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Abstract: Economic growth is one of the most important jobs for any policy maker. This job 
becomes more challenging when an economy works in a more interconnected world. In such 
a globalized world, performances of many smaller economies are path breaking. So it is high 
time for many big economies of the world to revisit the growth model of smaller economies. 
Singapore’s outstanding industrial and trade policy have become a great example before the 
world. Every country’s growth pattern is unique in its own sense. This paper critically 
examines the three different countries viz. Singapore, India and Hungary’s trade and 
industrial policy. While observing several arguments that whether the successful result of 
similar development strategy for every country is possible or not, it is difficult to say that 
outward looking growth model of a small country like Singapore will certainly offer a big 
lesson for the smaller economy like Hungary and one of the world’s biggest economies India. 
It may be difficult to practice, but not impossible that following the growth path of Singapore, 
both the countries will be able to sustain tremendous growth and economic success. 
Singapore’s success story gives a valuable message that without government’s proactive role 
and other conducive factors, no country can progress.  
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Introduction 
Trade ̌rowth and industrialization prǒress both are the sǐni̋icant indicators ő 
any country’s economic development. Since trade is considered as an eňine ő 
̌rowth (RobertsonĽ 1řγŘ) and industrialization is considered as a promoter ő 
̌rowth. ThusĽ it can be said that the success ő an economy depends on both the 
e̋̋ectiveness ő trade policyĽ which rěulates trade and industrialization process 
that promotes industrial development. Trade policy and industrialization process 
must be complementary to each other. BecauseĽ the prior objective ő industrial 
policy is to promote tradeĽ the primary objective ő trade policy is to speed up the 
process ő industrialization. The more trade policy and industrialization process ő 
a country complements or supports each otherĽ the more success in terms ő ̌rowthĽ 
that country will experience. Tilman (β011) ařued that one ő the problems ̋or 
developiň and lower middle income countries is lack ő coordination between their 
industrial policies and trade policies and others.  At the present timeĽ every 
economy’s ̌ oal is to have a loňľrun sustained ̌rowth. ButĽ their way and stratěies 
di̋̋er. As ̋ ar as development stratěy is concernedĽ there always remains bǐ debate 
between the ̋ree tradersĽ who advocate outwardľlookiň export promotion 
stratěies ő industrializationĽ and the protectionistsĽ who are proponents ő inwardľ 
lookiň import substitution stratěies (Michael and StephenĽ β00γ). Michael and 
Stephen (β00γ) called the promoters ő inward lookiň stratěies the trade 
pessimists and the proponents ő export promotion policies the trade optimists. 

Paul and Maurice (β00ř) de̋ined import substitution industrialization process as the 
stratěy ő encourǎiň domestic industry by limitiň imports ő manűactured 
̌oods and protectiň domestic manűacturers ̋rom international competition. Paul 
and Maurice (β00ř) also explained export promotion stratěy as the stratěy ő 
encourǎiň more and more export ő manűactured ̌oods by adoptiň ̋ree trade 
policy rather than protectionist measures. Jǎdish (1řŘŘ) classi̋ied exportľ
promotiň trade stratěy into two stratěies: źxportľpromotiň and ultraľexport 
promotiň trade stratěy. źxportľ promotiň trade stratěy is de̋ined as the 
situationĽ when the incentive to produce the exportable ̌oods equals to produce the 
importľcompetiň ̌oods. When the incentive to produce exportable ̌ood exceeds 
that to produce the importľcompetiň ̌oodsĽ this is the ultraľźP stratěy.  It is very 
clear thatĽ todayĽ Siňapore is one ő the hǐhly advanced countries ő the world. It 
emeřed as newly industrialized economy at the ̋ore̋ront ő developiň countries. 
This economy is widely known ̋or its e̋̋ective and e̋̋icient development model. 
Huňary in recent years has shown tremendous prǒress in terms ő trade and 
industrial developmentĽ but still it needs to develop more. IndiaĽ which is considered 
as one ő the ̋astest ̌rowiň economies in the worldĽ is still strǔ̌liň to achieve 
hǐher productivity and e̋̋iciency led ̌rowth. 

The paper ̋ ocuses on studyiň stratěies related to trade policy and industrialization 
process ő the three di̋̋erent countriesĽ IndiaĽ Siňapore (Asian countries one which 
is very bǐ in terms ő its size and another very small ) and Huňary (a Central and 
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źastern źuropean Country). The paper also tries to answer the questionĽ why 
Siňapore is more advanced than India and Huňary at present. What kind ő roleĽ 
trade policy and industrialization process ő these countries have played in their 
̌rowth and development? 

2 Literature review 
In the ̌lobal scenarioĽ 1řő0’s and 1ř60’s saw the hǐh tide ő importľ substitutiň 
industrialization. Since late 1ř60’sĽ it has come under increasiňly harsh criticism. 
By the late 1řŘ0’sĽ the critique ő this policy has been widely accepted by 
economists. MeanwhileĽ developiň countries had started liberaliziň trade. Now 
the e̋̋orts have been shi̋ted to promote more exports ő manűacturiň ̌oods. 
Since late 1ř60’sĽ ařuments rěardiň the export promotionĽ trade stratěy had 
been started and is still continued. MeanwhileĽ a laře number ő empirical studies 
have been conducted ̋ocusiň on the impact ő exportľpromotion development 
stratěy ̋or economic ̌rowth. źconometric studies were conducted ő the exportsľ
̌rowth relationships. Study by Robert (1ř67) con̋irmed that there is hǐhly 
sǐni̋icant relation between export ̌rowth and increase in per capita żNP. It was 
̋ound that 1% increase in per capita żNP is associated with a γ % increase in 
exports. Another study by William (1řŘ1) included őő middle income developiň 
countries ̋or the period 1ř60ľ1ř77Ľ observed sǐni̋icant positive associations 
between ̌rowth and total exports. Bela (1řŘő) ̋ound in a study ő Őγ developiň 
countries duriň 1ř7γľ7Ř that export promotion policy has ̋avorably a̋̋ected 
̌rowth per̋ormance. Jessie (1řřŐ) studied the sǐni̋icance ő development level in 
determiniň exportľ̌rowth relationships. The study sǔ̌ested that export 
promotion stratěy is not equally e̋̋ective at all stǎes ő the development cycle 
rather than at the intermediate development level.  

Jǎdish (1řŘŘ) examined the old and new ařuments that questioned the 
understandiň ő exportľpromotion stratěy. While consideriň experiences ̋rom 
the studies on the advantǎes ő the export promotion trade policy and examiniň 
several new sources ő ařuments concerniň export promotiň trade stratěyĽ 
Jǎdish (1řŘŘ) concluded that an export promotion trade stratěy remained the 
pre̋erred option ̋or every country and developiň countries should adopt the policy 
in line with the industrialized countries. Tilman (β011) ařued that the success ő 
any industrial policy depends on how e̋̋ectively it has been desǐned and 
implemented. The objectives and challeňes ̋or industrial policy in low and lowerľ
middle income countries are quite di̋̋erent ̋rom those in hǐher income countries. 
The challeňes ̋or low income countries are to balance the patterns ő development 
spatiallyĽ develop resourceľe̋̋icient technolǒiesĽ coordination ̋ailureĽ lack ő 
monitoriňĽ evaluations and other political checks and balancesĽ ̋rǎmentation ő 
the business communityĽ lack ő comparable stratěic ̋ocus and political 
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determination. Low and lowerľmiddleľincome countries need to pursue proactive 
industrial policies to achieve success. 

While studyiň the industrial and trade policy ő the three economies (IndiaĽ 
Siňapore and Huňary)Ľ it has been observed that Siňapore has adopted an export 
promotion model since 1ř67. As ̋ar as India and Huňary are concernedĽ there are 
many similarities between the two in terms ő trade protection and industrialization 
as both had adopted restricted industrialization until 1řř0 (Takács and NalinĽ β016). 
The study has taken into consideration three strands ő theoretical literature.  

The ̋irst strand ő literature observes the role ő industrial and trade policy in 
Siňapore’s economic trans̋ormation. Siňapore’s ̌rowth process and its 
economic stratěies have seen the most attention ̋rom the development planners all 
around the world. Jǎdish (1řŘŘ) ̌ave credit ő substantial improvements in the 
export per̋ormance ő Siňapore ̋or their shi̋t to an export promotion trade 
stratěy. Siňapore’s industrialization policies are characterized by an exportľ
oriented manűacturiň led by the multinational corporations (MNCs). There were 
several state ǎencies ̋or industrial development (H.A. YunĽ 1řřŐ). żundy et al. 
(β00Ő) divided Siňapore’s economic stratěies into three catěories: ̌overnment’s 
stratěic roleĽ mobilization ő its human capitalĽ continuous development ő 
in̋rastructure. Since 1řŘ0’sĽ the ̌overnment proceeded towards development ő 
hǐh value added and hǐh technolǒy industries. SoĽ the composition ő exports 
also chaňed ̋rom lowľskilled industrial products to hǐhľskilled manűacturiň 
products. At presentĽ Siňapore’s industrialization policy is directed towards 
achieviň hǐh technolǒy economy and expandiň external ties with the world. All 
in allĽ Siňapore’s success became possible because ő a rǐht combination ő state 
led social and economic policies and rǐht place and timiň ő re̋orms. While 
studyiň the role ő industrial and trade policy in the success ő the źast Asian 
economies (Siňapore is one)Ľ Paul and Maurice (β00ř) were ő the view that it is 
un̋air to say that industrial policy was a key driviň ̋orce behind Asian success. 
AlsoĽ it can be said that trade policy ő these economies has permitted ̌rowthĽ but 
wroň to say that it caused ̌rowth.  

The second strand ő literature deals with the Huňarian trade policy and 
industrialization process. J. Drecin (1ř7ő) talked about the internal social and 
economic contradictions that restricted the country ̋rom achieviň hǐher level ő 
industrialization. They are: lack ő quali̋ied laborĽ its small internal marketĽ social 
tensions amoň the masses because ő low liviň standards. Industrial development 
in Huňary needs ̌reater specialization and modernization ő productsĽ 
technolǒical development and better international relations. Jose̋ (1řŘŐ) analyzed 
industrial policy ő Huňary on the basis ő ̋our criteria: selectiň industries ̋or 
promotionĽ selectiň markets ̋or saleĽ allocatiň resources towards tařet sectors 
and achieviň production and exports. It was concluded that Huňarian planners 
were not ̋ully succeeded in all these criteria. Like SiňaporeĽ Huňary’s economic 
̌rowth was also driven by expansion ő exports and investments. Żrancoise (1řř6) 
examined the trade policy re̋orms ő Central & źastern źuropean Countries 
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(CźźCs) includiň Huňary in details and made a comparison with China. Limited 
̋oreǐn trade re̋orms had been implemented in the 1ř70s and 1řŘ0s in the CźźCs. 
Since 1řŘřĽ complete trade re̋orms were adopted. Between 1řŘř and 1řř1Ľ the 
trade monopoly was abolishedĽ quantitative restrictions on imports sharply reduced 
or eliminated ̋or most industrial productsĽ tari̋̋ barriers were set at a lowĽ or 
moderate levelĽ currency convertibility was in prǒressĽ measures to attract ̋oreǐn 
direct investments was adopted. CźźCs’s approach towards trade re̋orms was trade 
liberalization and namely import liberalization aimed at intěratiň the źuropean 
Union. Andrea et al. (β000) evaluated new trade policy orientation adopted by 
Huňary duriň 1řř0s and ̋ound it success̋ul. It was ařued that there were two 
basic objectives ő the new policy: to be intěrated with the world economy andĽ to 
establish trade relation with the źuropean Union. In the ő0’s and 60’sĽ ̋orced 
industrialization development policy was adopted by Huňary. It wanted to achieve 
the condition ő sel̋ľ sű̋iciency and economic independence and to survive without 
any external assistance (TaborĽ β00Ő and J. ŻazekasĽ β00Ř). Priyanka et al. (β01γ) 
discussed about the trade policy ő Huňary and said that ̋rom 1řő0’s ľ 60’s till 
ř0’sĽ restrictive economic policy remained continue.   

The third strand ő literature ̋ocuses on trade policy and industrial re̋orms ő India. 
Thirukodikaval (1řř1) expressed the view that India’s trade and industrial policy 
have ̋ailed. The entire system ő discretionary and quantitative restrictions on any 
economic activity must be abandoned once and ̋or all. ButĽ still in present scenarioĽ 
India has not abandoned the restrictions completely. The question also arises that 
how India’s export promotion stratěy should be ̋or sustainiň loň term ̌rowth. 
ż. M. Naidu et al. (1řř7) proposed an export promotion ̋ramework ̋or IndiaĽ while 
concerniň the experiences ő other countries that have adopted similar stratěies. 
The study mentioned some problems in India’s export promotion stratěy likeĽ hǐh 
level ő ̌overnment interventionĽ lack ő coordinationĽ clear objectives and visionĽ 
extensive duplication ő e̋̋orts. Some more initiatives were sǔ̌ested that must be 
taken ̋or export promotion. Such initiatives are to increase country’s 
competitiveness throǔh in̋rastructure development and maintenanceĽ adopt a 
systematic approach to export developmentĽ minimize bureaucracy and promote 
entrepreneurshipĽ develop partnerships between public and private ořanizationsĽ 
promote e̋̋ectiveness ő prǒramsĽ competiň in R & D and qualityĽ accountability 
ő public and private ořanizationsĽ etc.  Arvind (β00Ř) ̌ave credit ő  Korea’s 
outstandiň per̋ormance duriň the 1ř60sľ70s to its outward oriented policy on the 
other hand provide a credit ő  India’s poor per̋ormance in its inward lookiň 
policy. Petia and Amit (β011) studied the impact ő India’s trade re̋orms on ̋irm 
productivity and ̋ound it positive. It was ̋ound that there were complementarities 
between trade liberalization and additional industrial policy re̋orms. Jǎdish and 
Arvind  (β01γ) pointed out the weaknesses ő India’s industrial sector likeĽ poor 
per̋ormance ő labor intensive ̋irmsĽ small size ő Indian ̋irmsĽ less ő laře and 
medium sized ̋ irms comprisiň industry and dominance ő small sized ̋ irms. While 
discussiň the history ő India’s trade policyĽ  Priyanka et al. (β01γ) noti̋ied that 
̋rom 1řŐ7 till 1řř0Ľ ̋irstly the purpose ő trade policy has been to restrict imports 
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and boost exportsĽ and in later yearsĽ to stimulate economic ̌rowth and export 
promotion via import liberalization. Since 1řř1Ľ external trade liberalization has 
taken placeĽ which resulted in a major shi̋t in the ̌rowth ő India’s trade.  

In a nutshellĽ the above literature shows that there are empirical evidences ő 
positive relations between export ̌rowth and ̌rowth in income or żNP. While 
̋ocusiň on theoretical as well as applied studies on trade and industrial policy ő 
the three economiesĽ it has been ̋ound that Siňapore’s development stratěy is 
much more synchronized and well structured than Huňary and India.  

3 Materials and Methods 
An analytical approach has been adopted to critically evaluate the trade policy and 
industrialization pattern ő the three countries. To clearly depict the trade 
per̋ormance ő all the three countriesĽ their export shares in world exports have 
been calculated. It is the percentǎe ő a country's total exports in the world's total 
exports. This ratio is beiň used to evaluate the chaňes ő a country’s share in 
world markets over time. 

 

India’s share ő world export is calculated as:  

                         

                 Ei= (Ix/ Wx) ×100 

 

WhereĽ Ix = India’s ̌oods export in the world 

             Wx = Total ̌oods export in world 

 

Siňapore’s share ő world export is calculated as: 

 

                   Es= (Sx/ Wx) ×100 

 

WhereĽ Sx = Siňapore’s ̌oods export in the world 

             Wx = Total ̌oods export in world   
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Huňary’s share ő world export is calculated as: 

                    Eh= (Hx/ Wx) ×100 

 

WhereĽ Hx= Huňary’s ̌oods export in the world 

             Wx = Total ̌oods export in world   

 

The data ̋or compariň economic per̋ormance ő the three countries have been 
taken mostly ̋rom World BankĽ World źconomic Żorum and IMD World 
Competitiveness center. Żor a comparative study ő the trade policy and the 
industrialization process ő the three countriesĽ three main sources areľ Ministry ő 
trade and Industry ő SiňaporeĽ the Huňarian Chamber ő Commerce and Industry 
in HuňaryĽ and Ministry ő Commerce and Industry ő India. 

Singapore’s Trade Policy and Industrialization Process 
Be̋ore the 1ř60sĽ Siňapore was a dependent nation. There was a lack ő natural 
resourcesĽ hinterland and industry. The country was ̋ully dependent on entrepot 
trade ő the źast India Company. There was no speci̋ic industrial stratěy. In the 
̋irst hal̋ ő the 1ř60sĽ Siňapore approach towards trade was somehow restrictive. 
In the latter hal̋ ő the 1ř60sĽ Siňapore adopted export promotion and outward 
oriented trade policy. The labor intensive industrialization process had been adopted 
and the ̋ocus was on buildiň labor intensive industries. In 1ř70’sĽ the trade policy 
was directed towards increasiň export potential. źxportľoriented industrialization 
process has been adopted to attract ŻDI into the country to increase productive 
capacity. Duriň 1řŘ0’s, industrialization process was aimed to enhance overall 
competitiveness ő the economy compared to other rěional economies.  Since 
1řř0sĽ the stratěy has been to make Siňapore’s ̋irms more entrepreneurial and 
Siňapore’s work̋orce more experts and to be competitive with international 
standards. A̋ter β000sĽ innovation driven industrialization process has been 
adopted.  

Hungary’ Trade Policy and Industrialization Process 
Żrom 1řŐőľ1ř67Ľ beiň a member ő the Council ̋or Mutual źconomic Assistance 
(CMźA)Ľ restrictive trade practices have been adopted. Industrial policy has been 
̋orced ̋rom the centerĽ that means planned and executed ̋rom the top down. No 
incentives were there to develop and produce competitive products by industrial 
units. In 1ř6ŘĽ marketľoriented re̋orms had been introduced by the New źconomic 
Mechanism. Under thisĽ state control was reduced. The ̋ocus was beiň ̌iven on 
developiň priority sectors. Seeiň the poor per̋ormance ő productionĽ attention 
was paid towards specializationĽ hǐher standard ̋or products and manǎementĽ 
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domestic and ̋oreǐn demandĽ availability ő in̋rastructure and manpower. A̋ter 
the termination ő CMźA in 1řř1Ľ stratěy ő trade policy chaňed. Trade relation 
was established with ̋oreǐn countries. Imports were liberalized and ̋oreǐn 
investments have been encourǎed.   

India’s Trade Policy and Industrialization Process 
India’s trade policy was relatively ̋reer duriň British rule. Like other developiň 
countriesĽ India ̋ollowed nonľ industrial model. Duriň the period 1řŐŘľ1řŘ0Ľ 
India’s rěulatory policy rěime became more restrictive. Liberalization ő ̋oreǐn 
trade was adopted duriň 1řőβľő7. A̋ter thatĽ restricted import policy was adopted 
till 1ř66. ǍainĽ export promotion and import restriction stratěy have been adopted 
till 1ř7ő. In the late 1ř70sĽ the import liberalization policy had been adopted. All in 
allĽ inward lookiň industrial policy had been adopted. There was extensive 
intervention ő the Indian state in industrial development. Various acts and 
rěulations related to industrial policyĽ development and licensiňĽ like Industrial 
Development & Rěulation ActĽ 1řő1Ľ The Industrial Policy StatementĽ 1ř7γ were 
enacted duriň the period. In early 1řŘ0sĽ a trend towards derěulation started. The 
period saw startiň ő liberaliziň tradeĽ industrial and ̋inancial policies. SubsidiesĽ 
tax concessions were ̌ iven ̋or encourǎiň exports. The industrial policy statement 
ő 1řŘ0 placed emphasis on the promotion ő competition in the domestic marketĽ 
technolǒical upľ̌radation and modernization ő industries. Since 1řř1, trade 
policy was directed towards lesseniň ő administrative controls and barriers to the 
̋ree ̋low ő ̌oods and services. There were removal ő quantitative restrictions on 
̌oodsĽ elimination ő a system ő licensiň and reduction in tari̋̋ rate.  Industrial 
Policy ő 1řř1 includes provisions likeĽ Liberalization ő Industrial Licensiň 
PolicyĽ Introduction ő Industrial źntrepreneurs' MemorandumĽ re̋orms ő the stateľ
owned undertakiňsĽ liberalization ő location policyĽ źlectronic Hardware 
Technolǒy Park (źHTP)/Sőtware Technolǒy Park (STP) schemeĽ liberal ̋oreǐn 
investment policy. 

4 Results and discussions 
The result ő the paper can be discussed at the two levels: Policy level and empirical 
level. At the policy levelĽ a clear cut comparison in stratěies related to trade policy 
and industrialization process amoň the three countries has been presented throǔh 
the table 1. 
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 Siňapore Huňary India 

Trade policy  In the 
latter 
hal̋ ő 
the 
1ř60sĽ 
outward 
oriented 
trade 
policy 
has been 
adopted. 

 With the 
objective 
to 
promote 
̋reeĽ ̋airĽ 
stableĽ 
stroňĽ 
liberal 
and rule 
based 
tradiň 
system. 

 Restrictive 
trade policy 
has been 
adopted till 
1řř0. 

 A̋ter 
1řř0sĽ 
import and 
wǎe rate 
were 
liberalized.  

 Żocused on 
expansion 
ő exports 
and 
attractiň 
̋oreǐn 
investments
. 

 Restrictiv
e trade 
policy till 
1řŘ0 

 Trade 
liberalizat
ionĽ 
liberalizat
ion ő 
industrial 
sectors 
stared 
̋rom 
1řŘ0s 

 A̋ter the 
LPż 
policy in 
1řř1Ľ the 
̋ully 
export 
oriented 
policy 
adopted. 
The 
economy 
became 
open to 
trade and 
investme
nt. 
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Industrializat
ion process 

 Żocus on 
makiň 
domestic 
̋irms 
more 
competit
ive 
throǔh 
promotin
̌ 
innovati
on 

 Adopted 
pro 
businessĽ 
pro 
̋oreǐn 
investme
nt 
economi
c policy 
̋ramewo
rk. 

 Trans̋or
med 
̋rom low 
skilled 
and 
technolo
̌y based 
industry 
to hǐh 
skilled 
technolo
̌y based 
industry.  

 Centrally 
controlled 
industrializ
ation 
process till 
1ř67. 

 A̋ter 1ř6ŘĽ 
state 
control was 
liberalized 

 Since 1řř1Ľ 
the 
unrestricted 
industrializ
ation policy 
was 
adopted.  

 Inward 
lookiň 
industrial 
policy 
has been 
adopted 
till 1řŘ0. 

 Hǔe 
̌ovt. 
interventi
on on 
industrial 
matters 

 1řŘ0sĽ 
the ̋ocus 
was on 
makiň 
industries 
competiti
veĽ 
techno 
̋riendly 
and 
moderniz
ed. 

 1řř0sĽ 
industries 
became 
open ̋or 
private 
sector 
activities 
and 
investme
nts. 

Table1. 
Comparison ő Trade Policy and Industrialization Process ő SiňaporeĽ Huňary and India 

Source: Author’s compilation based on several literatures available 

 

At the empirical levelĽ all the three countries’ industrial development and trade 
per̋ormance have been taken into consideration.  Table β clearly depicts the ̋ar 
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̌reater economic per̋ormance ő SiňaporeĽ while India and Huňary lǎ̌ed 
behind it. Amoň the threeĽ India’s per̋ormance is at the least. The World Bank 
classi̋ication ő the countries also substantiates this ̋act. 

Indicators Singapore Hungary India 

żDP (in US billion $)  βřβ.7γ 1β0.6ř β11Ő.Řő 

żDP per capitaĽ PPP (US $) ŘőĽβőγ β6ĽββŐ 6Ľ167 

Total expenditure on R & D (%) β.β0 1.γ7 0.Řř 

źase ő Doiň business index βnd Ő1th 1γ0th 

żlobal competitiveness index * β 6ř γř 

Lǒistic per̋ormance indexľ
Quality ő trade and transport 
related in̋rastructure (1=low to 
ő=hǐh) 

Ő.β γ.ŐŘ γ.γő 

żlobal enabliň trade index ** 1st γŘth 10βnd 

Hǐh technolǒy exports (current 
US $) 

1γ0.řř billion 11.76 billion 1γ.7ő billion 

 

 

Competitive Industrial 
Per̋ormance (CIP) Rankiň *** 

 
a. MVA (Manűacturiň 

value added) per capita 
(β00ő $) 
 

b. Manűactured exports 
per capita (current $) 

7 

 

 

řĽ700  

 

 

γβĽβŘő.ř 

β7  

 

 

βĽγ6ő.70  

 

 

řĽ6γŐ.γ0 

Őγ 

 

 

161.7 

 

 

ββγ.γ 

World Bank classi̋ication by 
income 

Hǐh income Upper middle 
income 

Lower middle 
income 

World Bank classi̋ication by 
industrialization level 

Industrialized  Industrializiň  Industrializiň  

Table β. 
Macroeconomic Indicators ő SiňaporeĽ Huňary and India (β01ő) 

Source: The World Bank (β017)Ľ The World źconomic Żorum (β017)Ľ IMD World Competitiveness 
Center (β017)Ľ Industrial Development Report (β016). 

* β016ľ17Ľ ** β016Ľ *** β01γ. 
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The composition ő ǎricultureĽ industry and services in the żDP ő SiňaporeĽ 
Huňary and India in value added terms has been shown in ̋ǐ. 1Ľ β and γ. Żrom 
̋ǐ. 1Ľ β and γĽ it is clear that Siňapore is in a more advanced state than India and 
Huňary. In HuňaryĽ industry accounted ̋or the hǐhest share ő its żDP in value 
added terms than the others two. This shows that Huňary’s industrialization 
process is in prǒress. In case ő IndiaĽ both industry and services sector accounted 
̋or a hǐher share ő its żDP in value added terms. In SiňaporeĽ services accounted 
̋or the hǐhest share ő its żDP in value added terms than the others two. This 
shows that Siňapore economy has moved to the later phase ő development than 
India and Huňary. 

 

 
Żǐure 1. 

Percentǎe Contribution ő sectors in Siňapore’s żDP (β01ő) 

Source: World Bank (β017) 

Żǐure β. 
Percentǎe Contribution ő sectors in Huňary’s żDP (β01ő) 

Source: World Bank (β017) 

 

 

0Ľ0Ő
β6ĽŐ

7γĽő6
ǍricultureĽ value added (%
ő żDP)
IndustryĽ value added (% ő
żDP)
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Żǐure γ. 

Percentǎe Contribution ő sectors in India’s żDP (β01ő) 

Source: World Bank (β017) 

It seems necessary to look at the trade related per̋ormance ő SiňaporeĽ Huňary 
and India. A comparison can be clearly depicted in the ̋ǐure Ő. It is very clear ̋rom 
the ̋ǐure that like overall macroeconomic per̋ormanceĽ Siňapore comes ̋irstĽ 
Huňary comes second and India comes last in trade per̋ormance also.  

 

Żǐure 4. 

TradeĽ źxports and Imports as % ő żDP in SiňaporeĽ Huňary and India (β01ő) 

Source: World Bank (β017) 

 The three countries’ share ő the world export duriň β00Őľ1Ő has been calculated. 
The result can be shown throǔh    ̋ǐure ő. Siňapore’s export share in the world 
export is the hǐhest amoň the three countries duriň β00Ő to β01Ő. 
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Żǐure ő. 

Countries’ export share in world export (β00Őľ1Ő) 

Source: Author’s compilation based on ITC Trade Map (β017) 

LikewiseĽ trade related per̋ormance; industrial per̋ormance ő the three economies 
in year β01γ can also be explained throǔh ̋ǐure 6. In the ̋ǐureĽ it is clear that 
Siňapore holds the hǐhest position in terms ő all the three parameters. Huňary 
has per̋ormed better than India. 

 

 
Żǐure 6. 

Comparison ő Competitive Industrial Per̋ormance (CIP) ő IndiaĽ Siňapore and Huňary (β01γ) 
(MVAľ indicates manűacturiň Value added) 

Source: Authors' compilation based on Industrial Development Report (β016) 

ThusĽ both Huňary’s and India’s trade policy and industrialization process was not 
as conduciveĽ e̋̋ective and e̋̋icient as Siňapore. One ő the reasons ̋or moderate 
per̋ormance ő Huňary and India and in opposite spectacular per̋ormance ő 
Siňapore at international ̋ront may be their trade and industrial policy. Both 
countries’ trade and industrial policy sű̋er ̋rom several limitationsĽ like less 
stratěic attitude towards developiň modern technolǒy intensive industriesĽ and 
less ̋ocus on developiň the skills ő their work̋orce. 
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Conclusion 
A̋ter compariň the trade and industrial policy re̋orms ő the three countriesĽ 
SiňaporeĽ Huňary and IndiaĽ it has been ̋ound that in spite ő adoptiň similar 
export promotion development stratěy by all the threeĽ Siňapore became more 
advanced and ̌lobally recǒnized than Huňary and India. The success ő 
Siňapore is clearer to the world today due to ̌overnment’s proactive steps in 
nurturiň the entrepreneursĽ ̋ormulatiň a clear cut policy and supportiň with a 
world class social and physical in̋rastructure. Advancement ő Siňapore over 
Huňary and India is well re̋lected in the table 1Ľ showiň development indicators 
ő all the three countries. MoreoverĽ Siňapore’s tradeĽ exports as well as imports 
as a percentǎe ő żDP is also hǐher than Huňary and India (̋ǐure Ő). It is still a 
debatable matter amoň development economists that development stratěy ő any 
economy will be as e̋̋ective as ̋or others also. Observiň the a̋̋irmative relation 
between a country’s economic per̋ormance and trade and industrial policy re̋ormsĽ 
it can be said that Siňapore presents a stroň case ̋or implementiň such steps in 
Huňary as well as in India.  
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