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Annoragua. Llean: nymem xaaccupuxayuu cmangapmruoix 2pynn Iapmorusuposarmoii cucrmemo
Ha uemblpe 2pYNNbL ONPEJeAUMb 2PYNNbL CO CPABHUMEAbHBIMU NPCUMYULCCINBAMU U /UAU DKC-
NOPMHMOU CNeYUaIUsayueli; U me PYnnvl, KOMOPble NPUBOASAM K MOPLOBOMY Aehuuumy, s
moz0 umobbl BLIABUMb 2pYNNbL AN NPOJBUNCCHUS IKCNOPMA U BbIZCAUMb OCHOBHOU NOAXOA K
cmpamezuu umnopmosameuicHust 8 Apmernuu. Merogororma: mosupuuuposarmas sepcus um-
cmpymenma " Kapmuposarnue npoayxmos”, npegnroxcennas Yanoii u Kasyo (2012) u nepsoma-
uanvHo paspabomannas Buagozo (2008), ucnoavsyemcs agas kaaccupukauuu cmaxgapmmubix
pynn npogykmos I apmorusuposanmoii cucmemvr. Jas kaaccupuxauuu mosapHuix 2pynn uc-
no0.1b308aHbL cpeHue SHaueHus urgekca Hopmarusosammvix svissaeHHbIX cpasHumMenbHLIX Npe-
UMYLECTNB U UHACKCA OMHOCUMEAbH020 vucmozo akcnopma 3sa nepuog 2012-2016 2. Pesyan-
rarpr: Us 97 mosapuvix pynn scezo 11 pynn mosapos umenu s3Kcnopmmyio cneuuarusauuio u
cpasHumenvHvie npeumywiecmsa. Jecamv cmamzapmHulx 2pynn mosapos nposeMOHCPUPOBANU
cnocobHOCMb KOMKYPUPOBAMb MA BHEUIMUX PLIMKAX, OMAKO UM HE XBAMAaem 3KCNOPMHOU Cneuu-
anusayuu. Toavko ogHOll 2pynne mMosapos yaaaoco nPoJeMOHCMPUPOBAMb HEKOMOPYIO CMencHb
9KCNOPMHOL CNEUUANUSAUUU, OZHAKO eili HMe XBamaem KOMKYPEHMOCNOCOGHOCMU HA MUPOBOM
poirke. Ocmanvrvie 75 2pynnor mosapos He umeau MU 3KCNOPMHMYIO CNEUUANUBAUUIO, HU KOHKY-
penmHbie npeumyuwiecmsa. Boisogpr: cmpamewus npasumeavcmsa 8 omrowieHUU umnopmosame-
WeHUS U CMUMYAUPOBAHUS IKCNOPMA MOXNCEm CMamb CACAYIOWUM 8 CPEIHECPOUHOL NepcneKmu-
8e: NPOJOANCAMb YCUAUS NO NPOJBUNCCHUIO IKCNOPMA, U MEPbl 8 OMHOUICHUU TOBAPHBIX 2PYNT,
sxkaouenmblx 8 pynny A; paspabameisamv u ocywecmsasmv maxue Mepvl, KOMopble NO3BOAIM
mosapHble 2pynnbl BKAOUCHbI 8 pynnvl B nogmame cmenenv axcnopmroili cneyuarusauuu u
YCuaumv KOHKYPEHMHbIC NOSUUUU HA BHEUUHUX PbIMKAX, 4mo obecneuum OJHOBPEMEHHMO POCT
9KCNOPMa U CHUXCEHUE UMNOPMA, 4mo nosaeyem 3a coboii ykpenaeHue mopzosozo baraxca; yie-
ASMb NPUOPUMEMHOE BHUMAHUC MEM MOBAPHbIM 2pynnam, sxkawueHHoM 8 2pynny D, komopoie
MO2ym Hauame npuobpemamsv KCNOPMHYIO CNEUUAAUSALUUIO U CMAHOBUMbCA 60.1¢e KOMKYPEHMO-
CNOCOBHBIMU HA BHMEUWIHUX PLIHKAX U/uau 6yaym cnocobcmsosams passumuio u pocmy 3KCnopma
npoayxkmos, sxaiouennolx 8 pynnvi A u B. Ilpaxruueckoe mpumenenme: svisogor cmamou mo-
wym 6bime ucnoavsosanvr Murnucmepcmsom axoHomuueckozo passumus u uxsecmuuuii Pecny6-
auku Apmenus u Dongom passumus Apmenuu npu paspabomke cmpamezuii nOOwspeHUst KCNOP-
ma u UMNoOPMO3aMeUeHUs AN PASAUUHBIX OMPACeil.
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Abstract. The goal: through a classification of standardized groups of a Harmonized system into
four groups to determine the groups with comparative advantages and/or export specialty; as well
as those groups that lead to having a trade deficit, in order to find out the groups for export promo-
tion and distinguish the main approach to a strategy of import substitution in Armenia. The meth-
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odology: a modified version of the tool of “Mapping of products” suggested by Ullah and Kazuo
(2012) and originally developed by Widodo (2008), is used to classify standard product groups
of a Harmonized system. In order to classify product groups we have used average values of the
index of Normalized detected comparative advantages and the index of a relatively pure export over
the period of 2012-2016. The results: Out of 97 product groups, 11 groups of products in total
had export specialty and comparative advantages. Ten standard groups of products demonstrated an
ability to compete in international markets, however they lack having export specialization. Only
one group of products managed to demonstrate a certain degree of export specialty, however, it
lacks being able to compete in the world market. The other 75 groups of products did not have
cither export specialty or competitive advantages. The conclusions: the strategy of the government
regarding import substitution and promoting export may become the following in the mid-term per-
spective: continuing efforts promoting export, as well as measures towards product groups included
in group A; developing and implementing the measures that will allow product groups included in
group B to lift the degree of export specialty and increase their competitive position in the interna-
tional markets which will, at the same time, provide for the growth in export and reduction in im-
port, which will lead to strengthening of the trade balance; providing priority attention to those
product groups included in group D which may start acquiring export specialty and become more
compelitive in international markets and /or will contribute to the development and growth of export
of products included in groups A and B. The practical application: the conclusions of the man-
uscript may be used by the Ministry of Economic Development and Investments of the Republic
of Armenia and the Development Fund of Armenia when developing strategies of supporting ex-
port and import substitution for different industries.

Keywords: Mapping of products, export, import, the index of relatively pure export, the index of
normalized detected comparative advantages, Armenia

Introduction. Despite the fact that imports of capital and intermediary goods enable domestic pro-
ducers to report increase in local production (especially in the case of new technology), thus resulting
in the increase in productivity (Zang and Bainbridge, 2012: 368-369) [1, pp.368-369]; exporters of
labor-intensive products (in case of developing nations) to become more productive (Thangavelu and
Rajaguru, 2004: p.1084) [2, p.1084]; and exporters of various items to report increase in exports since
the significant fraction of export growth is associated with the increase in imports (Awokuse,
2008:161) [3, p.161] and etc., import growth needs to be curbed by ensuring stable flows of the for-
eign exchange, namely by increase in exports (Fosu, 2001:80) [4, p.80]. Hence, balancing the imports
and exports is required, since trade balance plays a crucial role in ensuring the stability of economic
growth (Pacheco-Ldpez, 2005: 613-614) [5, 613-614].

Although Armenia’s trade balance had started improving since 2012 and in 2016 reached the low-
est trade deficit level (1,015 million US dollars), it still remained high and accounted for about 10% of
Armenia’s GDP (see table 1). In 2016, imports comprised about 42.7% of the GDP, while exports
amounted to 33.1% ([15], [18], author’s own calculations).

Changes in trade deficit were mainly explained by the changes in imports of goods (see table 1),
thus stressing the need for initiating and designing the import substitution policy along with making
the export promotion efforts the highest priority. Hence, Armenia could face 2 alternative develop-
ment strategies: transition to the second phase of import substitution (see table 2) or export-led indus-
trial development (mainly by producing and exporting manufactured items) as various nations did up-
on completing the first phase of import-substitution during which the governments of those nations
had been mainly focused on developing low (labor-intensive) and medium technology sectors of the
economy (Balassa, 1981:6) [14, p.6]. Therefore, by somehow ensuring the development of the indus-
tries considered the main government support-recipient industries during the first phase of import sub-
stitution (see table 2), Armenia currently faces such choice as well.

Hence, the purpose of this article is by utilizing the modified version of the “Products Mapping”
tool proposed by Ullah and Kazuo (2012:476-477) [9, 476-477] and originally constructed by Widodo
(2008:204-205) [8, 204-205], to categorize the Harmonized System [17] standard groups into four
ones to identify the groups with comparative advantage and/or export specialization; and those that
result in trade deficit to reveal the groups for export promotion and highlight the main approach to im-
port substitution strategy in Armenia.
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Table 1:
Armenia’s Trade Balance from 2012 to 2016 (million US dollars)
2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
Trade Balance -2,214.0 -2,321.1 -2,168.9 -1,281.8 -1,015.8
Percent of GDP -20.8% -20.9% -18.7% -12.1% -9.6%
Goods and Services
Credit 2,917.4 3,155.3 3,318.3 3,136.3 3,500.4
Debit 5,131.4 5,476.4 5,487.3 44182 4,516.2
Goods
Credit 1,515.7 1,635.9 1,698.1 1,623.9 1,890.7
Debit 3,627.6 3,832.0 3,753.6 2,810.3 2,835.1
Services
Credit 1,401.7 1,519.4 1,620.2 1,512.4 1,609.7
Debit 1,503.8 1,644.4 1,733.7 1,607.9 1,681.1
Source: [18], [15], author’s own calculations.
Table 2:
The phases of import substitution or inward orientation
Phase 1 Phase 11
Industries Textiles, leather goods, wood Consgmer durqbles, industrial intermediates, steel,
products, processed foods chemicals, capital goods
Plant size/Economies of scale Small Medium-large
Technology Low-medium Medium-high
Capital required Low Medium-high
Ownership Private sector entrepreneurs iinﬁligatci(;?lioénﬁ?es’ SOEs,
Market opportunities Domestic gﬁ;lzzttlf)’tﬁ;r?ﬁ;eqmred

Source: Scott, 2011:343 [13, p.343]

Design/methodological approach

The “Products Mapping” analytical tool was first developed and introduced by Widodo (2008:204-
205) [8, pp. 204-205] by combing two variables: the Revealed Symmetric Comparative Advantage
(RSCA) index constructed by Laursen (1998:2) [11, p.2], Dalum et al. (1998:427-428) [20, pp.427-
428], [10, p.5], and the Trade Balance Index (TBI) proposed by Lafay (1992) [6] and/or the Relative
Net Export (RNX) Index (UNIDO, 1982) [19], [10, p.10]. The “Products Mapping” tool constructed
by Ullah and Kazuo (2012:476-477) [9, pp. 476-477] combines the Trade Balance Index and/or Rela-
tive Net Export Index with the Normalized Revealed Comparative Advantage Index (NRCA) devel-
oped by Yu et al. (2009:270-272) [7, pp. 270-272]. For the purpose of this study the “Products Map-
ping” tool developed by Ullah and Kazuo (2012:476-477) |9, pp. 476-477] is applied.

The TBI and/or RNX is defined as the following

X _ .— M __
RNX,. b6 = ————2%= (1),[10,p.10
M - X 4 ;‘vf, ( }l[ rp ]

L, Lol

where:

Xi i 18 the value of exports of commodity i of a country c in year t [10, p.5];

M; .;is the value of imports of commodity i of a country c in year t;

RNX ;.. is the value of the Relative Net Export Index score of commodity i of a country c in year t.

The value of the index score ranges from -1 to +1. If the value equals to -1 that implies that the giv-
en country only exports the given commodity, while the value of +1 implies that the nation only ex-
ports the given commodity. The positive value of the index score implies that the given country is a
“net-exporter”, while the negative value implies that the given country is a “net importer”. The index
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cannot be defined when given nation neither imports nor exports the given commodity.
The Normalized Revealed Comparative Advantage Index is defined as the following:
NRCA'=r E;/JE =E/E—E,E'/EE (2) [7,p.271]

where:

E’, is the value of exports of commodity j of country i;

E ; is the value of the world exports of commodity j;

E' is the value of the total exports of country i;

E is the value of the total world export

NRCA’;,- is the Normalized Revealed Comparative Advantage Index of commodity j of country i.

The index “measures the degree of deviation of a country’s actual export from its comparative-
advantage-neutral level in terms of its relative scale with respect to the world export market” (Yu et
al., 2009:270) [7, p. 270]. If the value of the index score is higher than 0, that implies the actual export
of commodity j of a country i “is higher than its comparative-advantage-neutral level” Ullah and
Kazuo (2012:476) [9, p. 476], which means that country i has a comparative advantage in commodity
J, meanwhile the negative value of the index score implies that the actual export of commodity of j is
lower than its comparative-advantage-neutral level, which means that country i has comparative disad-
vantage in producing commodity j. The higher the value of the index is, the stronger the comparative
advantage of country i is in producing commodity j, and the opposite. “The possible distribution of
NRCA scores is symmetrical, ranging from —1/4 to +1/4 with 0 being the comparative-advantage-
neutral point” (Yu et al., 2009:273) [7, p. 273].

Figure 1 demonstrates the Products Mapping constructed by Ullah and Kazuo (2012:477) [9,
p.477].

Figure 1:
Products Mapping by Ullah and Kazuo (2012)

NRCA>0 Group B: Group A:

Normalized Revealed Com- NRCA>0 and RNX<0 NRCA>0 and RNX>0
tive Advantage Ind, : :
parative vantage index NRCA<0 Group D: Group C:

NRCA<0 and RNX<0 NRCA<0 and RNX>0

RNX<0 RNX>0
Relative Net Export Index

Source: Ullah and Kazuo (2012:477) [9, p.477].

Group A consists of those products that represent “the most vital export products since they upbeat
global competition and strengthen country’s balance of payments” if “product mapping is done for
export basket of a country” Ullah and Kazuo (2012:476) [9, p.476]. Group B consists of products that
are competitive; however, the given country lacks specialization with respect to the given products.
Group C comprises those products that the given country possesses specialization with respect to the
groups, whoever these products are not competitive in terms of comparative advantage. Group D in-
cludes those products that lack both export specialization and “competitiveness in global market” and
result in increase in trade deficits with respect to these products, “since the country is a net import-
er” (Ullah and Kazuo, 2012:476) [9, p.476]. Hence, Group B and C could be considered “potential
products to raise export earnings but require dissimilar strategies for future resource allocation deci-
sion” (Ullah and Kazuo, 2012:476-477) [9, pp.476-476].

In the case of Armenia, for the purpose of constructing the “Products Mapping” tool, the data on
HS Standard Product Groups of Commodities at a 2-digit level were retrieved from the United Na-
tions’ Comtrade Database [16]. The Average values of Normalized Revealed Comparative Advantage
Index and Relative Net Export Index scores for the period 2012-2016 were used to categorize the
product groups into above-mentioned 4 groups.

Results. Out of 99 product groups (according to HS Standard Product Groups of Commodities at a
2-digit level), only 11 product groups (Group A) proved to both possess export specialization and
comparative advantage (see figure 2). In 2016, the share of these products accounted for about 78.5%
of the total export ([16], author’s own calculations). The export of these groups included in Group A is
a very significant source of the foreign exchange thus, resulting in the strengthening of the trade bal-
ance.
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Ten standard groups of commodities (Group B) demonstrated the ability to compete in foreign
markets (possess comparative advantage), however, they lack export specialization. Only one prod-
uct group (Group C) managed to report some export specialization, however lacking competitiveness
in the global market. The remaining 77 product groups demonstrated neither comparative advantage
nor export specialization (Group D), thus seriously weakening the trade balance and causing a trade
deficit.

Due to positive NRCA score values the products included in Group B could compete in foreign
markets, however owing to negative trade balance (negative RNX score values) the commodities are
not meeting the domestic demand, and this demand is covered by the imported items (Ullah and
Kazuo, 2012:481) [9, p.481]. Therefore, “if these products are nurtured to gain export specialization
two benefits will accrue, i.e. (i) exports will increase and (ii) import demand will decline” (Ullah and
Kazuo, 2012:481) [9, p.481]. However, in the case of Armenia, the scale effects and increase in
productivity could be reported only when Armenia would start deepening the export specialization
and report higher export growth rates, since the size of Armenia’s domestic market is relatively small
(ranked 115™ (WEF, 2017) [21]) and only foreign markets can serve as substitutes for the domestic
market under the globalization (WEF, 2014:8) [12], thus enabling the local producers to ensure high-
er rates of productivity growth and benefit from the scale effects. With respect to Group C the strate-
gy would be either to implement measures to strengthen the comparative advantage of the commodi-
ties of HS Standard Product Group 88 (see figure 2) or to channel the resources to other competitive
sectors of the economy, since the product group could become competitive in the long-run (Ullah and
Kazuo, 2012:481-482) [9, pp.481-482].

From the point of view of import substitution strategy product groups incorporated in Group D
could be considered those groups that the Government of Armenia needs to support the development
of thereof. However, the priority needs to be given to those groups that have a potential to start gain-
ing export specialization and becoming more competitive in foreign markets and/or would assist the
development and export growth of products incorporated in both Group A and B.

Figure 2:
Armenia’s Products Mapping for the period 2012-2016

Group B:

NRCA>0 and RNX<0 Group A:

— Live animals;

— Dairy produce; birds' eggs; natural honey;
edible products of animal origin, not elsewhere
specified or included;

— Live trees and other plants; bulbs, roots and
the like; cut flowers and ornamental foliage,

— Edible vegetables and certain roots and tu-
bers;

NRCA>0 and RNX>0

— Fish and crustaceans, molluscs and other aquat-
ic invertebrates;

— Preparations of vegetables, fruit, nuts or other
parts of plants;

— Beverages, spirits and vinegar,

— Tobacco and manufactured tobacco substitutes,
— Ores, slag and ash;

23,27, 28,29, 30,31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38,
39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51,
52,53, 54, 55,56, 57, 58, 59, 60, 61, 63, 64, 65,
66, 67, 69, 73,75, 78, 79, 80, 82, 83, 84, 85, 86,
87, 89, 90, 92, 94, 95, 96, 97, 99)

NRCA>0 |— Edible fruit and nuts; peel of citrus fruit or — Natural or cultured pearls, precious or semi-
melons; precious stones, precious metals, metals clad with
— Coffee, tea, maté and spices; precious metal and articles thereof; imitation jew-
) — Salt; sulphur; earths and stone; plastering ellery; coin;
Normalized materials, lime and cement, — Iron and steel ;
Revealed Com- — Articles of apparel and clothing accessories, —|— Copper and articles thereof;
parative Ad- not knitted or crocheted; — Aluminium and articles thereof;
vantage Index — Articles of stone, plaster, cement, asbestos, — Other base metals; cermets; articles thereof;
mica or similar materials; — Clocks and watches and parts thereof.
— Glass and glassware. (3,20,22,24,26,71,72,74, 76, 81, 91)
(1,4,6,7,8,9,25, 62, 68, 70)*
Group D:
NRCA<0 and RNX<0
The rest of the HS Standard Product Groups of .
Commaodities NRCA<0 and RNX-0
NRCA<0 @,5, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 21, — Aircraft, spacecraft, and parts thereof (88)

RNX<0

RNX>0

Relative Net Export Index

Source: [16]. Author’s own calculations.
Note: *the numbers in the parentheses correspond to the codes of HS Standard Product Groups of Commodities at 2-digit

level.
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Conclusion. Out of 97 product groups only 11 product groups (Fish and crustaceans, molluscs
and other aquatic invertebrates; Preparations of vegetables, fruit, nuts or other parts of plants; Bever-
ages, spirits and vinegar; Tobacco and manufactured tobacco substitutes; Ores, slag and ash; Natural
or cultured pearls, precious or semi-precious stones, precious metals, metals clad with precious metal
and articles thereof; imitation jewellery; coin; Iron and steel; Copper and articles thereof; Aluminium
and articles thereof; Other base metals; cermets; articles thereof; Clocks and watches and parts there-
of) proved to both possess export specialization and have comparative advantage. Ten standard
groups of commodities (Live animals; Dairy produce; birds' eggs; natural honey; edible products of
animal origin, not elsewhere specified or included; Live trees and other plants; bulbs, roots and the
like; cut flowers and ornamental foliage; Edible vegetables and certain roots and tubers; Edible fruit
and nuts; peel of citrus fruit or melons; Coffee, tea, maté and spices; Salt; sulphur; earths and stone;
plastering materials, lime and cement; Articles of apparel and clothing accessories, not knitted or cro-
cheted; Articles of stone, plaster, cement, asbestos, mica or similar materials; Glass and glassware)
demonstrated the ability to compete in foreign markets, however, they lack export specialization. On-
ly one product group (Aircraft, spacecraft, and parts thereof) managed to report some export speciali-
zation however lacking competitiveness in the global market.

Hence, the government’s strategy with respect to import substitution and export promotion could
be the following in the medium-term:

1. to continue export promotion efforts and measures initiated and undergone by various state in-
stitutions with respect to product groups included in Group A;

2. to design and implement such measures that would enable the product groups incorporated in
Group B to gain export specialization and strengthen competitive position in foreign markets, thus
ensuring simultaneously export growth and import decline resulting in the strengthening of the trade
balance;

3. to give priority to those product groups included in Group D that have a potential to start gain-
ing export specialization and becoming more competitive in foreign markets and/or would assist the
development and export growth of products incorporated in both Group A and B

Practical Implications. The findings of the article could be used by the Ministry of Economic
Development and Investments of the Republic of Armenia, and the Development Foundation of Ar-
menia in designing the export promotion and import-substitution strategies for various industries of
the economy.

References:

1. Wenyu Zang & Mark Bainbridge (2012) Exports, imports and economic growth in South Korea and Japan:
a tale of two economies, Applied Economics, 44:3, 361-372, DOI: 10.1080/00036846.2010.508722.

2. Shandre Mugan Thangavelu & Gulasekaran Rajaguru (2004) Is there an export or import-led productivity
growth in rapidly developing Asian countries? a multivariate VAR analysis, Applied Economics, 36:10, p.1084
-1093, DOI:10.1080/0003684042000246795.

3. Titus O. Awokuse (2008) Trade openness and economic growth: is growth export-led or import-led?, Ap-
plied Economics, 40:2, 161-173, DOI: 10.1080/00036840600749490.

4. AK. Fosu (2001) Economic Fluctuations and Growth in Sub-Saharan Africa: The Importance of Import
Instability, The Journal of Development Studies, 37:3, 71-85, DOI: 10. 108()/00220380412331321971

5. Penélope Pacheco-Lopez (2005) The effect of trade liberalization on exports, imports, the balance of trade,
and growth: the case of Mexico, Journal of Post Keynesian Economics, 27:4, pp.613-614, DOI:
10.1080/01603477.2005.11051459

6. Lafay, G., (1992), “The Measurement of Revealed Comparative Advantages” in M.G. Dagenais and. P.A.
Muet (eds.), International Trade Modelling, London: Chapman & Hall, pp. 209-234.

7. Yu, R., Cai, J. & Leung, P. (2009). The normalized revealed comparative advantage index, The Annals of
Regional Science, Volume 43, Issue 1, pp. 267—282, DOI: 10.1007/s00168-008-0213-3

8. Tri Widodo (2008) Dynamic changes in comparative advantage: Japan ‘flying geese” model and its impli-
cations for China)'Journal of Chinese Economic and Foreign Trade Studies, Vol. 1 Issue: 3, pp.200-213, DOI:
10.1108/17544400810912365

9. Ullah, M. & Kazuo, I. (2012) Dynamics of Comparative Advantage and Export Potential in Bangladesh, The
Ritsumeikan Economic Review, Vol. 61, No. 4, pp.471-484

10. Andrey A. Gnidchenko, Viadimir A. Salnikov (2015) “Net Comparative Advantage Index: Overcoming the
Drawbacks of the Existing Indices”, Basic Research Program Working Papers Series: Economics, WP BRP
119/EC/2015, 39p. https://www.hse.ru/data/2015/12/29/1136287015/119EC2015.pdf

11. Laursen, K. (1998), ‘‘Revealed comparative advantage and the alternatives as measures of international
specialization’’, working paper 98-30, Danish Research Unit for Industrial Dynamics (DRUID).

12. World Economic Forum (2014) The Global Competitiveness Report 2014—2015: Full Data Edition, ed.
Klaus Schwab, Geneva, Switzerland: World Economic Forum, 565p. (number of pages in e-book). Available

Www.rppe.ru 89



Makapst AP.
PRODUCTS MAPPING OF THE HARMONIZED SYSTEM STANDARD GROUPS AND ARMENIA'S CHOICE
FOR IMPORT SUBSTITUTION AND EXPORT PROMOTION

at: http://www3.weforum.org/docs/ WEF _GlobalCompetitivenessReport 2014-15.pdf (last accessed: January
12, 2018).

13. B.R. Scott (2011), Import Substitution as an Economic Strategy. In B.R. Scott, Capitalisms: Its Origins and
Evolution as a System of Governance, p. 343 (pp.337-356), New York, NY, USA: Springer Science+Business
Media, DOI 10.1007/978-1-4614-1879-5 10

14. Bela Balassa (1981). The process of industrial development and alternative development strategies, Essays
in International Finance No. 141, International Finance Section, Department of Economics, Princeton Univer-
sity, Princeton, NJ, USA 34p., available at: https://www.princeton.edu/~ies/IES Essays/E141.pdf (last ac-
cessed: November 23, 2017)

15. International Monetary Fund, World Economic Outlook Database: October 2017 Edition, available at:
http://www.imf.org/external/pubs/fi/weo/2017/02/weodata/weoselgr.aspx.

16. United Nations, UN Comtrade Database, available at: https://comtrade.un.org/data/ (last accessed: Febru-
ary 5, 2018).

17. World Customs Organization, Harmonized System Database, available at: http://www.wcoomd.org/en/
topics/nomenclature/instrument-and-tools/tools-to-assist-with-the-classification-in-the-hs/hs-online.aspx  (last
accessed: March 29, 2017)

18. National Statistical Service of Armenia, “Balance of Payments 6 online database, available at: http://
armstat.am/am/?nid=203

19. UNIDO (1982). Changing Patterns of Trade in World Industry: An Empirical Study on Revealed Compara-
tive Advantage. New York: United Nations, 203p.

20. Bent Dalum, Keld Laursen & Gert Villumsen (1998) Structural Change in OECD Export Specialisation
Patterns: de-specialisation and ‘stickiness’, International Review of Applied Economics, 12:3, 423-443, DOI:
10.1080/02692179800000017

21. World Economic Forum (2017), The Domestic Market size index of The Global Competitiveness Report
2017-2018, ed. Klaus Schwab, Geneva, Switzerland: World Economic Forum, Available at: http://
reports.weforum.org/global-competitiveness-index-2017-2018/competitiveness-rankings/
#series=DOMMKTIDX

90 www.rppe.ru



