand

| Japan
China
Hong Kong
India

[Rest of Asian-15|
United States
[European Union

i percenlage distribution of Sri Lanka's exports and buperis with country/group of countries listed. This measure of Lrade inlensity
has been derived by dividing Sri Lanka's Lrade wilh its respective trading partner/pariners by Its (otal exporls or impors.

Sources: Direction ef Trade Statistics Yearbook of IMF. variaus issues. and Central Bank of Sri Lanka.
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Appendix-26: Export and Impert Trade Intensity of Sri Lanka v

1995 1996 1997

Export 1985 1986 1987 1988 1089 1980 1991 1692 1003

ASEAN-6 1.41 1.07 1.00 1.20 Q.96 0.86 1.14 0.46 0.49 0.62 0.55 .43 0.45
Rest of SEACEN 0.80 0.59 0.59 0.66 0.57 Q.56 0.73 0.42 0.40 0.50 0.43 0.34 0.39]
Indonesia 0.15 0.7 0.03 0.14 0.05 0.25 0.14 0.11 0.14 0.21 0.53 0.18 0.20]
Korea 0.05 Q.1 0.22 [12]] 0.06 0.13 025 054 0,43 351 0.37 0.3 0.37
(Malaysia 3.46 0.82 0.14 0.23 Q.09 0.19 1.34 0.16 0.09 G114 0.38 0.45 0.34
Mengolia N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Myanmar N/A N/A N/A 0.78 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.52 0.50]
Nepal 0.51 n.a 0.39 355 13.95 041 N/A 3.28 N/A N/A N/A 207 3.87|
Philippines Q.11 007 025 022 002 0.14 043 020 4y 042 0.48 0.08 0.37
Singapore 2.62 1.95 1.72 1.69 1.45 1.36 1.85 Q.72 .76 .99 0.79 0.60 0.53
Taiwan 0.07 0.07 0.18 0.11 011 0.27 0.23 a7 @10 0.17 0.12 0.10 0.24
Thalland 0.18 0.58 t.39 2.05 1.81 121 Q.68 0.65 0.63 0.77 0.36 0.38 0.65
Japan 0.73 0.90 Q.79 0.85 0.85 0.80 0.79 0.87 0.8} 0.81 0.80 0.96 0.83
China 0.60 0.70 Q.67 0.82 0.13 0.10 Q.14 0.04 0.04 0.02 0.03 Q.10 0.07
Hong Kong 0.45 0.55 Q.87 0.45 Q.50 0.38 Q.27 0.30 0.31 0.30 041 Q.42 0.31
India 0.55 141 Q.65 1.88 1.03 1.54 1.22 0.81 1.25 1.27 1.25 1.67 1.37
Rest of Asian- 15| 0.71 0.76 0.69 0.76 0.83 0.62 0.65 0.51 0.47 0.52 0.51 0.52 0.49
United States i.16 1.38 1.51 1.51 1.62 1.75 201 241 222 217 2.37 2.24 224

European Union 0.56 0.63 0.57 0.6] 063 0.59 065 080 0.6 0.87 0.85 0.83 0.84
Others 1.59 141 1.50 14] 1.55 1.66 1.37  0.96 0.92 0.90 0.89 0.97 0.93

Import
PA“S“EAN»S 200 2.87 3.21 2.63 3.27 3.22 297 3122 2.63 2.34 2.33 2.21 2.14
Rest of SEACEN 1.88 2.64 2.59 2.21 2.77 298 3.10 2.45 2.64 2.55 2.53 241 2.55
Indonesia 0.35 112 1.42 1.66 1.73 1.95 1.61 2.10 217 2.01 227 2.30 2.43|
Kerea 1.50 2,18 1.91 1.74 218 2.53 3.48 3.00 2.96 3.22 2.96 2.84 3.28
Malaysia 1.70 3.24 3.75 3.47 3.40 4.97 4.65 3.44 3.37 2.91 3.07 246 2.06)
Mongolia N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Myanmar 15601 1054 2663 2408 2641 1846 N/A 4.73 7.63 1.03 080 1061 4.98
Nepal 32.23 114.10 23.18 n.a 1.55 N/A N/A 7356 na 270 3.28 a  12.40|
Philippines 1.37 0.27 0.60 0.38 0.54 0.437 0.39 0.33 0.57 Q.42 0.55 0.26 0.27|
5i; 3.19 3.46 3.99 2.79 2.98 2.50 261 4.10 2,61 2.29 2.25 2.17 2.23]
Talwan 1.84 2.37 2.26 2.05 2.48 3.02 3.11 na 247 2.55 2.72 2.61 2.98]
Thailand 2,97 4.84 3.93 3.09 6.25 4.72 3.96 3.24 2.73 2.57 2.14 2.42 2.56
Japan 1.58 1.64 1.50 1.36 1.35 .45 1.30 1.34 1.16 126 1.20 1.27 L1l
China 2,56 3.01 1.85 2.60 2.76 231 1.60 1.55 1.52 1.22 116 1.03 a.91
Hong Kong 1.88 2.61 3.08 2.18 2.12 L.87 2.47 2.21 2.14 1.98 219 2.06 214
India 894 9.40 8.84 827 591 850 1407 1790 1571 1582 1634 1828 1643
Rest of Asian-15 1.94 2.32 2.23 2.00 .19 2.33 2.44 224 2.20 2.18 2.22 2.25 2.19
United States 0.60 Q.59 0.53 0.56 0.53 0.67 G.47 .39 Q.26 na 0.32 0.33 0.27]
European Unjon Q.44 0.41 0.44 0.43 048 0.35 0.37 0.37 0.42 0.62 0.45 045 0.45]
Others 1.15 0.94 1.01 1.16 0.98 1.17 (.99 1.17 1.00 0.79 0.89 0.59 0.96]

' Dertved by using equations 5 and 6 glven in Chapter 3.

Source: Same as Appendix 25,
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27: Per:

age Distr

of Taiwan's Trade
(The Relative Measure of Trade Intensity) '

e e e T e

Export 1885 1986 1887 1888 1989 1980 1981 1992 1993 1894 1995 1996 1997
ASEAN-6 5.98 5.36 552 6.79 828 10.10 968 976 1046 1150 1247 1228 1222
Rest of SEACEN 6.99 6.48 6.89 849 1019 1216 11,62 1142 1221 13.63 1503 1481 14.45
Indenesla 0.91 0.98 0.85 1.04 141 1.85 1.58 1.49 1.51 1.54 1.67 1.69 1.75)
Korea 0.83 0.88 1.19 1.51 1.71 1.80 1.69 141 1.50 1.87 2.30 2.30 1.94
Malaysia 0.63 0.52 051 0.74 1.05 1.64 1.92 1.86 1.98 2.39 2.60 255 2.49]
Mongolia N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A;
Myanmar 0.00 Q.00 0.00 N/A 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.02 003 0.05
Nepal G.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 Q.01 0.9 0.01 o a.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00]
Philippines 0.78 a.82 0.88 0.99 1.17 1.21 1.11 1.26 1.21 1.31 1.48 1.67 1.84
Singapore 2.88 2.34 2.52 2.77 2.98 3.28 3.16 3.07 3.40 3.62 3.95 3.94 4.01
Srl Lanka 0.18 0.24 0.18 0.18 0.19 0.24 0.25 0.24 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.23 0.29
Thailand 0.77 0.70 0.79 124 1.67 2.12 1.80 1.98 2.37 2.62 2.75 241 2.0
Japan 11.26 11.44 13.01 1446 13.67 1240 1206 1092 1055 1098 11.78 11.80 3.58]
China 3.21 2.04 2.28 3.70 4.37 4.88 6.13 7.72 8.91 9.15 8.85 8.38 7.96)
Hong Kong 5.05 5.29 540 5.51 6.25 7.85 1019 1120 1279 13.84 14.87 1467 16.05
India 0.29 0.27 0.23 029 0.32 0.34 0.21 0.21 0.29 0.37 0.47 0.40 Q.45
Rest of Aslan-15] 26.81 2551 2782 3245 3480 37.64 4021 41.47 4472 4798 5099 50.06 48.49
United States 4808 47.70 44.12 3868 3625 3235 2893 27.72 2615 2365 2317 2421
European Union 975 1198 1652 17.15 16.15 14.18 1289 1307 1363 14.07|

Others

P!

15.36

12.86

12.29

ASEAN-6

Rest of SEACEN
Indonesia
Korea

Malaysia
Mongolia
Myanmar

Nepal
Philippines
Singapore

Sri Lanka
Thailand

Japan

China

Heng Kong
India

Rest of Aslan-15
United States
European Unlon
Others

7.35
9.82
1.68
2.46
1.83
N/A
0.01
0.00
.43
2.57
0.02
0.82
29.24
1.40
1.24
0.39
42.10
23.06
14.69

 Percentage distribution of Taiwan's exports and imparls wilh country/group of countries tisted. This measure of irade Inlensity
has been derived by dividing Talwan's (rade wiih its respeclive trading pariner/pariners by its lotal exports or huporns.

Source: Central Bartk of Taiwan .
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Appendix-28: Export and Import Trade Intensity of Taiwan '/

1992 1993 1994 1895 1997
ASEAN-6 175 176 160 180 200 218 190 100 172 178 183 180 168
Rest of SEACEN| 112 110 105 112 1.27 146 126 123 116 124 129 1.26 |28
tndonesia 166 187 164 214 260 292 219 209 188 204 208 208 231
Korea 050 057 068 079 084 089 074 066 086 077 08 081 074
Malaysta 096 0897 095 122 140 194 187 1.88 160 170 169 172 1.73
Mongolia N/A NJA N/A NJA N/A NJA NJA N/JA NJAL N/A L NJA L N/A NJA
Myanmar 019 007 020 pa 007 002 012 008 011 042 045 067 0.94
Nepal 008 008 009 029 048 092 062 085 053 077 074 032 025
Philippines 267 3.2 284 309 318 318 310 3.0 240 246 265 258 2.60
Singapore 205 187 184 172 181 18 170 163 148 149 160 153  1.68
Sri Lanka 184 264 213 217 270 319 292 263 231 238 261 237 2.8
Thalland 155 156 145 167 199 218 179 186 1.91 204 196 176 1.83
Japan 161 183 206 210 197 181 18 .179 162 170 177 179 15§
China 141 086 126 1.82 223 311 343 360 320 335 338 3.9 3.09
Hong Kong 318 305 266 235 262 328 363 347 3.43 362 389 391 424
India 034 036 032 04t 051 049 038 035 044 062 068 059 064
Rest of Aslan-15| 150 164 174 1.83  1.8F 206 210 213 203 212 218 213 21§
United States 249 251 248 229 222 215 206 200 172 161 155 150 148
European Unlon| 028 031 037 042 039 038 039 037 038 034 034 037 039
Others 0.53 053 059 050 058 055 055 053 054  0.52

Import

[ASEAN -G 185 189 180 149 144 175 167 171 154 161 156 165 1.78|
Rest of SEACEN| 1.10 107 0099 080 097 119 147 125 116 1.25 1.26 130 140
Indonesia 197 184 218 1690 177 218 231 210 208 257 227 191 193
Korea 055 076 074 079 110 125 1.32 153 146 153 166 162 174
Malaysia 277 288 267 237 196 207 223 2290 194 193 192 230 254
Mongolla N/A N/A N/A NJA N/A N/A NJA NZA NJA NJA NJA NJA N/A
Mywnmar 471 547 525 457 420 113 191 176 131 164 168 132 1.2
Nepal N/A N/A N/A 007 097 008 004 006 010 011 015 013 044
Philippines 200 254 223 18 169 175 145 158 151 166 171 207 257
54 107 121 120 100 100 162 133 136 119 121 120 1.U3 119
Stl Lanka 043 059 019 031 020 028 030 015 013 012 0.8 013 023
Thailand 182 147 113 1I3 107 117 102 129 124 119 125 150 1.5
Japan 278 315 336 296 324 337 326 326 302 305 327 338 3928
China 038 037 048 053 061 074 085 087 057 052 051 053  0.45
Hong Kong 060 053 063 121 123 050 062 060 057 068 093 089  1.05
India 026 042 061 038 047 073 073 060 074 08 065 073 094
Rest of Aslan-15] 194 218 221 197 210 212 207 203 1.8 1.8 194 194 103
United States 197 200 199 216 1.83 1.94 182 180 170 170 LTI  1.62  1.60
European Union| 034 035 038 041 041 033 031 033 036 038 035 041 040
Others 0Bl 067 065 060 064 085 087 08l 078 074 075 074 07l

Y Derived by using equations 5 and 6 givent in Chaptler 3.

Source: Same as Appendix 27.
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dix-29: Per Distri of T = Trade

{The Relative Measure of Trade Intensity) V/

Rest of ASEAN-6] 14.43 14.30 1360 11.63 1148 1142 11.94 1288 1583 1806 1957 19.16 19.57
Rest of SEACEN| 1826 19.17 1696 15688 1521 11510 1557 1680 1949 2198 2401 2383 24.35

Indonesia 0.60 0.85 0.53 0.53 0.80 0.67 0.7% 0.87 0.55 0.97 144 1.73 2.15
Korca 1.85 2,75 1.31 1.60 1.49 1.71 1.62 1.64 1.25 1.26 1.42 1.82 1.76|
Malaysia 4.97 4.29 3.32 2.96 2.92 2.49 241 2.59 2.28 243 2.75 3.62 4.33
{Mongolia N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00
(Myanmar 0.1 0.17 0.14 0.09 0.12 0.18 0.20 0.25 0.41 .53 0.62 0.57 0.71
Nepal 0.06 0.07 0.22 0.32 0.17 0.04 0.06 0.07 0.17 0.22 023 0.05 0.03]
Philippines 0.76 0.33 Q.61 0.37 0.51 0.73 0.37 0.48 0.54 0.49 0.74 113 1.22]
Singapore 7.94 8.87 9.00 7.68 7.13 7.35 8.22 8.69 12.06 1363 14.03 1211 111§
Sri Lanka 0.29 0.46 0.34 0.31 0.48 0.30 0.29 0.30 0.24 0.27 0.38 0.25 0.26
Taiwan 1.63 1.58 1.48 1.82 1.567 1.62 166 ° 1.90 2.00 217 2.40 2,85 2,73
[Japan 1335 1419 1487 1596 17.04 1317.20 1806 1751 17.04 17.08 1679 16.82 1515
China 3.81 3.11 3.34 297 2.68 1.15 1.18 1.19 L.46 2.05 2.9t 3.35 3.04
(Hong Kong 4.04 3.99 4.19 4.45 3.95 4.50 4.74 4.64 5.30 527 5.17 5.82 5.94
India 0.98 0.58 0.39 1.39 0.45 Q.27 0.22 0.20 0.20 0.43 0.51 0.44 0.51
Rest of Asian-16}) 40.44 41.058 39.74 4046 39234 38.22 39.77 4034 4348 4680 4930 50.26 49.00
United States 19.66 18,09 1858 2004 2168 2267 2127 2244 2161 2102 1783 17.97 19.45

(Rest of ASEAN-6] 1505 1256 14.02 11.62 11.70 1210 1235 1258 11.92 1294 1253 1279 1222
Rest of SEACEN| 2025 (8.63 2030 1867 1980 2050 21.33 2255 2127 21.70 2089 2088 2041

Indonesia 0.66 0.68 0.85 0.85 1.06 0.59 0.58 0.72 L1l 0.83 0.95 1.30 141
Korea 2.01 2.38 2.39 2.77 292 3.13 4.20 4.39 4.23 3.64 350 371 3.58
(Malaysia 581 4.20 4.01 2,10 2.56 3.37 3.14 3.92 3.63 4.86 4.57 4.99 4.80
Mongolia N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A|
|Myanmar 0.41 0.38 0.28 0.30 0.33 0.39 0.49 0.35 0.34 0.29 0.31 0.18 0.14
(Nepal N/A 0.00 N/A N/A 0.00 0.00 N/A N/A Q.00 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Philippines 0.64 0.77 1.08 0.94 037 0.33 0.26 0.30 0.39 0.65 0.82 0.80 0.87]
Singapore 7.44 6.56 7.79 7.44 7.37 7.42 7.88 7.30 6.45 6.32 .88 5.54 5.01
Sri Lanka 0.08 0.07 0.15 012 a.14 0.09 0.06 0.05 0.05 0.08 003 0.03 0.05]
Talwan 3.10 3.62 3.73 4.15 5.04 5.17 4.72 553 5.07 5.07 4.83 4.35 4.55
Japan 26.46 2641 2597 27.06 3049 3036 2910 29.26 3031 3023 30.55 2827 2571
China 2.41 2.87 3.88 3.35 2.93 3.31 3.03 3.00 196 2.55 2.96 2,70 3.69
Hong Kong Li6 i.52 1.45 2.57 1.32 1.25 2.05 1.21 116 1.27 1.05 1.18 1.30
India 0.38 0.59 0.73 0.84 1.25 1.63 2.47 0.82 1.13 0.97 0.89 0.89 (.94

[Rest of Aslan-16] 50.66 50.03 52.33 5249 5580 5705 57.98 56.84 5584 5672 56635 53.92 51.96
United States 11.36 1431 1246 13.56 11.20 1078 1052 1174 11.68 11.86 12.01 1249 13.80
European Union 2,08 2.35 2.16 1.80 1521 1619 1638 1585 1688 1512 1446 1507 14.08
(Others 35.90 3331 3305 3214 1779 15989 15.12 1557 1560 1631 1719 1852 2016

' Percentage distribution of Thailand's exporls and imperts with country/group of counirles lisled. This measure of trade intensily
has been derived hy dividing Thadland's trade with jls respective trading partner/parlners by i1s Lotal exporls or imports.

Sources: Direction of Trade Statistics Yearbook of IMF. various issues, and Bank of Thailand,
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Appendix-30: Expart and Import Intcnsity of Thailand '/

1996 1997

Rest of ASEAN-6]  4.26 4.75 4.19 3.11 2.79 2.48 2.38 2.53 2.63 2.82 2.89 2.82 3.04
Rest of SEACEN 2.83 329 2.61 2.08 1.92 1.82 1.70 1.83 1.86 2.01 2.07 2.04 2.17
Indoncsia 1.10 1.25 1.03 L.10 1.50 1.06 1.04 1.23 0.72 1.30 1.80 2.14 2,87
Korea ! .12 1.7 0.77 0.85 0.74 0.85 0.71 0.77 .56 0.53 0.53 0.64 0.68
Malaysia 7.61 B.15 6.30 4.92 3.94 2,96 2.36 2.51 1.87 1.74 1.80 2.45 3.05
Mongolia N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.32 0.53 035 0.17
Myanmar 1026 11.38 1228 9.856 19.46 9.41 6.85 9.15 1243 1528 1398 12.09 14.77
Nepal 3.57 441 1151 1671 1232 3.3t 4,04 595 1223 1527 1546 4.20 3.05]
Philippines 261 1.24 2.04 118 141 1.93 1.03 1.18 107 093 1.32 1.76 1.73
Singapore 5.70 7.14 6.64 4.82 4,38 4.17 4.47 4.64 5.29 5.66 573 4.91 4.71
Sri Lanka 3.02 5.17 4.01 3.77 6.94 3.98 3.42 3.34 2.24 2.54 4.09 2.63 2.53
Taiwan 1.52 1.35 1.02 101 0.92 1.03 Q.95 1.02 0.97 1.08 1.18 1.33 1.33
[Japan 1.92 2.28 2.37 2.34 248 2.53 2,76 2.90 2.64 2.66 2.54 2.56 2.49
China 1.69 1.48 1.86 1.48 1.39 0.74 0.66 0.56 0.53 0.76 Li2 1.28 1.19
Hong Koag 2.56 2.32 2.08 1.92 1.67 1.89 1.70 1.45 1.43 1.39 1.36 1.56 1.58
India 113 0.80 0.55 2.00 0.70 0.39 0.41 033 0.35 0.71 0.76 0.64 0.73
Rest of Aslan-15] 2.33 2.54 237 217 2.08 2.04 2.01 2.01 1.91 2.02 2.07 2.10 2.12
United States 1.02 0.96 1.05 1.20 1.34 1.52 1.50 1.56 1.3% 1.30 1.17 1.17 1.20]
[Eurgpean Union 0.55 0.56 Q.57 0.54 046 048 0.47 0.46 0.45 Q.40 0.40 0.44 0.45

0.63|

Others 0.72 0.73 0.73 0.71 0.86 0.81 0.82 0.77 0.76 0.74 0.76 0.66

Rest of ASEAN-6] 3.9  3.80 4.03 3.02 2.86 2.91 2.67 2.58 2.12 213 201 202 l,95i
Rest of SEACEN 2.78 2.61 259 22 2.32 2.51 2.38 245 2.07 2.03 1.89 i.88 1.84
Indonesia 0.64 .90 1.17 1.18 1.41 0.78 0.69 0.78 1.11 0.87 1.05 1.36 1.94
Korea 1.20 1.35 1.18 $.22 1.38 1.62 2.03 213 1.89 1.59 1.40 1.50 1.44
Malaysia 6.92 594 5.23 2.66 3.01 3.85 3.17 3.57 2.84 3.47 3.1 3.33 3.33
Mongolia N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A M/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A]
Myanmar 24.26 2440 3043 5440 4532 31.60 3248 1883 31456 13.16 13.29 7.92 6.31
Nepal N/A 0.18 N/A N/a 0.06 Q.05 N/A N/A 0.22 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Philippines 251 315 4.43 3.55 1.39 1.34 1.0] 113 1.27 2.02 2.35 2.03 1.89
Si . 5.89 576 6.35 5.06 4.85 4.73 4.62 4.28 3.21 2.74 2.50 2.32 2.19
Sri Lanka 1.09 122 2.7] 2,26 2.71 1.59 097 0.81 0.59 0.60 0.43 0.37 0.56
Talwan 1.82 1.80 1.63 1.83 224 2.59 2.15 2.52 2.9 2.29 2.17 1.96 2.04
Japan 2.70 2.48 2.63 2.73 327 3.55 321 3.20 3.08 3.22 3.48 3.60 3.34
China 1.59 1.81 2.30 1.88 1.63 1,77 146 1.30 0.79 0.89 1.00 0.94 1.07
Hong Kong Q.70 Q.85 0.70 1.09 0.53 0.51 0.72 0.38 0.32 0.25 0.30 0.34 0.38
India 0.84 1.28 1.57 1.73 2.33 3.07 4.80 1.65 2.06 1.69 1.486 1.43 1.55
Rest of Asfan-15] 2.49 2.36 2.44 2.34 2,54 2.73 2.56 2.42 216 2.8 2.19 2.17 2.07)
United States 0.96 1.30 1.15 1.14 0.91 0.92 0.87 0.98 0.92 0.97 1.03 1.05 L0
European Union 0.06 .06 0.06 0.05 0.39 0.36 0.38 037 0.43 0.38 0.36 0.38 0.37
Others 1.10 1.11 1.16 1.21 0.66 0.63 0.G8 0.71 0.70 0.73 0.77 0.7§ 0.84

Y Derived by using equations 5 and 6 given in Chapter 3.

Source: Same as Appendix 29.
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