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ABSTRACT

This study has been undertaken to investigateet bf competitiveness and the determinants cd-Industry
Trade between India and Australia in the Procedsedd Sector. The macroeconomic variables includd’GDistance,
FDI, RSCA etc. For the very purpose yearly timeesedata has been arranged from 2003 to 2016. Tredyécal
framework contains Comparative Advantage, IIT, HINTIT & an Econometric evaluation of the variablegothesized.
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INTRODUCTION

The perspective of analyzing international trade ¢t@anged the significance of Intra-Industry Tré¢E). Since
the 1960s, a majority of the world trade begindattus on intra-industry rather than inter-induditgde. In the 1960s,
world trade began and described the cause andatbdstics of IIT. Falvey (1981) presented the Higant work on the

concept of horizontal and vertical product diffdiation that has introduced in the studies.

According to the work of Falvey (1981), three diffet kinds of bilateral trade results may occumieein nations
namely, inter-industry trade, HIIT, and VIIT. Inteustry trade is a trade of products that beltmgifferent industries
whereas intra-industry trade is a trade of prodtia@s belong to the same industry. Homogenous mtsduith the similar
standard but with different features are knowndth inder Horizontal Intra-Industry Trade (HIIT)heareas products
traded with different standard and value are kntavfall under Vertical Intra-Industry Trade (VIIThtra-Industry Trade
(IIT) has become a global interest in internatiotmatle since the 1990s(Brulhart, 2009) and the dange of VIIT in
overall lIT is also evidenced (Fontagne et al.,&Qknsen & Lithje, 2009), specifying the essentiélrelated theoretical
designs for empirical research. However, most ef rissearch is still concentrating on industriaddoicts; with the
processed food sector not of great consideratidmet@xamined in previous empirical works, which rb@ybecause of
processed food sectors that are commonly consideréé quite competitive. According to the evidewéeHirsch and
Gschwandtner (2013), the measure of profit pemsigtan the food industry is extremely low when tethwith other

manufacturing sectors due to intense competitionranfood processors and high retailer populaticert(F& Jambor,
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2015). Typically, the belief was that intra-indystrade operations are significant among developmatries. However,
Reinert (2003) shows that this fact is growing eirethe Asian nations. Growing IIT indicates lovadjustment values
since labor, and different resources would idenitifjnerely to transform ‘within’ the industry, raththan ‘between’ the
industries. Furthermore, it also suggests greatategiation of the nation with the global economy
(Burange & Chaddha, 2008).

Among the industrially advanced nations, intra-istdy trade takes a significant place in accordanith the
manufactured products (Trupkiewicz, 2015). Intrddistry trade extends the opportunity for a new fadnternational
trade, which covers the exchange of dissimilar gaafdhe similar industry or large product typeistimethod of trade has
become familiar since the initiation of the EurapaJnion or Common Market when all kinds of limitais to the supply
of trade among the members of Customs Unions weexad in 1958. Initially, Balassa (1967) identffithis method of
trade and identified that improvements in worldd&ainclude the exchange of differentiated goodsiwidifferent

industries.

Intra-industry trade helps to remove all typesratié difficulties, decreases unit costs, and aiddyction units
concentrate on the production of several rangesenfs and design of a product. The central asisetitat it benefits
consumers because of the availability of more @hoicgoods and services presented in front of théavertheless, it is
mentioned that intra-industry trade is consideratolytrasted to that of comparative advantage thednich describes that
Intra Industry Trade (1IT) is much powerful of rélee development in disguise (Lancaster, 1980). Rluardian theory is
an indication of comparative advantage while imidaistry trade provides an exposition of gained amaijve advantage
(Grubel & Lloyd, 1975).

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

Intra-Industry trade has shown a healthy developriethe share of global trade due to its signifima The
interest in the study of IIT is based on two caus$esstly, the sectoral similarity of different matal economies, and
secondly as a representative of the intensity auftdr-market adjustment pressures related to texmansion.
Nevertheless, the major share of IIT is within ith@ustrial and improved nations or between samemstand there is an
advancing fashion of IIT between developed and ldgieg countries also. In this regard, numerous igog studies
were conducted to identify the drivers of IIT, wiiare country set and industry set. The theoretioakiderations were

evidenced right in many cases. However, there ang few country-specific studies on the procedsed sector.

The present research aims to empirically assessugacountry-specific hypotheses concerning theetsi of
Vertical Intra-Industry Trade (VIIT) and Horizontétra-Industry Trade (HIIT) between India and heajor trading
partners. The need to test the drivers of Vertith-Industry Trade and Horizontal Intra-Indusimade separately is well

justified in New Trade Theory (Revolvy, 2017).

The study analyses the IIT, especially after thigoduction of trade liberalization and its impliats on
adjustment costs and food security. The data isntd@r a period of 1997-2014 and the level of disagation that was
considered for calculations was at the four-digitel of HS classification. At a highly disaggreghtevel, there will be
presence of inter-industry trade, whereas, at alhigggregated level, there will be IIT. As a réschtegories should
neither be too fine nor too broad (Menon & DixoA97). This was the reason behind choosing the damit-and six-digit

level of HS classification.
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HS code
Table 1
HS Code Description
02 Meat and Edible meat offal
03 Fish and Crustaceans, molluscs and other agoaétebrates
04 Dairy products; bird’s egg, natural honey, edibteducts of animal origin, not elsewhe
specified or included.
15 Animals or vegetable fats and oils and theiaxdge products, prepared edible
16 Preparation of meat, of fish of crustaceansjsBE or other aquatic invertebrates
19 Preparation of cereal, flour, starch, or mil&stpy cooks products
20 Preparation of vegetables, fruits, nut or ofi@ts of plants
21 Miscellaneous edible preparation

re

First, India is reported as home country ‘a’ andhetiading partner as country b, then the interdittyade index

(TN) is calculated using the formula:

Where

TIl = Intensity of Trade Index for trade flow fromdia (country a) to country b.

Xab = the exports of country a (India) to countrgPlartner Country)

Xa = the total exports of country a (India)

Ma = the total imports of country a (India)

Mb = the total imports of country b (Partner Coyntr

Mw = total world imports.

Difference between Four-Digit and Six-Digit Aggregtion Level

1)

As far as different studies on international trade concerned, it depends on the objective of tildyshat what

level of aggregation is required. Some studies tmayonducted at the highest level of aggregatien two-digit level

while some may be conducted in the lowest levelggfregation i.e., six-digit level of aggregatiomc®, theoretical it has

been assumed that the level of aggregation affeetdegree of intra-industry trade, thus the priestendly is based on both

4-digit and 6-digit level of aggregation. In theseaof food processing industry at the four-digitele have been

considered; while in the case of defining industrysix-digit level, the value of all the productseight-digit level, under

the same six-digit level, have been consideredréfbee, at the four-digit level, then it means titats carrying the

summation of all the values of the six-digit levat,six-digit level the summation of all the valugsan eight-digit level

has been considered.
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There has been presented many theoretical wayseafsuming intra-industry trade in the literature fao.
Nevertheless, the vast majority of them are basedimple the Grubel-Lloyd index (Grubel & Lloyd, 2%a), which is
calculated as follows the index. IIT is explaineslthe variations among the business balance ointhestry i and the
complete business of this same industry. For etialy@impler among industries or nations, the indeghown as a ratio

in which the denominator is a complete business.

_jm+mgﬂx+mmﬂjx+MJ
B X, +M, X M,

GL, 0<GL <1

)

Disentangling Total Intra-Industry Trade into Verti cal and Horizontal IIT
The literature on intra-industry trade increasingigphasizes the importance of differentiating betwieorizontal

and vertical intra-industry trade.
HT = HIT + VT (3)

Horizontal intra-industry trade (HIIT) is generaltefined as the exchange of commodities differédicby
different attributes but do not differ in termsapfality or price, while vertical intra-industry tta (VIIT) is the exchange
of commodities characterized by different qualitidsich lead to the difference in price also. Tlsisnhy the presence of

one or the other has different implications for ttzeling partners.

In disentangling total IIT into horizontal IIT (HI) and vertical IIT (VIIT), we use the unit valueformation at

the 10-digit HS industry level as follows:
IIT, =HIT, ++VIIT, 4)

Where HIITi is given by (2) for those products fk)a industry i where unit values of imports (UVkiand

exports (UVki x ) for a particular dispersion facta) satisfy the condition,

1—asU—\/"r;s1+a (5)
ki

And VIITi is given by (2) for those products (k) aindustry i where,

U—krin<1—croruvkr‘n >1+a (6)
ki Vki

Wherea = 0.15. Typically, trade flows are defined as honitally differentiated where the spread in the uaiue
of exports relative to the unit value of importdéss than 15% of the 10-digit HS level. Wheratieé unit values are
outside this range products are considered ascaytidifferentiated. The presumption is that tyzaor$ and other freight
costs do not cause a difference in export and itnpoit values by more than this percentage. Althoug used three
levels of dispersion factor (namely,= 0.15, 0.20, and 0.25) to calculate the horidoatad vertical IIT, due to the
limitation of space we are reporting the resultydor a = 0.15. Both Abd-el-Rahman (1991) and Greenawagl.et
(1994, 1995) demonstrate that increasing the rdmge 15% to 25% does not radically alter the dimsiof trade into

horizontally and vertically differentiated products
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The Basic Tobit Structure can be Written as
Ya=fxtc (7)

Where the assumption &N (0, 6). If Y* < then yji = 0. If y*> 0, then y=y* implying y=max [0, y*]. In the
standard to bit regression there is censoring ef nbrmal distribution at zero for the lower tailodhtry-specific
hypotheses concerning the drivers of horizontal THand Vertical Intra-Industry Trade (VIIT) of thHadian Processed
Food sector. Here for this objective, we did thalgsis of correlation and regression. In the regjogs model GDP,
GDPP, RSCA, RCA, TIMB, EC, FDI are considered adeprendent variables and IIT, HIIT and VIIT are dsgent
variables. Correlation is used to find the relagitip between independent and dependent variabéggeBsion analysis is

used to find the association between independehtlapendent variables.
IIT j = Bo + f1LGDP +B,LGDPP +B;LFDI + BLEC + BsRSCA +BRCA +8;TIMB  + BeLDistij + p;  (8)
HIIT ; = f, + 1LGDP + L GDPP + 5L FDI + B,LEC + BsRSCA +#sRCA +£;TIMB + BsLDistij + 9)
VIIT j =, + B1LGDP + L GDPP +B:LFDI + B,LEC + fsRSCA +#RCA +4;TIMB  + fgLDistij + 1;  (10)
Where
IIT = Intra-industry trade
HIIT = Horizontal Intra-industry trade
VIIT = Vertical Intra-industry trade
GDP = Log of Gross Domestic Product
GDPP = Log of Gross Domestic Product Per capita
FDI = Log of Foreign Direct Investment
RSA = Revealed Comparative Advantage
RCA = Revealed Symmetric Comparative Advantage
TIMB = Trade imbalance
DIST = Log of Geographical distance between théngarcountry and India

EC = Log of Energy Consumption
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RESULTS & DISCUSSIONS

Growth and contribution of trade in the exports and imports between Indian and Australian Processed Fad
Industry.
Table 1: Contribution and Growth Rate in the export from India to Australia

Year | Reporter | PartnerName | Export in 1000 USD | Growth | Contribution
2003 | India Australia 28134949 4.986
2004 | India Australia 28604585 1.67 5.07

2005 | India Australia 3151023 -88.99 0.56

2006 | India Australia 34192228 985.12 6.06
2007 | India Australia 33325038 -2.54 5.91

2008 | India Australia 25022052 -24.97 4.43

2009 | India Australia 28605949 14.32 5.07

2010 | India Australia 31151886 8.90 5.52

2011 | India Australia 44104276 41.58 7.82

2012 | India Australia 53847269 22.09 9.54

2013 | India Australia 64065707 18.98 11.35
2014 | India Australia 68325898 6.65 12.11
2015 | India Australia 61679421 -9.73 10.93
2016 | India Australia 60058475 -2.63 10.64
Total 564268756

Table 2: Contribution and Growth Rate in the Import by India from Australia

Year | Reporter Pﬁ;tr?‘ir Import in 1000 USD | Growth | Contribution
2003 | India Australia 5999025 4.642
2004 | India Australia 1304402 -78.26 1.009
2005 | India Australia 1120704 -14.08 0.867
2006 | India Australia 523357 -53.30 0.405
2007 | India Australia 854623 63.30 0.661
2008 | India Australia 1775414 107.74 1.374
2009 | India Australia 13037732 634.35 10.088
2010 | India Australia 43386545 232.78 33.572
2011 | India Australia 42314760 -2.47 32.743
2012 | India Australia 4344578 -89.73 3.362
2013 | India Australia 3654829 -15.88 2.828
2014 | India Australia 4280365 17.12 3.312
2015 | India Australia 2915091 -31.9( 2.256
2016 | India Australia 3723287 27.72 2.881
Total 129234712

Table 1 presents the growth and contribution in the expdnbrocessed food from India to Australia between
2003 and 2016. The performance of Indian expomesgised growth in the year 2006 while lowest grawttihe year 2004
and highly contributed in 2014 and lowest contrdalin the year 2005 respectively. Similafable 2 above indicates the
growth and contribution in the import of procesdedd, by India from Australia in the period betwe2®03 and 2016.
The performance of Indian import witnessed growthhie year 2009 while lowest growth in the year£20@dia was

found to have highly contributed in import in theay 2010 and lowest contributed in the year 208paetively.
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Figure 1: Graph Showing the Import and Export of Processed Food among India and Australia

Table 3: Trade between India and Australia by types

Australia

Year | T HIT | VIIT

2003 | 0.986| 0.014] 0.977
2004 | 0.900| 0.100] 0.794
2005 | 0.775| 0.225] 0.55(
2006 | 0.818| 0.182] 0.631
2007 | 0.726| 0.274] 0.457
2008 | 0.631| 0.369] 0.263
2009 | 0.708| 0.292] 0.414
2010 | 0.976| 0.024] 0.957
2011 ] 0.671| 0.329] 0.347
2012 | 0.763| 0.237] 0.52f%
2013 | 0.710| 0.290] 0.42(¢
2014 | 0.938| 0.062| 0.87¢
2015 | 0.853| 0.147| 0.709
2016 | 0.979| 0.021] 0.954
To empirically examine country-specific driverstire horizontal (HIIT) and vertical intra-industmatle (VIIT)
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4 Digits
Table 4: Correlation Matrix between Dependent and hdependent Variables
IIT |LGDPLGDPP|LFDI RSCARCA|LEC |Ldist

T 1
LGDP 004 1
LGDPF-.075 [-.380 [1
LFDI [.2827[382" }.194" 1
RSCA [247 [084" [033 [.069 |1
RCA |[.2837}.2727[706" |[.2507F.180 1
LEC [.2937}.3527668 [.266 |.1917[989 |1
Ldist [029 [437 |.027 [046 (039 [1127[054[1
HIIT |LGDPLGDPP|LFDI RSCARCA |LEC |Ldist
HIT |1
LGDP [-.004 [1
LGDPH.075 [.380 [1
LFDI [282" [3827 }.194" [1
RSCA |-.247°[.084" [033 [.069 |1
RCA (283 [.2727[706" [.2507}.180 |1
Table 4: Contd,

LEC [293 |[.3527(668  |.266 |.1917[989 |1
Ldist [.029 [437 |.027 [046 (039 [1127[054[1
VIIT |LGDP|LGDPP|LFDI [RSCARCA [LEC Ldist
VIIT 1
LGDP 004 [1
LGDPF-.075 |-.380 [1
LFDI [.2837(382" }.194" [1
RSCA (246" [084" [033 [.069 |1
RCA |[.2837}.2727[706" [.2507}.180 |1
LEC [.2927}.3527668  |.266 |.1917[989 |1
Ldist [029 [437 |.027 [046 (039 [1127054[1
**n<0.01

Table 4 presents the correlation analysis for 4 digitssification between LFDI, TIMB, RSCA, RCA, LEC, lIT
HIT and VIT in the processed food sector for thgport and import among India and Australia. Théues of
correlations are divided into 2 groups. Values leetw0 to 0.5 are deemed to exhibit a weak corosladind values
between 0.51 and 1 are considered exhibiting stemrgelations among the variables. The lowest ptessialue of a
correlation coefficient is zero, meaning that thexeno correlation between the variables and ithést value is one
indicating there is a perfect correlation betwegao variables. A table shows that the dependenabtillT and VIIT has
a weak positive correlation with RSCA and also akveegative correlation with GDPP, FDI, RCA, and. EQrther,
dependent variable HIIT has a weak positive coticiawith GDPP, FDI, RCA ,and EC and weak negativerelation
with RSCA. It is evident from the table that GDRB-0.075), FDI (r=-0.282), RSCA (r=0.247), RCA (8-283) and EC
(r=-0.293) does show a significant positive andegative linear relationship with IIT. Hence, thdsea significant
relationship between IIT, LGDPP, LFDI, RSCA, RCAdaLEC.

In HIIT correlation, it is evident from the tableat GDPP (r=0.075), FDI (r=0.282), RSCA (r=-0.24RCA
(r=0.283) and EC (r=0.293) does show a signifigeotitive and a negative linear relationship withTHHence, there is a
significant relationship between HIIT, LGDPP, LFIRSCA, RCA, and LEC. In VIIT correlation, it is eldnt from the
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table that GDPP (r=-0.075), FDI (r=-0.283), RSCAQ1246), RCA (r=-0.283) and EC (r=-0.292) does slaosignificant
positive linear relationship with VIIT. Hence, gsificant relationship exists between VIIT, LGDREDI, RSCA, RCA

and LEC.

Table 5: The Industry-Specific Determinants of Intra-Industry Trade

. nT | HIT | VIIT
VETEIES Coefficient
LGDP 0.010 (0.822) -0.010 (0.822 0.020 (0.841
LGDPP 0.148 (4.161)** | -0.148 (4.161)*f  0.295 (4.)84
LFDI -0.055 (-12.380)**| 0.055 (12.380)*1 -0.109 R1382)**
RSCA 0.060 (4.544)* | -0.060 (-4.544)*F  0.120 (4.548
RCA -0.302 (-1.278) 0.302 (1.278) -0.612 (-1.297)
LEC -0.082 (-0.408) -0.082 (-0.408 -0.155 (-0.386)
LDIST 0.059 (2.591)** | -0.059 (-2.591)*  0.117 (2.6p*
C -0.322 (-0.423) 1.322 (1.738) -1.667 (-1.095)
Adj: R? 0.264 0.264 0.263

Dependent Variable: IIT, Riand VIIT: **p<0.01, *p<0.05

The association between GDP, GDPP, RSCA, RCA, TIE8, FDI, IIT, HIT and VIIT of 4 digits processed
food sector in the import and export among Indid Awstralia is presented in table 40. In the rsegjien model GDP,
GDPP, RSCA, RCA, TIMB, EC, FDI are considered adependent variables and IIT, HIIT and VIIT as degent
variables. The variable GDPP enters significantlthie IIT model and has a predicted positive ségnd also significant in
HIIT and VIIT models. The variable FDI (foreign dot investment) enters significantly in the IIT meband has a
predicted negative sign, and also significant ithitbe HIIT and VIIT models. The variable RSCA (galed symmetric
comparative advantage) enters significantly inltfiemodel and has predicted a positive sign, asd algnificant in both
the HIIT and VIIT models and has a predicted pesitign for VIIT and has predicted a negative dignHIIT. The
variable RCA (revealed comparative advantage) snteignificantly in the IIT model and has a preeét positive sign,
and also insignificant in HIIT and VIIT models. Thariable EC (Energy Consumption) enters insigaifity in the IIT
model and has a predicted negative sign and aksgnificant in HIIT and VIIT models. The variableDP enters
insignificantly in the [IT model and has a predittgositive sign, but it is significant in HIIT andsignificant in VIIT
models. In addition, 26 per cent of the variatiorHiIT is dependent on independent variables (AdgifRR-square=0.264).
Hence there is an association between GDPP, FOBZARKRCA, EC, FDI, IIT, HIIT and VIIT.

6 Digits

Table 6: Correlation Matrix between Dependent and hdependent Variables

IIT |LGDP |[LGDPP | LFDI | RSCA | RCA | LEC |Ldist
nT 1
LGDP [069 |1
LGDPP[.030 [.087 [1
LFDI [.192" [290° [.074 [1
RSCA |161° |069 [107 064 1
RCA |[.203" |101" [683  |.193" |[.081 [1
LEC [.213" }.039 [656  [}.227 |.104 [983 |1
Ldist [012 |676° [055  [092" [.005 [314  [209 |1
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HIT |LGDP |LGDPP| LFDI | RSCA| RCA | LEC |Ldist

HIT [1

LGDP [.069 [1

LGDPP[030 087 [1

LFDI [192" [290° }.074 [1

RSCA 161" [069 [107 |[.064 [1

RCA [203" [101° [683  [.193 |[.081 [1

LEC [213" [.039 |656 |[.227 |[.104" [983 [1

Ldist [.012 [676 [055  [092" [.005 [314 [209 |1
VIIT |LGDP [LGDPP| LFDI |RSCA | RCA | LEC |Ldist

vim 1

LGDP [069 [1

LGDPP|.030 }.087 [1

LFDI 193" [290° [.074 [1

RSCA [160° [069 [107° |[.064 [1

RCA 204" [101° [683  |[.193 |[.081 [1

LEC 213" [.039 |656 |[.227 |[.104" [983 [1

Ldist [012 [676 [055  [092" [.005 [314 [209 |1

**n<0.01

Table 6 presents the correlation analysis for 6 digitssification between LFDI, TIMB, RSCA, RCA, LEC, IIT
HIIT and VIIT of processed food sector in the expaonrd import among India and Australia. The valoksorrelations are
divided into 2 groups. Values between 0 and 0.5deemed to exhibit a weak correlation and valuewdrn 0.51 and 1
are considered to exhibit strong correlations amtwegvariables. The lowest possible value of agdation coefficient is
zero, meaning that there is no correlation betwbervariables and its highest value is one indicg#i perfect correlation
between two variables. Table shows that the depgndeiable IIT and VIIT has a weakly positive aaation with GDP
and RSCA and is weak negative correlated with FBTA and EC. The dependent variable HIIT has a waaitive
correlation with FDI, RCA and EC and is weak negattorrelated with GDP and RSCA. In lIT correlatidime highest
positive correlation is observed between RCA and(&G83), while the lowest negative correlationsexibetween FDI
and EC (-0.227). In HIIT and VIIT correlation, theghest positive correlation is observed betweeREd EC (0.983),
while the lowest negative correlation exists betw&&DP and EC (-0.227). Hence, there is significahationship
between IIT, HIT, VIIT, LGDP, LFDI, RSCA, RCA andEC.

Table 7: The Industry-Specific Determinants of Intra-Industry Trade

. T | HIT | VIIT
VEIELIES Coefficient
LGDP 0.064 (10.593)** | -0.064 (-10.593)*  0.128 (564)**
LGDPP 0.194 (11.760)**| -0.194 (-11.760)1* 0.386 (130)**
LFDI -0.039 (-16.313)**| 0.039 (16.313)**| -0.077 E1298)**
RSCA 0.026 (3.508)** | -0.026 (-3.508)*]  0.051 (3.476
RCA -1.166 (-9.676)** | 1.166 (9.676)** | -2.323 (-9.Bp*
LEC 0.783 (7.271)* | -0.783 (-7.271)*  1.557 (7.23%)
LDIST 0.027 (2.144)* -0.027 (-2.144)*|  0.055 (2.146)
C -3.167 (-8.979) 4.167 (11.814) -7.303 (-10.63D)
Adj: R? 0.197 0.197 0.197

Dependent Variable: [IT, HITANIIT: **p<0.01, *p<0.05
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The association between GDP, GDPP, RSCA, RCA, TIE8, FDI, IIT, HIT and VIIT of 6 digits processed
food sector in the import and export among Indid Anstralia is presented in the table 43. In trgression model GDP,
GDPP, RSCA, RCA, TIMB, EC and FDI are consideredndgpendent variables and IIT, HIIT and VIIT arpéndent
variables. The variable GDP enters significantlyhia IIT model and has a predicted positive sigm, also significant in
HIIT and VIIT models. The variable GDPP enters gigantly in the [IT model and has a predicted pw@si sign, and also
significant in HIIT and VIIT models. The variabl®F (foreign direct investment) enters significaniiythe 11T model and
has a predicted negative sign, and also signifigaritoth the HIIT and VIIT models. The variable R&Qrevealed
symmetric comparative advantage) enters signifigantthe IIT model and has predicted a predictedifive sign for both
IIT and VIIT models, and has a predicted negatigm $or HIIT, together with significance in bothe¢tHIIT and VIIT
models. The variable RCA (revealed comparative athge) enters significantly in the IIT model ands lza predicted
positive sign, and also insignificant in HIIT andl'V models. The variable EC (Energy Consumptiorfeensignificantly
in the 1IT model and has a predicted negative aigghalso significant in HIIT and VIIT models. Indition, 20 per cent of
the variation in HIIT is dependent on independeatiables (Adjusted R-square=0.197). Hence ther@nigssociation
between GDP, GDPP, FDI, RSCA, RCA, EC, FDI, lIT/Hand VIIT.

CONCLUSIONS

Considering the importance of the processed foddstry of India, it is imperative to examine howdib has
been achieving better economic growth through iitc@ssed food industry segment. In this regardptkeent research
was an attempt to examine the various factors @fiig@dIT in India wherein the level of competitivess of the nation is
also examined. While researching on IIT are vaste are very few researchers conducted in theepsed food industry

and no study on the Indian processed food sector.

In the present research, the researcher identifiedexistence of a positive relationship betweerPGInd 11T
share. The positive relationship has been prewodscerned in empirical researchers which havéedtahat the
development of trade exchange depends on the §irzading countries’ economies which is generallgasured using
their GDP. GDP as a factor tends to be crucial étednining the attracting strength of economiestased by Van
Bergeijk and Brakman (2010) and Pietrzak and K&@ai{2014). It is deemed that large markets tendfrove their [IT
trade to open new possibilities of production egten which is characterized by the increasing eoues of scale. As
ascertained by Czarny (2002), it is deemed thanwhe GDP is large then the nation is better eqedppith capital which
further favors the development of the processimustry. In line with the findings of the presensearch, it is evident
from Zhang and Chuan (2006) and Onogwu (2013)tHeat is a positive relationship between GDP dfitrg nations and
their intensity of IIT.

REFERENCES
1. Abd-el-Rahman, K. (1991). Firms’ competitive andigreal comparative advantages as joint determinaoits

trade composition. Review of World Economics. [@e]li127 (1). pp. 83-97.

2. Balassa, B. (1967). Trade Liberalization Among Istda! Countries: Objectives and Alternatives. N¥ark:
McGraw Hill.

3. Brilhart, M. (2009). An Account of Global Intra-nstry Trade, 1962-2006. World Economy. [Online]. (32
pp. 401-459. Available from: http://doi.wiley.co®/1111/j.1467-9701.2009.01164.x.

Impact Factor(JCC): 3.6586 - This article can be dowalted fromwww.impactjournals.us |




[ 136

Shanmukh Sagar K, Vikas 8as & Sapna Arora |

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

Burange, L.G. & Chaddha, S.J. (2008). Growth Ini&®l Intra-Industry Trade. [Online]. Mumbai. Avaitde
from: http://archive.mu.ac.in/arts/social_sciencaifpdfs/depart/dwp2.pdf.

Czarny, E. (2002). Theory and practice of intratstty trade. Warsaw: Publishing House of the War&ohool

of Economics.

Falvey, R.E. (1981). Commercial policy and intrakistry trade. Journal of International Economic@njline].
11 (4). pp. 495-511.

Ferto, I. & Jambor, A. (2015). Drivers of verticaltra-industry trade: the case of the Hungarian iafgrod
sector. Agricultural Economics. [Onling]. 46 (). pp 113-123. Available from:
http://doi.wiley.com/10.1111/agec.12144.

Fontagne, L., Freudenberg, M. & Gaulier, G. (2008)systematic decomposition of world trade intoitenmtal
and VIIT. Review of World Economics. [Online]. 182 pp. 459-475.

Gourab Jyoti Kalita et al.,, Foreign Direct Investnt and Make in India Policy in Food Processingustly and
its Impact on Societal Lifestyle of North East ldinternational Journal of Business Management &é&arch
(IIBMR), Volume 5, Issue 6, November-December 2811.5,9-2

Greenaway, D., Hine, R. & Milner, C. (1994). Coynsipecific factors and the pattern of horizontatarertical
intra-industry trade in the UK. Weltwirtschaftlichérchiv. [Online]. 130 (1). pp. 77-100.

Greenaway, D., Hine, R. & Milner, C. (1995). Veafiand Horizontal Intra-Industry Trade: A Cross unstry
Analysis for the United Kingdom. The Economic JaurfOnline]. 105 (433). p.p. 1505.

C .M. Narayanan, A Computational Algorithm for thenalysis of Freeze Drying Processes with Special
Reference to Food Products / Materials, Internagiodournal of Bio-Technology and Research (IJBTR),
Volume 2, Issue 1, May-June 2012, pp. 36-45

Grubel, H. & Lloyd, P.. (1975a). Intra-industry tta: The theory and measurement of internationadldrin
differentiated products. New York: John Wiley.

Hirsch, S. & Gschwandtner, A. (2013). Profit persise in the food industry: evidence from five peaen

countries. European Review of Agricultural Econ@n[©nline]. 40 (5). pp. 741-759.

Jensen, L. & Liuthje, T. (2009). Driving forces eftical intra-industry trade in Europe 1996—2005%\ew of
World Economics. [Online]. 145 (3). pp. 469-488.

Lancaster, K. (1980). Intra-industry trade underrfpet monopolistic competition. Journal of Interiwaal
Economics. [Online]. 10 (2). pp. 151-175.

Menon, J. & Dixon, P.. (1997). Intra-Industry vessinter-Industry Trade: Relevance for Adjustmenst€o
Weltwirtschaftliches Archiv,. [Online]. 133 (1). pp46-169.

Pietrzak, M.B. & Kapinska, J. (2014). Applicatiohte gravity model to identify factors determiningde flows
in the European Union. Statistical Review. [Onlin@] (4). pp. 65-77.

NAAS Rating: 3.10- Articles can be sent ¢dlitor@impactjournals.us




Intra-Industry Trade and Revealed Comparative Advantagempirical 137
Analysis of Indian &Australian Processed Food Sector

19. Reinert, K. (2003). Windows on the World Economyimroduction to International Economics. Southsféen:

Thomson.

20. Revolvy (2017). New Trade Theory. [Online]. 201vaifable from: https://www.revolvy.com/topic/Newaidie
Theory&item_type=topic. [Accessed: 28 July 2017].

21. Trupkiewicz, M. (2015). Determinants of the Horiabrand Vertical Intra-Industry Trade between Nognand
the European Union. [Online]. University of De Lish

22. Van Bergeik, P.A.G. & Brakman, S. (2010). The @yawWodel in International Trade: Advances and

Applications. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press

23. Zhang, Z. & Chuan, L. (2006). Country-specific tast and the pattern of intra-industry trade in Chis
manufacturing. Journal of International Developmdfnline]. 18 (8). pp. 1137-1149.

Impact Factor(JCC): 3.6586 - This article can be dowalted fromwww.impactjournals.us







