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Abstract 

 

 

This thesis analyzes the patterns, the extent and the alterations across time in Agro-food Trade 

for 10 Balkan countries with their trading partners in the entire World. More generally, it tends to 

investigate the agro-food relative trade advantages (respectively disadvantages) of the countries 

for the period of 15 years (1999-2013). The thesis sheds light on the application and estimation 

of the indices of revealed comparative advantage and competitiveness through several steps. The 

main results reveal that Balkan countries are in general not competitive on the World market, 

although practically all of them have a revealed comparative export advantage in particular 

product groups, and for majority of the countries the extent of the comparative advantage is 

strong. Some countries are exporters of the product groups for which they have a revealed 

comparative export advantage, while some of them fail to look after it, exporting more profitable 

products, basically in the short-run. Furthermore, Balkan countries face a relative trade 

disadvantage on the World markets, since the RTA index is negative for most of the cases, and 

they all experience difficulties in keeping their competitive position on the World market in 

terms of agro-food products, as indicated by the RC index. The trade balance is positive for 3 

countries: Turkey, Bulgaria and Serbia. Romania in 2013 from trade deficit shifts to trade 

surplus. The other countries are experiencing negative trade balance across the analyzed period. 

It has been investigated that there have been trade changes of the countries, or a state of 

convergence, and a weakened specialization in agro-food trade for the analyzed period of fifteen 

years. In terms of persistence of the revealed comparative advantage, the countries have a 

decreasing tendency, supported by all the more decreasing values of the survival rates over the 

years. Nevertheless, it is important to consider the difference in size between each individual 

Balkan country and the World market, implying that the competitive position of Balkans is not 

marginal although some results are not in favor of the Balkan countries. 
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Chapter 1 - INTRODUCTION 

 

 

The Agro-Food sector has always been a prominent part of the economy of Balkan countries, 

historically and nowadays. In general, the territory of Balkan is characterized by favorable 

climate conditions and geographical position, and a large involvement of the population in the 

agricultural production, mostly located in rural areas, thus providing jobs and subsistence. 

Furthermore, Balkan countries are featured by a high contribution of the agricultural sector to the 

Gross Domestic Product (GDP). The transition from a central planned to a market economy 

marks the birth of changes which had an impact on the composition of the agro-food sector in 

Balkan countries. Those changes are with respect to input and output, production and product 

standards competition, investment and the organization of the supply chain (Bojnec and Fertő, 

2009). As stated by Mizik (2012), Balkan countries share the same goal which is the rapid 

accession to the EU, and that agriculture is an important asset to achieve it. . Even though the 

agro-food trade does not take a big share of the international trade of those countries, being part 

of it is nonetheless important and necessary precondition for efficiency improvement and facing 

the international competitiveness.   

Thus, the main objective of this study is to investigate the evolution of the agro-food trade of ten 

Balkan countries with the World, for the period 1999-2013. Moreover, it contributes for better 

comprehension of the revealed comparative export advantages, relative trade advantages and the 

revealed competitiveness of the countries in agro-food products in the World, and it links both, 

the concepts of competitiveness and comparative advantage.  

Four of the countries which are subject to analysis are already EU members: Bulgaria, Croatia, 

Greece and Romania, while five of them are candidate countries: Albania, Macedonia, 

Montenegro, Serbia and Turkey. One country has a potential candidate status, and that is Bosnia 

and Herzegovina.  

A limited number of studies are performed in the field of agro-food  trade competitiveness with 

in the World respect to Balkan countries. Therefore, the originality and  novelty of this study was 

my biggest motivation. I hope the study will be of importance for these countries.  
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At the very beginning of my thesis, I would like to emphasize that the study has also its own 

limitations that principally emerge from the methods applied in the study. Those limitations are 

going to be detailed in the Conclusion Chapter. Besides the limitations of the methods I applied 

in my thesis, I believe that the results reflect the real condition of Balkan countries in terms of 

their agro-food competitiveness in the World. I claim that no interpretation was biased towards 

any country subject to the study, and that all my statements in the thesis are exclusively in 

accordance with the obtained results.  

The thesis is organized on the following way. The first Chapter is represented by the 

introduction. Right after the introduction, I present my research questions and hypotheses. In the 

second chapter, I provide literature review for the field of study, particularly the theory of 

comparative advantage and competitiveness and the main authors associated with these concepts. 

Lately, I make an overview of the similar studies performed at the level of agriculture. The third 

chapter consists of applied methods and data description. The fourth chapter points out the 

changes in the agro-food trade of Balkan countries with respect to export, import and the trade 

balance. Chapter five gives a broader image of the specialization of Balkan countries in agro-

food trade. In this chapter, we will be able to see the comparative advantages of the countries for 

the 24 product groups. Chapter six discloses the results regarding the stability and duration of the 

comparative advantages of Balkan countries, and Chapter seven highlights the main conclusions 

drawn from the thesis.  

 

 

 1.1. Research questions and hypotheses 

  

Throughout my study, I endeavor to answer the following questions: 

 

1. What is the competitive position of the Balkan countries in terms of Agro-Food trade 

in the World over the period 1999-2013?  

2. In which Agro-Food products groups the Balkans have a Comparative Advantage?  

3. Do Balkan countries use their comparative advantage in particular product groups? 

4. How the trade patterns have changed over the analyzed period?  
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5. What is the trade balance of the Balkan countries? Is it positive or negative, with a 

declining, increasing or maybe unchanged trend over the period? 

6. What are the links between Competitiveness and Comparative Advantage in the case of 

Balkan’s Agro-Food trade? 

7. Are Balkan countries in a position to sustain their comparative advantage with respect 

to products or product groups in the future? 

 

 1.2. Hypotheses 

 

 

The three principal hypotheses of the study that I determined are:  

 

 

1. Balkan countries are not competitive on the World market; 

 

2. Balkan countries are exporters of agro-food raw materials and importers of agro-food 

processed products.  

 

3. The specialization of Balkan countries has weakened, and the countries fail to sustain 

their comparative advantages across time.  
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From now on, the countries that are going to be the subject to the analysis, in order as presented 

in the thesis, are: 

 

  1. ALBANIA                             

 

  2. BULGARIA 

 

  3. BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA 

 

  4. CROATIA 

 

  5. GREECE 

 

  6. MACEDONIA 

 

  7. MONTENEGRO 

 

  8. ROMANIA 

 

  9. SERBIA 

 

  10. TURKEY 
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Chapter 2 - CHAPTER 2 - LITERATURE REVIEW ON THEORY 

OF COMPETITIVENESS AND COMPARATIVE ADVANTAGE 

 

 

Literature review and historical background on theory and methodology of Competitiveness 

and Comparative Advantage 

   

“Globalism began as a vision of a world with free trade, shared prosperity, and open borders. 

These are good, even noble things to aim for.” 

 

Deepak Chopra  

 

"Trade liberalization is vital to the process of development. Voluntary international exchange 

widens consumers’ range of effective choices and lowers the risk of conflict." 

 

James A. Dorn 

 

 2.1. Theory and History of Comparative Advantage 

 

The principle of Comparative Advantage (CA) is one of the most important concepts in the 

theory of International Trade. There are many definitions in the domain of Comparative 

Advantage in the literature. Among the most accepted ones is: 

 “A margin of superiority in a production of a good or service where the opportunity cost of 

production is lower.” 

The definition itself implies that all the countries will produce and export the products where 

they enjoy cost efficiency, leading to a perfect allocation of resources, applying the principle of 

“laissez-faire”. 

http://www.brainyquote.com/quotes/quotes/d/deepakchop453966.html?src=t_trade
http://www.brainyquote.com/quotes/quotes/d/deepakchop453966.html?src=t_trade
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There are two types of cost advantage – Absolute and Comparative. Absolute advantage is linked 

to being more productive or cost-efficient than another country, while comparative advantage 

refers to how much productive or cost efficient one country is compared to another. 

The principle of Comparative Advantage is at the same time the most misunderstood economic 

principle. One reason about that is the confusion between the notions of “Absolute advantage” 

and “Comparative advantage”, as well as the counter intuitiveness of the notion of the 

comparative advantage to the logic. Moreover, it is too much mathematically represented.  

Adam Smith (1776), in “The Wealth of Nations” was the first one who suggested the idea about 

Absolute Trade Advantage, with his statement “If a foreign country can supply us with a 

commodity cheaper than we ourselves can make it, better buy it of them with some part of the 

produce of our industry, employed in a way in which we have some advantage.” The intuition 

behind this statement is that, if a country can produce particular goods at lower economic costs 

than a foreign country, and if the foreign country has ability to produce some other goods at 

lower costs, a trade should take a part between them, exchanging cheaper goods for cheaper 

goods, implying that both countries can benefit from that trade, which will increase the wealth of 

the nations. The concept of Adam Smith and the “Absolute advantage” have been criticized, 

because of the fact that the country may not have a relative/comparative advantage in the 

production of a particular commodity, which is insufficient for the countries to enjoy mutual 

benefits from trade. 

 The notion about Revealed Comparative Advantage (RCA) was born in the 19-th century, at that 

time mostly referred as “Ricardian Model”, named by David Ricardo, who has broadened the 

idea of comparative advantage through his numerical example, part of his book “On the 

Principles of Political Economy and Taxation” (1817), where he describes that if two countries 

which are able to produce two commodities engage in a free market, then each country will 

increase its overall consumption by exporting the commodity where it has a comparative 

advantage, and importing the other good, which implies a difference in the labor productivity 

between the two particular countries, or simply, differences in the supply side between countries 

which are reflected through their different technologies. Ricardo’s theory supports the 

conception that the revealed comparative advantage, or the “laissez-faire” principle are more 

important for the international trade, rather than absolute advantage, which opposes to Adam 

Smith’s contemplation that gives more credibility to the concept of absolute trade advantage. 
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According to Ricardo, if the principle of absolute advantage dominates, then each country will 

produce the product in which has a comparative advantage, which reflects the difference in 

technologies among different countries, and the production is then led by the most effective use, 

rather than lowest cost, which highlights the concept of Specialization, pointing out the 

differences in products on the world markets with the same relative prices. The principle of 

Ricardo requires a higher relative productivity instead of higher absolute productivity in 

producing a commodity. Ricardo’s model is based on constant productivity, as the labor is the 

only one factor of production, and constant opportunity costs, implying a complete 

specialization. Therefore, technological differences in two countries are the ones that contribute 

to the movement of the commodities across countries. The theory of Ricardo reveals that the 

flows of products between countries continues up to the point where the price level is reached, 

i.e. the point at which neither exporting, nor importing of the products will be worth it. Likewise 

the abovementioned concept of Smith, Ricardo’s model has been a subject to criticism because 

of several aspects, as being too general and therefore excluding an array of circumstances. 

Another thing is that, Ricardo’s comparative advantage is expressed in static terms, and the 

comparative advantage is a dynamic concept that changes across time in line with the technology 

change, specialization, resource endowments, governmental policies and business practices and, 

demand patterns. 

Heckscher (1919) and Ohlin (1933) have made a further development of Ricardo’s theory, which 

was further extended by Samuelson, Leontief and Vanek, The theory accentuate the difference in 

factor endowments. According to the Heckscher–Ohlin’s theory, a country will export 

commodities that are relatively intensive in the factors that the country is relatively well 

endowed with, or, more explicitly "A capital-abundant country will export the capital-intensive 

good, while the labor-abundant country will export the labor-intensive good." The background 

of this theory is that a country should export goods produced by using its abundant factors 

intensively, and import goods that use its scarce factors intensively.  

Consistent with the abovementioned,  if each country specializes in those goods or services 

where they have an advantage over the other countries, then total output and economic welfare 

can be increased under certain assumptions (Perfect mobility of the factors of production, 

Constant returns to scale, no transportation costs and no externalities). This is still true even if 

one nation has an absolute advantage over another country.  
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Leontief (1954) has empirically tested the Heckscher–Ohlin’s theory. His finding, so-called 

Leontief paradox suggests that the most capital-abundant country in the world, United States, 

tends to export labor-intensive commodities, while importing capital intensive commodities, 

which contradicts the theory of Heckscher–Ohlin. The paradox outlines that a country with the 

world’s highest capital per worker has a lower capital/labor proportion in exports than imports, 

meaning that when a country is capital-intensive, the exports of the country are labor-intensive. 

Leontief explains the capital demand of sectors by the gross dollar value of investment that is 

required to produce one unit. The labor demand is expressed by the annual number of employed 

people. Leontief’s paradox received a dose of criticism, in terms of weakening the relevance of 

the Heckscher–Ohlin’s theory.  

The original idea about the Comparative advantage is a merit of Robert Torrens, as part of his 

work “Essay on the External Corn Trade” in 1815. What Ricardo did, is an extension to the idea 

of Torrens, providing it with a numerical example.  

More officially, the concept comes into play upon the publication of “Principle of Political 

Economy”, published by John Stuart Mill in 1848. Mill considered how the gains from trade 

would be divided, without using any mathematical techniques. He came to the conclusion that 

the terms of trade would depend on the demands for the imported products by the two countries. 

Marshall and Edgeworth contributed to Mill's argument more precisely with the aid of 

mathematical and diagrammatic techniques, both acknowledging Mill's contribution.  

What determines comparative advantage is that it is a dynamic concept which changes over time.  

There are several factors that are important in determining the relative costs of production for a 

country. The Quantity and Quality of factors of production available, Volatility of the exchange 

rate, Import controls (Tariffs and quotas), Investment in Research and Development (R&D), 

Rates of inflation in the long-run, and Non-price competitiveness of producers, are the crucial 

factors affecting the relative costs of production of a country.  

The World economies achieve Comparative Advantage by stimulating the production in the 

industries where they possess the most intense factors of production: Labor, Capital, Land and 

Natural resources. The classical model suggests which activities would be the most successful 

for a country to engage in, depending on the four factors. The neoclassical model assumes that 

factor price equalization will be reached due to a perfect competition and free trade.   
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The Theory of Comparative Advantage at the same time faces its own downfalls. First of all, it is 

not applicable to the new forms of trade, as suggested by Krugman and Obstfeld (2000), who in 

their book (2000) restrict comparative advantage to the factor proportions interpretation, and do 

not apply it to the general case, in which it is based on costs. They argue, for instance, that 

“intra-industry trade (manufactures for manufactures) does not reflect comparative advantage” 

Furthermore, it is a static theory, not considering the effects of growth, and it assumes a fixed 

amount of resources. It also assumes constant costs of production in both countries, and neglects 

the existence of externalities, economies of scale, and transactional costs. Moreover, in the 

theory of Comparative Advantage nations trade only goods and services, and not debts and 

assets, and factors of production are only domestically mobile, which implies internationally 

immobile. Additionally, it assumes a full employment, which is not coherent with the reality, and 

it makes the model difficult to be applied to developing countries. Another disadvantage is the 

supposition that long-term growth is caused by short-term efficiency, which is not the case in the 

actual practice, and there is no inclusion of investment across borders. Ricardo’s Model is 

disapproved because of being restrictive and based on only two countries, and instead of using 

monetary units, it is expressed in labor values. Withal, Ricardo assumes free trade, without any 

governmental restrictions on trade, ignores the demand, while focusing on the supply of goods, 

and it assumes complete specialization.  

 

 2.2. The Concept and measurement of Competitiveness 

 

The process of Globalization and changes in the World economy, have popularized the concept 

of Competitiveness. Alike the principle of Comparative Advantage, the concept of 

Competitiveness is complex, ambiguous, and with various interpretations. Competitiveness is 

becoming a controversial subject, with no consensus on its real meaning. Boltho (1995) claims 

that a major problem is the different definitions of competitiveness that abound in the 

literature.(Delgado et al., 2012) The competitiveness as an economic concept is a subject of a 

wide body of economic research and policy. The concept itself is related to the comparative 

advantage, when a country tends to be competitive, or comparative disadvantage, when a country 

exhibits a significantly low level of competitiveness or it is noncompetitive. It seems that 
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comparative advantages offered by international trade have become essential to remaining 

competitive in the globalized world.  

 According to the Global Competitiveness Report of the World Economic Forum (2014-2015), 

competitiveness represents “A set of institutions, policies and factors that determine the level of 

productivity of a country.” European Commission report (2001) determines the competitiveness 

as “The ability of companies, industries, regions, nations and supra-national regional units to 

produce with simultaneous exposure to international competition, relatively high income and 

high levels of employment“(European Commission, 1999, p. 75). The World Bank is considering 

the trade competitiveness nowadays as no longer only about exports and imports performance, 

but as a result of strong interdependencies between imports and exports, international flows of 

capital and investment. The Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) 

defines competitiveness as “The degree to which a country is capable of producing, under free 

market conditions, goods and services, in line with the needs of international markets, at the 

same time as it maintains or increases the population’s real income in the long-term.” According 

to the report of the regional competitiveness indicator in the Great Britain: “Regional 

competitiveness describes the ability of a region to generate income and sustain the employment 

level with the aim of domestic and international competition. “ [(DTI, 2002, p. 3);(Vuković et al. 

2012)]. The Inter-American Development Bank (IDB, 2001), links the competitiveness of an 

economy with creation of favorable conditions for business expansion, accompanied by a 

sustainable increase in productivity and income per capita. Cooke (2004) defines regional 

competitiveness as a potential of an economy at the sub-national level to attract and maintain 

firms with stable and rising market activities, while sustaining or improving living standards of 

those in the region. As claimed by the Sixth Regional Report of the EU, the Competitiveness is 

“The competitiveness of companies, sectors, regions, nations and regions above nations to 

permanently create a relatively high income and employment level, while they are subject to 

global competition”(Lengyel (2000) pp.75. ). According to Freebairn (1986) Competitiveness is 

an indicator of the ability to supply goods and services in the location and form and at the time 

they are sought by buyers, at prices that are as good as or better than those of other potential 

suppliers, while earning at least the opportunity cost of returns on resources employed 

(Frohberg-Hartmann, 1997). Latruffe (2010) defines competitiveness as “the ability to face 

competition and to be successful when facing competition.” or “the ability to sell products that 
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meet demand requirements (price, quality, quantity) and, at the same time, ensure profits over 

time that enables the firm to thrive.” Boltho (1996) points to the difference between short and 

long-term of competitiveness analysis, where internal and external equilibrium being the main 

aim of the macroeconomic policy in the short-term, while in the long-term, the main policy 

objective or proxy for the performance of the competitiveness being the increase of the 

population’s standard of living, or simply labor productivity. Poot (2000) states that in free 

market condition and globalization, there is too much competition, but this competition is only 

between companies, rather than regions and nations, which is very consistent with Krugman’s 

contemplation. Some authors consider country’s competitiveness similar to company’s 

competitiveness. Porter and Ketels (2003) potentiate that competitiveness implies high and rising 

living standard of a company with the lowest possible level of unemployment on a sustainable 

basis. Correspondingly, Krugman (1994) and Porter (2004) agree with the same idea, indicating 

that competitiveness is not a zero-sum game with a single winner, for the reason that many 

countries could augment their productivity.  

It can be noticed that the perceptions of different authors as well as their approaches in terms of 

competitiveness are very heterogeneous, and there is no consensus regarding the definition.  This 

idea is supported by Richard H. K. Vietor (2007), who states that each country and especially the 

most successful ones establish exclusive and distinguishing strategies for economic development 

suitable for their unique social, physical, and political context and build on comparative 

advantages. Latruffe (2010) perceives competitiveness as “a broad, multifaceted, concept with no 

general agreement on how to define it, or how to measure it precisely,” and that it is a relative 

measure used to compare firms and sectors within a domestic economy or firms and sectors 

within international markets. She notes that many authors estimate several indicators of 

competitiveness in parallel and suggests that it would be better to measure several components 

and aggregate them into a single measure of competitiveness in order to get a complete view. 

(OECD, 2011)1 On the authority of Maskell and Eskelinen (1998), and Krugman (1994) the 

competitiveness of a nation and region should not be equated to company’s competitiveness, and 

national and regional competitiveness are not as simple to be defined as the company’s 

competitiveness is (Vuković et al. 2012). 

In order to define competitiveness on the most convenient way, Lengyel (2004, p.327) puts 

forward several explanations: 
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1) A definition presents competitiveness as a complex term which can be applied to all the 
basics economic units (Company, sector, region, country, and macro-region); 

2) It focuses on two economic categories that can be quantified: Income and employment; 
3) It entails the conditions of an open economy that competes internationally; 
4) It assumes a relatively high level of income, but does not provide any information about 

the share of the revenue between the shareholders and employees; 
5) It assumes a high level of employment, without reflecting the structure of employment; 

In my study, I am going to refer to two definitions, which I find the most appropriate for the 

content of the thesis: 

“The ability of companies, industries, regions, nations and supra-national regional units to 

produce with simultaneous exposure to international competition, relatively high income and 

high levels of employment“ (European Commission, 1999, p. 75). 

“The ability to face competition and to be successful when facing competition.”, or “the ability 

to sell products that meet demand requirements (price, quality, quantity) and, at the same time, 

ensure profits over time that enables the firm to thrive.” (Latruffe, 2010) 

The definition accentuates the distinctive level of competitiveness and interactions among the 

economy and society, at the same time incorporating the process of Globalization, which is in 

line with the criteria of Lengyel, and it is very convenient for the dynamic economic 

surroundings that are common nowadays. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

_________________ 
1OECD (2011), Fostering Productivity and Competitiveness in Agriculture 
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 2.3. The framework of Competitiveness 

 

"The growing obsession in most advanced nations with international competitiveness should 

be seen, not as a well-founded concern, but as a view held in the face of overwhelming 

contrary evidence." 

 

 Paul Krugman, Stanford University 

 

Very often there comes a question about why some nations or regions are more prosperous and 

booming than the others? Which circumstances enable them to innovate and promote growth? 

The answer lays in the “Competitiveness”.  

The notion about Competitiveness has come into existence in the second half of the 20th century, 

thanks to the process of Globalization. Schumpeter accentuated the role that the entrepreneurship 

has played, while Peter Drucker applied the theory to management. Furthermore, Robert Solow, 

an economist and Nobel Prize Winner, investigated the determinants that gave impetus to growth 

of the US economy between 1948 and 1982. He underlined the crucial importance of 

technological innovation and the know-how in an economy. Nevertheless, the first user of the 

concept of competitiveness is Michael E. Porter. In this book “The Competitiveness of Nations” 

he used a so-called “Diamond approach” which typifies the systemic relationships between 

factors influencing the competitiveness. Porter determined the 5 forces of competitiveness, 

which are part of his book, published in 1980 (Porter, 1980). The forces are a starting point for 

assessing the competitive force and setting of a business, and in the spirit of SWOT analysis it 

helps for identifying the strengths, to develop and boost the weaknesses, and to exhibit fewer 

mistakes, i.e. which actions to take, and which to avoid. The five forces of Porter are: Supplier 

power, Buyer power, Threat of substitution, Threat of new entry, Competitive rivalry. The five 

forces determine a company's competitive environment, which is in a direct link with the 

profitability. The bargaining power of buyers and suppliers affect a company's ability to increase 

prices and manage costs, respectively. Regarding entry barriers, free entry attracts new 

competition, while entry barriers discourage it. Intense rivalry leads to lower prices and profits. 



21 

 

 

Figure 2-1: Porter’s five forces of competitiveness 

 

                                                    Source: Porter (1980) 

                        

Moreover, Porter in his publication “Competitive Advantage” (1985) defined the three generic 

competitive strategies (Ways of competing), which are: Cost leadership, Differentiation, and 

focus. The point of the cost leadership is that the company should set out so that it is the low cost 

producer in its industry. The sources of cost advantages could be the reaching of economies of 

scale, its own technology, favorable access to raw materials and other factors of production, etc.  

In terms of differentiation, it is a strategy that helps a company to be unique in its own industry, 

more attractive for the buyers and following their perception, and create its own niche on the 

market space. The idea of a focus strategy is the choice of the company to orient towards a 

segment or group of segments in an industry, and not the entire sector, in order to rich the highest 

possible level of fulfilling the needs of that narrow segment (Porter, 1985). Another publishing 

of Porter was done in 1990, particularly his book “The Competitive Advantage of Nations”. 

Porter’s model (1990) highlights that only internationally competitive native industries can 

increase country’s productivity and country’s competitive advantage. A nation’s competitiveness 

depends on the capacity of its industry to innovate and upgrade. In a world of increasingly global 

competition, nations have become more, not less important (Porter, 1990). In his publication, 

Porter concluded that the competitive advantages are based on a given regional point, which will 

be a foundation of global competitiveness. Paul Krugman (1994) sheds light on the geographic 

aspect, as being fundamental for competitiveness analysis, and that a concentration or 

condensation can be observed in the space where companies in economic relations with each 
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other are more competitive than those that perform the activities separately. He criticized 

journalists and politicians who rely on the concept of competitiveness in the context of 

macroeconomic comparison between countries, as opposed to the microeconomic framework of 

competition among businesses. Krugman gives prominence to the space economics is 

corresponding to an economy comprised of two sectors: The mobile activities, whose 

distribution is influenced by two economic processes opposing to each other: centripetal and 

centrifugal forces of space, and immobile activities in the space. Important prescience of Porter 

is the presence of “clusters”, which is an extension to his diamond model. Clusters are 

considered as a geographical concentration of number of small industries, where the 

competitiveness of one company is interconnected to the competitiveness of the other 

companies, as well as other factors in the value-added chain. Pouder and St John (1996), and 

Bell (2005) find out that firms inside the cluster innovate in greater levels than the ones outside 

the cluster. Porter gives credibility to the region being a configuration for spatial extension. He 

emphasizes the importance of four factors which are pivotal for the competitiveness analysis. 

The four Porter factors, which are incorporated into his diamond model, are: Demand conditions, 

Related and Supporting Industries, Firm’s strategy, Structure and Rivalry. In 1998, Porter 

adjusted his opinion and added that competitiveness is also relevant to units of space as well, 

which is consistent with the idea of Krugman. Porter and Stern (2001) argue that related 

industries concentrated in geographical regions improve the innovation process. He also added 

two other components to his Diamond model: Government and change. A graphical presentation 

of the Porter’s diamond is given in Figure 1.  

 

Figure 2-2: Porter’s diamond 

 

                                                          Source: Porter [(1990), (1998)] 
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As stated by Porter, these factors interact with each other to create circumstances where 

innovation and enhanced competitiveness occurs. The importance of the Porter’s model is in the 

sense that the Governmental policies and regulations made by policymakers at all levels of 

government, especially federal, can benefit or adversely affect the competency of a country and 

an industry. Additionally, Government policies can influence the components of the diamond 

model with lower income taxes that stimulate demand, leading to higher sales and profits of 

firms. Countries that possess skilled workforce are likely to invest more in the educational 

system, which helps companies engage in R&D. The presence of supporting industries in close 

proximity to manufacturing companies can reach external and internal economies of scale and 

increase profits because of the positive spillovers. In this context, Marshall’s describes 3 main 

mechanisms that are the main force that causes co- location/agglomeration of firms. They are: a) 

Labor market pooling, b) Input- sharing and c) Knowledge spillovers. Lately, a competitive 

industry structure is also important because companies that can survive tough competition at 

home are usually able to resist even tougher competition in a global business environment.  

Porter’s diamond has its disadvantages as well. The variables of the model are useful for 

analyzing a nation’s competitiveness, but a weak point is that he exclusively focuses on the 

concept of “home base”, and neglects the presence of the multinational activities.  

Rugman and D’Cruz (1993) have argued that many small economies that opened themselves to 

international trade do not have strong national diamonds. They proposed alteration of Porter’s 

model into a double-diamond model, which takes into consideration the relationships between 

two countries, indicating that multinational activity is a part of the model. Thirlwall (1979) 

proclaims that if a country is about to be competitive, then the long-run growth of an economy 

will be estimated by the ratio of the export’s growth and the marginal propensity to imports, 

without causing increase of the external debts. Porter’s notion was also advanced by several 

authors, like Cockburn et al. (1998), and, Salovaara and Vaahtera (1990).  
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 2.4. Competitiveness and Comparative Advantage 

 

The concepts of Competitiveness and Comparative Advantage are widely used in the research. 

Fertő and Hubbard (2003) underline that empirical analyses that focus on comparative advantage 

and competitiveness may lead to different results. But then, some authors perceive these two 

concepts as indistinguishable. Academics claim that firms need a competitive advantage, while 

they simultaneously debate whether the firms indeed exploit their comparative advantage and 

specialize, assisted by the national institutions. The supporters of strategic management of 

resources are skeptic concerning this issue, while the competitiveness representatives in the 

literature have quite positive viewpoints (Herrmann, 2007). 

There are some differences between competitiveness and comparative advantage. The former 

includes the market distortions, while the latter does not. Furthermore, comparative advantage is 

measured between products within a country and it is structural in nature, whereas 

competitiveness between countries, as a cross-country difference in economic performance, and 

it changes with respect to macroeconomic variables [(Lafay, 1992), (Bojnec and Fertő (2009)]. 

Moreover, comparative advantage leads to welfare maximization, while competitiveness to 

private profit maximization (Siggel, 2006). 

 

Siggel (2006) proposes combinations of competitive and comparative advantages, which are 

illustrated in the table below: 

 

2-1: Combination of Competitiveness and Comparative Advantage.  

 Comp.+ Comp.- 

CA+ A: Minimal distortions B:Net-cost increasing distortions 

CA- C: Net-cost decreasing distortions D: Any level of distortions 

Source: Siggel (2006) 

 

The concepts of comparative advantage and competitiveness are based on the concept of General 

Equilibrium, taking into account the interconnections of an economy. A huge amount of 

literature considers trade patterns of an industry, analyzing the economic interdependencies 

linked to the notion of economic growth and welfare maximization. Measures of Comparative 
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Advantage emphasize regional or cross- country differences in a pre-trade environment, which is 

known as “Autarky” (Leishman et al., 2013). “Autarky” represents a condition where the 

equilibrium prices are unaffected by external influences to an economy (Houk, 1986; Leishman 

et al., 2013).  It comes down that Comparative Advantage is measured by using equilibrium 

prices, while for the Competitiveness it is not a case. In fact, the Autarky condition is 

contradictory to the reality. In the real world, all countries engage, at least to some extent, in 

international trade, doubting whether Comparative Advantage in Autarky could be precisely 

observed. Consistent with this concept, and in order to make a better proximity of CA in 

Autarky, Bela Balassa (1965) popularized the notion of “Revealed Comparative Advantage” 

(RCA). The idea of Balassa index is to compare the performance of a country in one industry to 

the performance of a reference group of countries using export flows. The main assumption is 

that commodity patterns of trade point out inter-country differences in relative costs and non-

price factors, which will straightforwardly reveal the comparative advantages of the trading 

partners (Balassa, 1977). 

Author’s considerations are in favor of the concept of Comparative Advantage as more structural 

and persistent, and it presents more relevant indicators in terms of Competitiveness of a country, 

since the Competitiveness exhibits more changes in the macroeconomic environment.  

Finally, National competitiveness is related to the concept of comparative advantage. As stated 

in the theory of comparative advantage, trade happens because of relative cost differences 

between the trade partners. It equivalently leads to the idea that countries are competitive in 

goods and services in which they have relative cost advantage. Thus, in my study, I am going to 

allude to this idea. 

 

 2.5. The link between Competitiveness and the other related concepts 

 

While talking about Competitiveness it is inevitable to mention its direct or indirect link to 

several concepts.  

Productivity and Efficiency are often cited as indicators or measures of competitiveness, as one 

of the most relevant indicators for competitiveness.  Productivity can be defined as the “Ability 

of production factors to produce output”, or, productivity is an absolute concept and represents 
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the ability to turn production inputs into outputs which can be measured at the firm, industry or 

national level (OECD, 2011). Thus, productivity is measured as a ratio of output to inputs.  

Korres (2007) states that, at a given moment of time, even when technology and production 

environment are “essentially the same”, firms or industries may exhibit different productivity 

levels due to differences in their production efficiency. There are four sources of productivity 

growth (Balk, 2001). The first and most widely used is the Source of Technical Change (TC), 

Efficiency Change (EC), and Scale Efficiency Change (SEC). These are improvements in the 

scale of operations of the firm and its move towards the Technologically Optimum Scale (TOPS) 

of operations. In the case of multi-output and multi input firms, the Output Mix Effect (OME), 

and the Input Mix Effect (IME) leads towards productivity change, measuring the effects of 

changes in the composition of the output and input vectors over periods. This is the fourth source 

of productivity growth.  

Two economic terms are of a great importance for obtaining a favorable competitive position. 

Economies of scale (ES) or Scale Efficiency Change (SEC).The Economies of Scale are 

represented as the ratio of the proportionate increase in output to the proportionate increase in all 

inputs. Thus, enjoying economies of scale implies a productivity improvement.  

 

Technological Change (TC) refers to long-term and is called technological change. 

Technological progress represents an improvement in the state of technology that happens when 

a new and higher performing production is available on the market. The progress addresses to all 

firms, meaning that they all have the same chance and access to the new technology which will 

contribute for a greater production by using the same level of inputs.  

 

Productivity improvement can result from more efficient use of the existing technology, i.e. 

production of more output with the same input use, which means using the inputs in a more 

efficient way. This invokes the importance of the Efficiency, which is defined as the maximal 

level of output that can be reached from a given level of input. Considering a firm that uses 

several inputs and produces several outputs, it is efficient in the way it allocates its resources, if a 

reduction in any input requires an increase in at least one other input or a reduction in at least one 

output (Lovell, 1993).  



27 

 

Besides, it is important to make a link with the Profitability as well, which is highly related to 

the Competitiveness. Porter (1990) defines that a company is profitable if the price of its 

products exceeds the price of production, and that it is not necessary the biggest company to 

become the most profitable. A company should aim a long-term profitability in order to achieve 

long-term success.   

 Innovation is indirectly tied to Competitiveness. The father of the Innovation Economy was 

Joseph Schumpeter (1942), who held that evolving institutions, entrepreneurs, and technological 

changes were at the heart of economic growth. Effective innovation is based on collaboration, 

vision, identification of innovation opportunities and areas, knowledge of all the skills and strong 

points that will lead to success, willpower to progress in a long-term, knowing how to utilize the 

full potential of an organization through strong management and operations for a sustainable 

future.  

Sustainability is another term in a strong, indirect correlation with Competitiveness. Meadows et 

al. (1972) in “The Limits to Growth” consider the sustainability of the entire industrial 

civilization regarding the eventual finiteness of the planet’s capacities to provide material inputs 

to the modern economies (Pezzey and Toman, 2002). According to the Brundtland Report 

(1987), “Sustainable development is a development that meets the needs of the present without 

compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs.” The definition directly 

implies maintaining the chances, rather than the current situation.  Meadows at al. (2005) define 

the sustainability on a similar way, suggesting that sustainability is accomplishment of the needs 

of the present generations without restricting the future generations in fulfillment of their needs. 

The three components of the sustainable development are: Economic growth, Social equality, 

and environmentally friendly practices.  

 
 
 

 2.6. Dimensions of Competitiveness 

 

Competitiveness can be analyzed at several different levels due to the process of Globalization  

[(Lengyel, 2000); (Bojnec, Fertő 2009)]: 
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1. Competitiveness of firms (Microeconomic level). The main target of the firm level 

competitiveness analysis is to evaluate the performance of a company, or group of 

companies, and to recognize the key factors for future success. Measures at firm level 

competitiveness include firm’s costs, quality and profitability, exports divided by the 

total output, regional share, and world market share. Microeconomic level is, in fact, 

the easiest level of analysis, [Porter (1990; 1998; 2000); Porter and Ketels (2003), 

Cited By Biggeri (2007)]. It is easy to be interpreted because it pertains only to a 

certain company or sector, which is its disadvantage. A typical example of 

microeconomic level of analysis is the indicator of Real Exchange Rate. Principally, 

the indicator of RER is interpreted in macro level, but yet it is useful in 

microeconomic level with the use of sector price-indices (Helleiner, 1991). An 

overvalued exchange rate reduces competitiveness of firms and industries, sectors and 

whole economies, while undervalued currency boosts competitiveness (Siggel, 2006). 

RER is calculated as the ratio of nominal exchange rate and purchasing power, and it 

makes international comparison of currencies. Other indicators used in company or 

sector micro level analysis are the methods of comparison of prices, costs, incomes, 

size, etc.  

 

2. Competitiveness of industries (Mesoeconomic level). At this level of analysis, first 

step is the identification of comparative advantages and disadvantages of a sector or 

region. When the identification is made, the second step consists of development 

policies recommendations. 

 

3. Competitiveness of nations (Macroeconomic level). This level includes national 

policy analysis, and describes what kind of business practices and governmental 

actions are of importance and required for achieving a competitive advantage of a 

particular country. Examination of the macroeconomic level is the most complex one 

among the three levels of competitiveness analysis, because it is very complex to be 

defined and it can be measured with reference to a particular sector or activity. 

Among the most famous macroeconomic competitiveness indicators is the World 

Competitiveness Index issued by the World Economic Forum (WED), and the 
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Institute of Management Development (IMD). The index is published each year. 

WED performs international comparisons of national competitiveness in it Global 

Competitiveness Report, whilst IMD in its World Competitiveness Yearbook. A 

relevant indicator for measuring the Competitiveness at macro level is the Real 

Exchange Rate (RER). 

Competitiveness could be also investigated with respect to a spatial geographical 

dimension (Bojnec, Fertő 2009). 

 

Withal, economists implement one or two-dimensional concepts in the competitiveness analysis, 

opposite from the business literature which suggests methods that take into account multiple 

dimensions of Competitiveness. 

 

 

 2.7 One and Two-dimensional concepts of Competitiveness 

 

The most typical and well-known indicators belonging to this group of concepts, is the index of 

Revealed Comparative Advantage (RCA), also called Balassa index. The index measures the 

share of a country in particular product’s or industry’s export relative to the country’s share in 

overall world export. Unlike its name, the index is greater indicator of a country’s 

Competitiveness, rather than Comparative Advantage. Price distortions are not compatible with 

the concept of Comparative advantage, since it requires undistorted prices throughout the 

measurement process (Siggel, 2006). Another important indicator is proposed by the 

International Labor Organization (ILO). The indicator is known as Unit Labor Cost (ULC), as an 

indicator of competitiveness. This indicator belongs to the group of one-dimensional concepts 

because sole factor is considered for the calculation, and then the outcomes are assessed, taking 

into account that the indicator is also determined by other factors.  Moreover, one of the oldest 

trials to measure comparative advantage and guide policy reforms is the Domestic Resource Cost 

(DRC) indicator, which was proposed by Bruno in 1965 (Siggel, 2006), and Krueger. The index 

as a numerical indicator is the shadow value the ratio of non-tradable factor inputs used in an 

activity per unit of tradable value added (Masters and Winter-Nelson, 1995). The indicator 
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makes replacement of the foreign competitor’s cost by the value added in terms of international 

prices. This is the difference between the indicator of Domestic Resource Cost and the other two 

in this group. 

 

 2.8. Multidimensional concepts of Competitiveness 

 

In this group belong the indicators that are widely used in the business economics. I am going to 

mention two of them which are among the most important in the literature. The most known 

indicator here is the one proposed by Porter (1990). Besides its primary focus on firms, it can be 

also broadened to industry level. It pertains to international competitiveness as well (The above 

mentioned Porter Diamond). Another indicator in this group is the Real Effective Exchange Rate 

(REER) indicator, which makes a combination of the exchange rates of all the trading partners, 

i.e. it applies to multinational competitiveness. Another indicator in this group used in the 

literature is the simple indicator of productivity (Single Factor Productivity (SFP), Labor 

Productivity (LP), and Total Factor Productivity (TFP)), at micro and macroeconomic level. 

 

 2.8.1. Static and Dynamic approaches of Competitiveness 

 

All the indicators mentioned so far are static, belonging to the group of static approaches. They 

are explained for a given time, and they are not of a long-term nature. There are indicators that 

encompass the changes over time, and they refer to the group of dynamic approaches. Krugman 

and Hatsopoulos (1987) applied the change of market share across time as dynamic indicator of 

competitiveness. For instance, if we want to measure market share, then it has static character, 

but if we want to measure the change of market share, then we include the dynamism because of 

the changes that happen over time. Another dynamic indicator is the indicator that makes ranking 

of the countries in terms of their advanced/innovative exports. The indicator is measured as the 

number of products that certain countries export earlier than the other countries, showing which 

countries are more innovative and prone to better adjustment with new products in different 

markets. The indicator was at the first time proposed by Raymond Vernon (1966), and further 

developed by Feenstra and Rose (1997). 
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 2.9. Competitiveness: Ex-ante and Ex-post, Positive and Normative 

 

 

Ex-post competitiveness refers to methods that are concerned with past data and performance. 

These indicators are concerned with causalities, rather than causes. A fundamental quality of 

competitiveness is the potential to identify the crucial factors of competitiveness and to pay 

attention to the actual advantages. Ex-post indicators have a big superiority compared to other 

indicators, because they illustrate conditions when there has been observed competitiveness, but 

it cannot provide evidence about the factors affecting the past performance. Indicators which are 

mainly used for estimation of ex-post competitiveness are the classical Trade and Market share 

indicators, Foreign Direct Investment (FDI), and Real Exchange Rate (RER). Ex-ante indicators 

of competitiveness encompass the indicators that foretell future performances. Ex-ante 

competitiveness is conducted by using already estimated data, and endeavors to discover the 

causes, opposite to the concern if the ex-post competitiveness (causalities). The Balassa (RCA) 

index is a typical example of ex-ante competitiveness indicators. Domestic Resource Cost 

(Competitiveness Coefficient) is another indicator worth to be mentioned. Besides, some 

accounting methods and mathematical models are also useful, since they are proven to be 

accurate in estimating ex-ante competitiveness.  

Positive competitiveness is concerned with the actual reality, i.e. “what is”. It explains the 

economic phenomena and the causal relationships among them, while Normative dimension 

indicates values or normative judgments and what the outcome should be. It states whether the 

outcome is “good” or “bad”. More explicitly, Positive Competitiveness can be interpreted as 

“What is”, while Normative Competitiveness as “What ought to be”. The difference between the 

two of them is that the normative dimension is mainly interpreted in a macro-environment.  
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 2.10. Competitiveness in Agriculture 

 

 

Competitiveness is a vital issue in the world Agro-food markets.  Competitiveness studies in 

Agriculture differ from the classical research on competitiveness, because of the distinctiveness 

and multi functionality of agriculture.  There are several factors that affect the agricultural 

production. In the following part, I give an explanation about how these specific factors affect 

the competitiveness of the sector. 

First of all, Agricultural sector is a weather-dependent sector, which means that all the processes 

depend on the weather conditions. Unlikely the other sectors of the economy, Agriculture cannot 

predict and minimize risk, which comes from the weather uncertainties. Alston et al. (2010) 

point out catastrophic climate occurrences to explain bad performance in some years (OECD, 

2011). This is directly tied to the supply of agricultural goods, synchronization with the demand, 

prices of inputs, prices goods, and, as might be expected, the competitiveness of the sector. 

Farmers very often face a “cost-squeeze”, when market prices decline, generally due to supply 

conditions, prices paid to farmers decline as well. The farmer’s costs are unlikely to decline, and 

the farmer is the one who absorb the losses.  These price variations may alter the profitability of 

a commodity, i.e. from profitable to being causing serious losses.  

Furthermore, it is the seasonality that is a driver of agricultural production, and the process of 

production cannot be accelerated out of the limits. Seasonality implies that certain goods could 

be only produced in a specific time of the year. It directly affects agricultural prices, underlying 

that if the goods are of a seasonal character, so are the prices, leading the demand to become 

price-elastic. Seasonality indicates the need for a quick transportation and distribution on the 

markets, and selling them as soon as possible. Another issue is that, some agricultural products 

need a special care and protection in storage facilities, which is quite costly. Damages, different 

injuries, and other defects present on the products manifest in a decrease of the competitiveness, 

highlighting that to sustain competitiveness of the agricultural sector is quite demanding and 

costly.  

On the other hand, increasing production levels might happen due to technological and 

knowledge-based advances, which allows farmers to produce more on a given land. The 

increasing production equivalently means increased supply of particular products, which very 
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often exceeds the demand of population and exporting markets, making the markets more 

competitive.  As Porter (1990) states, the presence of sophisticated and demanding buyers is 

beneficial in creating and sustaining competitive advantage. 

Land immobility is another aspect of agricultural production, which is related to the sector’s 

competitiveness. Agricultural production is exclusively fixed to land, and land cannot be 

mobilized. Also, the quality of land may vary across regions and countries. Nevertheless, 

positive outcomes could be achieved with appropriate skills and advanced technologies. Besides, 

some goods cannot be grown elsewhere, but in certain parts of a country, where the conditions 

are favorable, and where the production of those goods is most efficient (geographical 

concentration of the agricultural production). These products need to be further transported over 

longer distances, requiring additional costs, emphasizing the varying nature of production costs 

on agriculture. 

Farmers demand is related to consumer’s demand. For instance, when there is a rise of demand 

on the market, it entails an increased demand of farmers in terms of inputs and machinery (seeds, 

fertilizers, tractors, etc.). This is known as “derived demand”.  

 

Externalities are very common in agriculture. A typical externality of agricultural production is 

the environmental protection problem. Agricultural production, especially in times of increased 

population demand, requires intensive production technologies, which could be quite 

environmentally detrimental and land-exhausting. It makes that the traditional harmony and 

responsiveness between agriculture and society has been broken and requires reinstatement 

(Delgado et al., 2003). Meadows et al. (2005) potentiate the sustainable development of 

competitiveness as a sole way in the close and far future. On the other hand, if the production is 

managed in a proper way, respecting the environmentally-friendly practices, then it brings 

positive externalities via pleasant landscape and preserved nature. In addition, agricultural sector 

is not just a sector for production of goods, but it has many more functions. It can be considered 

as a joint production of commodities and public goods, and therefore comes the term “multi-

functional agriculture”. So, it is more than straightforward that boosting competitiveness has a 

positive impact on rural population (Romstad, 2000). The Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) of 

the EU gives quite a lot importance to the concept of competitiveness and competitiveness 

development, hence establishing it as the first among three axes.  
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Withal, policies and regulations are found to be distortive for firms’ competition, therefore 

affecting their competitiveness (OECD, 2011). It is disputable among different authors whether 

support is positively related to productivity and competitiveness. Some of them have found a 

positive, while some authors a negative correlation.  Others have found no correlation at all. In 

terms of agro-food industry, Skuras et al. (2006) affirm that regional capital subsidies are 

negatively correlated with the technical efficiency of manufacturing firms of beverages and 

drinks in Greece. Nevertheless, the WTO’s activity for imposing restrictions on subsidies and 

trade distortive measures has an important role regarding the limitless expansion of 

competitiveness, which is not in favor of developing countries.  

In terms of Agricultural Trade, Globalization has contributed for the instant growth of the 

International trade. Pingali (2006), points out that trade is beneficial for agriculture from three 

perspectives: The first one comes from the likelihood that agriculture is increasingly becoming a 

subject to international competition. The access to global markets and specialization in areas of 

comparative advantage could result in high yields and gains for this sector. The second benefit is 

the indirect effects of increased international trade on the growth of non-agricultural sectors 

changing the domestic demand for agricultural goods both quantitatively and qualitatively 

[(Pingali and Khwaja, 2004); (Pingali, 2006)].  

The third aspect which is a consequence of globalization is the lifestyle changes, including diets. 

It means that people are changing their habits and perceptions regarding consumed goods, from 

traditional to more diversified, which can be considered as a globalization effect. This effect is 

strengthened with the increased international connections, via travel and communications. 

Moreover, urban areas are characterized with developed supermarket chains, attractive for 

foreign investments and advertising from multinationals. Agricultural trade is of a special 

importance for the developing world. Developing countries are facing tremendous changes in 

their food markets because of the three aspects described above. These changes are: Rising food 

imports, vertical integration of the food supply chain, and commercialization and diversification 

of domestic production systems. 

 
 
 



35 

 

Empirical research in the field of Agricultural Competitiveness is wide and there are numbers of 

researchers dealing with it. 

Competitiveness analysis can be performed with respect to trade, examining which products or 

product groups are competitive and on which markets. Balassa (1965) and Vollrath (1978) are 

the representatives of the trade competitiveness analysis, with the application of RCA indices. 

Another method which is used in this theory is the Constant Market Shares (CMS) method, 

employed by Jepma (1986, 1988), Hoen and Wagener (1989), Ahmadi-Esfahani (1993, 1995), 

and, Ahmadi-Esfahani and Jensen (1994).  

Another analysis can be carried out in terms of competition between farms (small and large). 

According to the beliefs, large farms tend to be more competitive than the small farms, because 

they benefit from economies of scale and better market opportunities. Agricultural economists, 

on the contrary, oppose to this way of thinking and state that small farmers are small, but 

important drivers of the competitiveness of the agricultural sector. This statement can be 

complemented with an interesting statement of Kislev and Peterson (1991), who claim that there 

is no such a thing as economies of scale in agriculture, and that it is only the land quality that 

determines the difference between large and small farms. 

Correlation and ranking analysis is another method applied. In terms of correlation, some authors 

prefer to apply a simple correlation analysis between competitiveness scores and determinants 

(Bojnec and Latruffe, Correlation between Farm Technical Efficiency and Size). Simple visual 

ranking is used as well, where the competitiveness score in a particular year is compared with the 

level of subsidies in the same years (Banse et al., 1999).  

The calculation of farm competitiveness can be performed for separate groups of farms or firms, 

and the level of their competitiveness is compared via statistical tests. In the case of farm-level 

data, the separation of farms according to their specialization is made by Mathijs and Vranken 

(2001) in Hungary, 1998 (Crop and Dairy), Latruffe et al. (2004, 2005) in Poland during 1996-

2000 (Livestock and Crop), Fogarasi and Latruffe (2009) in Hungary during 2001-04 (COP and 

Dairy), Latruffe et al. (2009) in France (COP and Beef), and so on. 

There can also be noticed that some authors compare competitiveness scores across periods to 

discover the policy implications from the reforms on technical efficiency and productivity. 

Furthermore, Cluster Analysis is another method employed in the computations, as well as 

methods used for investigation of the effects of food legislation on the competitiveness of the 
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food sectors in various EU countries, by making a use of a survey of stakeholders of national 

producing firms and foreign countries exporting to the EU.  

When it comes to competitiveness analysis, some important determinants should be considered. 

Some determinants are controllable by farms, while the others are not. As determinants that are 

under the control by the farms, the most important are: Size, structural characteristics, social 

capital, etc. Characteristics that are not controllable and worth to be mentioned are: National 

factor endowments and demand conditions, governmental intervention in the Agricultural sector, 

Public expenditures in research, extension and infrastructure, location of activities, and so on. 

The ongoing of my thesis is the following. I shed light on competitiveness and comparative 

advantages analysis of the agro-food products of the Balkan countries. In the first step, I apply 

the classical Revealed Comparative Advantage indices to appraise which country reveals a 

comparative advantage in terms of which product or product group, as well as the sustainability 

of the comparative advantage in the future period. The second step includes econometric analysis 

for discovering determinants affecting the competitiveness and comparative advantages of those 

countries.  

 

There are number of studies performed in a similar way that I consider worth mentioning. In the 

following section, I am going to make a brief review of some of them.  

 

Jambor (2013) investigates the impacts of the EU accession on the New Member States agro-

food trade in the period after 2007, putting an accent on the revealed comparative advantages, 

and survival function estimation. His results show that, although, there was some deterioration in 

most of the cases, the magnitude of the agro-food trade of those countries has notably increased 

after the EU accession. It has been also proven that the NMS trade was highly concentrated by 

country and product. The highlight of the analysis is that the agro-food trade of the NMS is 

mainly based on agro-food raw materials in export, with agro-food processed products in import.  

Moreover, most of the countries faced a decline in their comparative advantage after the 

accession, but in most cases being acceptable. The results from the survival function reveal that 

the countries tenacious to keep their comparative advantage in the analyzed period.  

Bojnec and Fertő (2009) examine the agro-food trade competitiveness of Central European and 

Balkan countries and their food policy implications before and after the accession period to EU. 



37 

 

Their results show substantial differences across agro-food product groups and across countries. 

Trade advantages for bulk primary raw agricultural commodities tend to be higher and more 

persistent over time, while less for consumer-ready food, suggesting competitiveness weaknesses 

in food processing of these countries. Similarly to Jambor (2013), they investigate the duration of 

the comparative advantage, proving that the EU enlargement negatively affects the relative agro-

food trade advantages of the countries being subject to the analysis. Hungary, Poland and 

Bulgaria show a distinction compared to the rest of the countries, meaning that emphasizing their 

potential in the EU-15 agro-food markets. 

Fertő and Hubbard (2002) analyze the competitiveness of the Hungarian agriculture with respect 

to the EU competitiveness, using the classical RCA indices during the period 1992 to 1998. A 

stability of the Hungarian revealed comparative advantage during the period under consideration 

has been observed, despite the remarkable changes of the agricultural sector that Hungary has 

faced at that time. Moreover, the results obtained from the indices show that Hungary has a 

comparative advantage for 11 of 20 products, and additional comparative advantage for animal 

and meat products, consistent with the another finding of this study, i.e. the governmental 

intervention in Hungary has been proven to be more inclined towards livestock products, and 

compared to the EU level of support, Hungary enjoys a lower level of support generally. The 

authors, guided by the results suggest that the comparative advantage of Hungary of the 

particular product groups where it already has a revealed comparative advantage could become 

even more competitive if fewer distortions were present on the markets.  

Abu Hatab et al. (2010) examine the determinants of Egyptian Agricultural Exports, by using a 

Gravity Model Approach for the period 1994-2008. In their regression analysis, they utilize three 

models: The common intercept model, the fixed effects model, which has been recognized as the 

most reliable in terms of results, and the random effects model. The final results show that the 

bilateral trade flows, increase proportionately to the GDP of the trading partner, and decrease 

with the distance. On the contrary, GDP per capita of the trading partners has been discovered to 

be an insignificant factor in determining the EAEs, which could be related to the fact that an 

increase in economic growth together with an increasing population will raise the demand per 

capita for all the goods within the country, thus reducing the exports. An interesting finding of 

this study is the positive effect of the depreciation of the Egyptian Pound in relation to the 

currencies of the trading partners, promoting agricultural exports. 



38 

 

Babecká Kucharčuková and Babecký (2010) apply the Gravity Model Approach in addition with 

the Tobit and Poisson estimation techniques, as well as policy simulations to assess the role and 

the influence of Geography, Policy and Institutions to the trade in South-East European countries 

and the Commonwealth of Independent States. The usefulness of the paper is in terms of 

revealing the important advantageous factors that are needed for better international integration 

of the SEE and CIS. Their finding show that low potential of the international trade of SEE and 

CIS, is a result of the low quality economic institutions in those countries. Trade liberalization 

was found to be important in some of the countries. WTO membership positively affects trade, 

especially for the CIS countries and in line with the institutional improvements. Membership in a 

free trade zone and free trade agreements between EU and the CIS would contribute for trade 

gains, suggesting that if would be of a great interest for the CIS countries to adopt and align to 

EU market regulations and rules. Geographical obstacles, proxies for distance and transportation 

costs are not found to be a major factor for greater integration of the countries, but an important 

factor for trade increase of Central Asia’s trade with South Asia, which could be realized with 

investments in transport infrastructure and better border arrangement.  

Jambor and Hubbard (2012) assess the impact of the EU accession on the Hungarian agro-food 

trade on primary and processed products, applying the index of Revealed Symmetric 

Comparative advantage, from 2004, right after Hungary faced with the EU accession. The main 

results suggest a trade increase and strengthening the relations with the EU-15 and the NMS, 

although Hungarian food imports are greater than the exports, and trade balance close to the one 

in the pre-accession period. Revealed comparative advantages have a declining trend after the 

accession, with greater number of products showing comparative disadvantage, with remarkable 

variations from year to year. Moreover, imports and exports tend to be highly concentrated by 

country and by product group, the former mainly based on processed products, and the latter on 

bulk raw materials, which emphasizes the need for better performance of the agro-food 

processing industry. The authors’ policy recommendation is an agro-food sector oriented towards 

higher-value processed products based on the domestic raw materials. 

Qineti et al. (2009) investigate the tendency and dynamics of the agro-food trade of Slovakia and 

EU with Russia and Ukraine in the post-accession period, through analysis of the indices of 

comparative advantages, i.e. Balassa index, and applying the model of Bojnec and Fertő (2006). 

According to the results, the comparative advantage exhibits a declining trend, and the country 
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has lost its comparative advantage for many product groups, with a higher variation over the 

period. A significant variation is also observed for the products with a strong comparative 

advantage. The competitiveness of Slovakia in the Ukrainian market shows a slight increase with 

the accession, while EU shows greater potentials. In the case of the Russian Federation, the 

degree of specialization between Slovakia and EU, and the Russian Federation has been 

decreasing. The number of product groups with a comparative advantage has been declining as 

well, which leads to the conclusion that the share of the Slovak and EU commodities in the 

Russian market has shrunk with the enlargement.  

Camanzi et al. (2003) assess the importance, trade development trends and competitiveness of 

the agro-food trade of Turkey, applying analytical indices. The analysis is based on 

competitiveness analysis, and in terms of intra-industry trade. The potential to have broader 

access to the biggest market, such as the Middle East, Europe and North Africa markets because 

of the country’s favorable geographical position is the main aim of the paper. According to the 

results, the level of integration of the Turkish economy with international markets increased 

considerably during a decade, although the results from the indices of comparative advantage 

imply that Turkey is losing its comparative advantage in majority of the product groups, 

suggesting a poor specialization of the agro-food sector, with only several product groups being 

able to maintain the comparative advantage, which indicates that Turkish exports are highly 

concentrated in few production sectors. Further analysis concerned with the Turkey’s terms of 

trade with the EU imply that Turkey’s goods do not have a price advantage over goods produced 

in the EU and internationally traded. The analysis is enriched by the use of an index identifying 

the dependency of EU imports to Turkish exports, which is an interesting aspect of this study, as 

well as the results which give evidence that Turkey is becoming an important origin of imports 

for the EU in numerous sectors. The intra-industry trade analysis shows significantly high 

values, and it is of a vertical nature, which outlines the importance of free-trade agreements of 

the country and its potential and desirable membership in the EU. 

Carraresi et al. (2013) shed light on the assessment of the competitive behavior of different 

European countries, comparing the food industry and the agricultural sector. The study is divided 

into two periods. The first one is the enlargement of the EU, and its impact on the competiveness 

of the countries, while the second one is represented by the period of global economic crisis, and 

the effect on the competitiveness. The indices applied to measure the competitiveness, over a 
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period of fifteen years (1995-2011), are: Export Market Share, Import Market Share, Revealed 

Comparative Advantage, Net Export Index, and Vollrath indices. The results do not suggest any 

remarkable changes in the competitiveness over the reference period. From the countries, 

Netherlands and Italy have been found to perform the best, with comparative advantages in both, 

agriculture and food industry, and Austria among the small-sized countries. Besides the best 

performance, a finding suggests that Netherlands has lost its specialization because of the 

increase of the share of exports that directly affected the value of the RCA index. On the 

contrary, the situation of Spain, France and to a lesser extent Belgium has been deteriorated. 

Germany has been found to be the most interesting example among the countries, meaning that 

the country is a leading exporter in the food industry of EU, without being specialized in 

Agriculture.  

 

Török and Jambor (2011) investigate the level of competitiveness of traditional spirits with 

preserved geographical indicators produced by the NMS in the EU-15 markets, in the framework 

of a comparative trade advantage analysis. On one hand, competitiveness and comparative 

advantages were discovered on the EU-15 markets, but on the other, there has been observed a 

general deterioration of the competitiveness after the accession period, in terms of quality and 

price, with prominent differences in the performance of the individual countries, with a lost in 

market positions of the NMS in their traditional fruits spirit sector on the EU15 beverages 

market, besides the geographical indicators of the products. Targeted policies for PDO producers 

with protection of the name of the produce, appropriate marketing strategies and augmented 

competitiveness of PDO producers, are some policy suggestions given by the authors.  

Bojnec and Fertő (2008) analyze the revealed comparative export advantage, relative import 

specialization advantage, relative trade advantage, intra-industry trade and its quality types, in 

the agro-food trade of Croatia, Hungary and Slovenia with the EU market. The main findings 

indicate that EU has the highest share of agro-food imports in Hungary, Croatia and Slovenia. 

Hungary performed the best with revealed comparative export advantages in majority of the 

agro-food and forestry products, while Croatia and Slovenia are lagging behind Hungary. This is 

consistent with the case of intra-industry trade, in which Hungary exhibits improvements during 

the period analyzed, while Croatia and Slovenia less.  
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Hungary and Croatia fail to maintain the revealed comparative export advantage and revealed 

trade advantage in processed consumer-ready food, as well as processed intermediaries. 

Moreover, import specialization disadvantages are found for each of the countries in consumer-

ready foods and processed intermediaries, and less for agricultural, food, horticultural and 

forestry products. The agro-food imports from the EU markets to Hungary, Croatia and Slovenia 

have increased because of the lack of, or no production at all of those agro-food products. Yet, 

Hungary has shown deterioration in terms of export performance in the EU markets across time, 

while although faced with difficulties, Croatia, has improved its export potentials, especially 

because it has become a part of desirable trade agreements with the EU-15 markets. The 

Slovenian agro-food export performances were found to be the worst among the three analyzed 

countries, attributing to competitive obstacles coming from natural factor endowments, and 

poorly competitive agro-food structures in the open trade.  

Jambor (2013) evaluates the patterns of horizontal and vertical intra-industry trade of agro-food 

products between the New Member States (NMS) and the EU-27, during the period 1999-2010, 

using static and dynamic models with several specifications to panel data. The results point out 

the verticality of the intra-industry trade, which is related to the difference in quality among 

countries, i.e. a large number of the NMS export low-quality agro-food products, while 

importing the ones of a better quality. The agro-food trade is found to be of a inter-industry 

nature, which equivalently refers to complementarities in production. Furthermore, factor 

endowments are found to be negatively correlated to horizontal intra-industry trade, and 

positively to vertical intra-industry trade. Economic size is highly significant and positively 

correlated to the both types of intra-industry trade, connoting that countries which are 

heterogeneous in terms of economic size are more likely to have a higher share of HIIT and 

VIIT. Distance is not surprisingly found to be negatively correlated to the IIT. All in all, the 

conclusion suggests that the EU accession positively affects HIIT and VIIT agro-food trade of 

NMS to the EU-27 markets. 

Leishman et al. (2013) are concerned with the revealed comparative advantages and the 

measures of competitiveness of six major wool exporting countries. Their model is based on 

Heckscher–Ohlin and Ricardian assumptions, and assumptions that the country’s producers are 

rational. The model includes the measure of industrialization to account for the relative growth 

and magnitude of the non-agricultural sectors in the economy.  
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The idea behind is that if the production of a certain commodity produced by enterprises 

international competitiveness, then tradeoffs between competing enterprises or sectors will 

manifest into reduction from the international competitiveness of that particular commodity, as it 

is  the case with the milk production in the four non-Oceanic countries. Their results have shown 

that CA is a dynamic condition in the case of wool, especially because agricultural markets have 

been less isolated by government trade and supportive policies. A changing trend of the indices 

of RCA has been observed. Specifically the four non-Oceanic countries mark a decline in the 

RCA index, while for Australia an increase, which could be attributed to the greater economies 

of scale and specialized enterprises of Australia.   
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Chapter 3 - METHODS AND DATA USED IN THE STUDY 

 

 

For the execution of the study, I used trade data from WITS international trade database of the 

World Bank, at a six-digit level.  

 

The empirical analysis of the study encompasses several steps using the WITS trade data for the 

trade flows of Balkan countries and their trade partners in the entire World over the period 1999-

2013 (15 years analysis). For the agro- food products, I referred to the Harmonized System 

Codes (HS2) product classification, which makes a division of the products into 24 product 

groups (1-24). For the main estimates, I used the STATA software, STATA 12 Package. The 

data is observed yearly, with number of observations 102.602.  

Initially, the exports and imports were classified into separate groups, for each and every country 

and year, and the same was performed for the aggregate data for the World. There was a need for 

adjustment and synchronization of the product codes for exported and imported product groups 

of Balkans countries with the World data, as for the sake of simplicity, as well as for precise 

calculation of the indices, the descriptive statistics, and the regression analysis.  After the data 

was properly sorted out, the indices were calculated. The study makes application of several 

indices: Revealed Comparative Export Advantage (RXA), which is the well-known Balassa 

Index, Import Specialization Index (RMA), Relative Trade Advantage Index (RTA), 

Revealed Competitiveness (Vollrath Index), the Symmetric Revealed Comparative 

Advantage Index (SRCA), the logarithm of Balassa (Ln B) and logarithm of the Revealed 

Import Advantage Index (Ln RMA). The second step consisted of export and import 

configuration of Balkan countries, represented in percentage values, and the calculation of the 

trade balance, which was calculated as a difference between the export and import values in US 

dollars. The third step of the analysis is represented by the descriptive statistics and the 

estimation of the mean values for the 24 product groups by country, utilizing the calculated 

indices, while the last step was to investigate the stability and the duration of the revealed 

comparative advantage of Balkan countries across time. 
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 3.1. Measurement of indices 

 

The index of Revealed Comparative Advantage was first elaborated by Bela Balassa, 1965). The 

standard Balassa Index or the Revealed Comparative Advantage Index (RCA), from now on, 

Relative Export Advantage Index (RXA), is defined as: 

 

                                                                                   (3.1)                

                                           

Where  

 = Exports; 

= A given country; 

= A given product; 

  =Group of products; 

  = Group of countries;  

 

 

The B-index is based on observed trade patterns (Bojnec and Fertő, 2009). More explicitly, the 

Relative Advantage or Relative Disadvantage Index of exports to reference countries measures a 

country’s exports of a commodity relative to its total exports, e.g., each Balkan country’s export 

of a given agricultural commodity or food product in relation to the total export of the country) 

in interaction with a set of countries’ export performance to the total export, e.g., the World.  

 1 implies that country   has a comparative advantage in production of . The greater the 

index of RXA, the stronger the comparative advantage of the country.  1 indicates a 

comparative disadvantage of country  in production of . 
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The Balassa (RXA) Index has been a subject to criticism, particularly because it is considered to 

be unconcerned with the different effects of agricultural policies and asymmetric values, as well 

as the logarithmic transformation problem (Bojnec and Fertő, 2009; De Benedictis and Tamberi,  

2004). Trade patterns in the real world are distorted by governmental policies and interventions 

which can create an overstatement of the fundamental comparative advantage. The B-index takes 

value from one to infinity if a country enjoys a comparative advantage, while the value between 

zero and one indicates that the country is facing a comparative disadvantage, which is 

misrepresented in terms of the relative weight of the agricultural sector, and therefore 

asymmetric.  Besides the criticism and its drawbacks, the index still remains to be popular in the 

trade analysis (Bojnec and Fertő, 2009). 

The problem related to the inconsideration of the different effects of economic and agricultural 

policies has been partially corrected by Hinloopen and Van Marrewijk (2001), who provide a 

practical analysis of the empirical distribution of the Balassa-index and classify the Balassa-

Index into four categories on their own original way. They also emphasize that the Balassa-index 

is confusing to be well interpreted, and that is not a priori certain that a specific value for the 

Balassa-index signifies the same level of comparative advantage for different countries 

(Hinloopen and Van Marrewijk, 2001).  

 

 

The classification of the Balassa-index proposed by Hinloopen and Van Marrewijk (2001) is: 

 

Category A, 0  B ≤1 (Product groups with a lack of comparative advantage); 

Category B, 1  B ≤2 (Product groups with a weak comparative advantage); 

Category C, 2  B ≤4 (Product groups with an average comparative advantage); 

Category D, 4  B     (Product groups with a very strong comparative advantage); 

 

 

Vollrath (1991) proposed three different specifications of revealed comparative advantages 

aiming to oust the disadvantages of the Balassa Index. The three specifications suggested by 

Vollrath are the following: 
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1. RTA = RXA-RMA, or,    RTA =       (3.2) 

              RMA= , Where M represents Imports                             (3.3) 

    2.   RXA = ln RXA, or, ln                                                              (3.4) 

3. RC= ln RXA-ln RMA, or, ln /ln   (3.5) 

 

The first measure is the Index of Relative Trade Advantage (RTA), which includes the imports, 

as well as the exports. RTA index is calculated as the difference between Relative Export 

Advantage (Balassa Index), and the Relative Import Advantage Index (RMA), and likewise the 

Balassa-index, it bases on observed trade patterns. If RTA  0, a relative trade advantage is 

revealed, i.e., the sector of that country is more competitive. RTA 0 reveals all the product 

groups that do not show a relative trade advantage, i.e. products with relative trade disadvantage. 

If RTA=0, then all those product groups that are on the threshold, having neither relative trade 

advantage, nor relative trade disadvantage. The second specification by Vollrath is simply the 

logarithm of the Revealed Export Advantage Index (Balassa Index), while the third one is the 

Index of Revealed Competitiveness (RC), which is calculated as the logarithm of the Relative 

Export Advantage and the logarithm of its counterpart, the Relative Import Advantage. The 

RXA, RMA, and RTA indices have developed into suitable tools for the patterns of agro-food 

trade (Bojnec and Fertő, 2009; Fertő and Hubbard, 2003; Jambor, 2013; Camanzi et al., 2003; 

Quineti et al., 2009).  

Additional problems with the Balassa-index and its controversial potential to precisely measure 

the comparative advantage were tackled by Hillman (1980), who advanced a condition, known 

as Hillman condition, for the correspondence between Balassa-index and the relative pre-trade 

prices for a particular sector under homothetic preferences, and treating all the rest of the goods 

as a Hicksian composite good.  He contemplates Balassa index based on post-trade equilibrium 

as a measure of comparative advantage, and illustrated that it was inappropriate to use the B 

index in making cross-country comparisons.  
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The Hillman condition is expressed as: 

 

/ /                                                                                        (3.6) 

 

Hinloopen and Marrewijk (2005), remark that the Hillman condition is violated in the general 

environment where the economy has a highly concentrated market and export specialization. 

They argue that the degree of sector specialization also affects the extent to which the Hillman 

condition is violated, and that it becomes more likely for an economy to illustrate a dominant 

position in a specific sector as more sectors of aggregation are identified.  

 Hillman condition needs to be fulfilled so that the Balassa-index ensures that if a country’s 

export increases, the B-index does as well. The first empirical test for this condition is invented 

by Marchese and de Simone (1989), who converted the Hellman’s condition equation into the 

following equation: 

                              

       HI=                                                                        (3.7) 

 

HI 1 signals that the Balassa-index is applicable for measuring the comparative advantage. 

Conjointly with the Hillman condition, and in addition to Laursen (1998) who argued that 

“Balassa-index has an inherent risk of lack of normality because of taking values between zero 

and infinity, with an weighting average of 1.0”, Dalum et al. (1998) have proposed the index of 

Revealed Symmetric Comparative Advantage (RSCA), which is a variant of the Laursen and 

Engedal (1995), aimed to cope the problem of skewness.  The index is defined on the following 

way: 

SRCA= (B-1)/ (B+1)                                                                     (3.8) 

 

The RSCA index holds values in the interval -1 and 1. The index has the advantage of being 

symmetric. Values between 0 and 1 reveal a comparative export advantage, while the values 

between -1 and 0 signify a comparative disadvantage. Nonetheless, as stated by de Benedictis 

and Tamberi (2001), the forced symmetry could uncertain some of the dynamics of the B-index, 
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and that the reduction of asymmetry does not suggest a normality, which can lead to bias related 

to extreme values of the distribution.  

 

 3.1.1. Stability and duration of the Revealed Comparative Advantages 

 

The results from the indices explain which of the countries enjoy a revealed comparative 

advantage, and which of them disadvantage. Considering the fact that the analysis of the indices 

is performed for a given period of time (1999-2013), which in total provides 15 years analysis), 

an inevitable question arises whether the revealed comparative advantage could be sustained in 

the future by the countries, and for how long. Therefore, in order to investigate the strength, 

extent of duration, and the ability of a country to maintain its revealed comparative advantage in 

the future at a product level, the study is embellished with a duration analysis, particularly 

survival function S (t), by applying the non-parametric Kaplan-Meier product limit estimator 

linked to the product level distribution analysis of the RSCA index, and following Bojnec and 

Fertő (2009), and Török and Jambor (2011). The assumption is that a sample consists of n 

independent observations represented as ; ), with i=1, 2…, n, and   representing the survival 

time,  is the censoring indicator variable C, with a value of 1 if failure occurred, and 0 

otherwise, of the observation i. Moreover, it is assumed that there are m ˂ n recorded times of 

failure.  Then, the rank-ordered survival times are ordered as t (1) ˂ t (2) ˂ … ˂ t (m), with  

the indicating the number of subjects at list of failing at t(j), and  denotes the number of 

observed failures.  

The Kaplan-Meier estimator of the survival function is then: 

 

                                                                                                                 (3.9)                         
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With the convention that (t) =1 if t ˂ t (1). Given this convention, many observations are 

censored, so that it can be noted that Kaplan-Meier estimator is robust to censoring and uses 

information from both censored and non-censored observations (Bojnec and Fertő, 2009). 

Equality checking of the survival functions can be performed across the product groups by using 

two non-parametric tests: Wilcoxon test and the Log-rank test. The log-rank test is defined as 

= , where the expected number of failures occurs in group i, at time , under the null 

hypothesis that there is no difference in the survival among the r groups.  

The question in terms of the stability of the revealed comparative advantage of the countries, is 

tested by applying measure, so-called stability of the RSCA index, for which a regression was 

run on the dependent variable, the RSCA index at time t2 (for sector i, in country j), that is tested 

against the independent variable, i.e., RSCA index in year t1, following Török and Jambor 

(2011). It is defined as it follows: 

 

                                 (3.10)                                                                           

 

In the equation, α, and β are standard parameters of a linear regression, and ε is a residual term. 

When β=1, it means that the pattern of the RSCA is unchanged between period t1 and t2, or no 

change in the extent of specialization. Furthermore, when β  1, it is known as β divergence 

(Bojnec and Fertő, 2008b) suggesting that a low level of specialization in the first period leads to 

a specialization in the future, pointing out that specialization is getting stronger. Another 

condition is when 0  β  1, and is called β convergence, which specifies that commodity groups 

with low initial Balassa indices grow over time (Bojnec and Fertő, 2008b). Nevertheless, a 

change in the sign of the index is identified if β  0. Dalum et al. (1998) refer that the condition 

β 1 is not imperative for growth in the total specialization pattern, and that adequate conditions 

for specialization or non specialization have to be a subject of forward analysis. Similarly to the 

previously mentioned, if R is the correlation coefficient of a regression, then the pattern of that 

distribution is unchanged when β=R. If β  1, the extent of specialization has been risen 

(divergence), while when β  R (convergence), the specialization is at risk of diminishing (Török 

and Jambor, 2011). 
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Chapter 4 - EXPORT, IMPORT AND TRADE BALANCE OF 

BALKAN COUNTRIES 

 

 4.1. The Export of Balkan Countries 

 

In this Chapter, I present the Export and Import patterns of the Balkan Countries with respect to 

product groups, as well as the Trade Balance of each of the countries. The following tables 

include the data in terms of export and import percentage of the Balkan countries, separately for 

each country, and their major product groups. The tables give an overview about which of the 24 

product groups are exported, and which imported by the Balkans. For defining the product 

groups, I use Harmonized System (HS2) classification, which could be found in the Appendix.  

The following part points out the Export performance of the countries over the analyzed 15 years 

(1999-2013). 

Table 4-1 represents the Export percentages for Country 1, Albania. The bolded values indicate 

the top 3 most exported product groups by Albania. Albania generally is an exporter of the 

following product groups: Product group 12 (Oil seeds and oleaginous fruits, miscellaneous 

grains, seeds and fruit, industrial or medicinal plants, straw and fodder), 16 (Preparations of 

meat, of fish or of crustaceans, mollusks or other aquatic invertebrates),  24 (Tobacco and 

manufactured tobacco substitutes), then Product group 3 (Fish and crustaceans, mollusks and 

other aquatic invertebrates),  22 (Beverages, spirits and vinegar), 7 (Edible vegetables and certain 

roots and tubers),  Product groups 4 (Dairy produce, birds’ eggs, natural honey, edible products 

of animal origin not elsewhere specified or included) and 8 (Edible fruit and nuts, peel of citrus 

or melons). During the analyzed period, Albania looses the export of some important product 

groups with a high export percentage at the beginning, so one might notice that at the end of the 

analyzed period, Year 2013, Albania mainly exports only Product groups 7, 12 and 16.  
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Table 4-1 Export percentage of Albania in the World market. 

Source: own composition, based on WITS trade database. 

 

From the export results of Albania we can infer that Albania has become less competitive on the 

World market over time, which can be concluded by the reduced percentage amount of export in 

the last period. 

Table 4-2 gives representation of the results of Bulgarian’s export percentage in the World 

market. Bulgaria’s export mainly consists of several product groups: Product group 10 (Cereals), 

24 (Tobacco and manufactured tobacco substitutes), 12 (Oil seeds and oleaginous fruits, 

miscellaneous grains, seeds and fruit, industrial or medicinal plants, straw and fodder), 22 

Albania 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

1 0% 0% 1% 2% 0% 2% 3% 2% 1% 0% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 

2 0% 1% 0% 2% 3% 0% 0% 2% 1% 0% 6% 2% 2% 4% 0% 

3 10% 5% 6% 4% 2% 2% 5% 5% 5% 5% 11% 14% 9% 10% 8% 

4 0% 1% 1% 2% 2% 1% 2% 0% 3% 8% 3% 3% 3% 4% 1% 

5 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 4% 5% 7% 4% 3% 

6 0% 3% 0% 0% 1% 1% 2% 3% 2% 3% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 

7 3% 4% 4% 6% 3% 5% 4% 4% 2% 5% 2% 5% 8% 8% 10% 

8 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 2% 7% 4% 8% 4% 4% 5% 6% 9% 

9 2% 1% 1% 2% 1% 2% 1% 1% 3% 4% 3% 1% 1% 1% 1% 

10 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

11 1%   0%   1% 1% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 

12 35% 34% 36% 48% 32% 28% 44% 44% 26% 53% 25% 23% 24% 23% 24% 

13 0% 1% 0% 1% 0% 1% 1% 2% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

14                               

15 1% 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 2% 2% 

16 18% 14% 19%   34% 33% 0% 0% 27% 0% 30% 28% 25% 21% 21% 

17 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

18                               

19 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 1% 2% 4% 5% 

20 1% 3% 3% 3% 1% 3% 1% 0% 2% 1% 4% 4% 4% 3% 4% 

21 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2% 

22 3% 4% 2% 3% 2% 12% 19% 17% 12% 2% 3% 2% 1% 3% 4% 

23 0% 0% 2% 2% 0% 1% 1% 0% 1% 1%   0% 0% 0% 0% 

24 23% 25% 21% 25% 13% 7% 16% 12% 8% 5% 3% 5% 4% 4% 4% 

 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 99% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
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(Beverages, spirits and vinegar), and a few of Product group 2 (Meat and edible meat offal). 

What is interesting to be noted is that Bulgaria keeps the concentration of exports with respect to 

products groups and in terms of percentage, implying that Bulgaria is not losing the 

Competitiveness on the World market, and for product group 10 (Cereals), Bulgaria even 

increases the export at the end of the analyzed period.  

 

Table 4-2 Export percentage of Bulgaria in the World market. 

Source: own composition, based on WITS trade database. 

Table 4-3 outlines the results obtained for Bosnia and Herzegovina. For Bosnia the most 

exported product groups are: Product group 4 (Dairy produce, birds’ eggs, natural honey, edible 

products of animal origin not elsewhere specified or included), furthermore Product group 15 

Bulgaria 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

1 1% 3% 2% 2% 2% 2% 1% 2% 2% 1% 1% 1% 2% 1% 0% 

2 6% 8% 10% 6% 7% 8% 9% 9% 10% 5% 6% 6% 5% 5% 3% 

3 1% 2% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 

4 4% 5% 5% 5% 7% 6% 5% 5% 6% 5% 5% 4% 4% 4% 4% 

5 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

6 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

7 4% 3% 5% 4% 4% 5% 4% 4% 4% 2% 3% 2% 2% 2% 1% 

8 3% 3% 3% 3% 4% 4% 3% 4% 4% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 

9 1% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 1% 1% 1% 2% 2% 2% 1% 2% 1% 

10 15% 16% 14% 23% 8% 14% 17% 17% 9% 24% 17% 21% 21% 25% 30% 

11 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 2% 2% 1% 2% 2% 

12 13% 7% 9% 12% 14% 11% 15% 14% 13% 16% 18% 18% 23% 17% 19% 

13 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

14 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

15 4% 2% 2% 2% 2% 3% 3% 3% 3% 4% 4% 4% 5% 5% 5% 

16 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 

17 2% 2% 2% 3% 2% 2% 2% 2% 3% 4% 4% 5% 5% 3% 2% 

18 0% 0% 1% 2% 2% 2% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 2% 2% 2% 

19 1% 2% 4% 4% 7% 6% 7% 8% 7% 6% 6% 5% 4% 5% 4% 

20 7% 5% 5% 5% 7% 6% 5% 6% 6% 4% 4% 4% 3% 3% 2% 

21 1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 1% 1% 1% 1% 

22 15% 15% 14% 10% 10% 9% 8% 9% 9% 6% 4% 4% 4% 4% 3% 

23 4% 5% 4% 3% 4% 3% 3% 3% 4% 3% 4% 4% 4% 5% 5% 

24 16% 16% 12% 9% 9% 14% 9% 9% 11% 10% 14% 11% 10% 11% 10% 

  100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
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(Animal or vegetable fats and oils and their cleavage products, prepared edible fats, animal or 

vegetable waxes), 17 (Sugar and sugar confectionery), 8 (Edible fruit and nuts, peel of citrus or 

melons), 19 (Preparations of cereals, flour, starch or milk, pastry cooks’ products), 

 

Table 4-3 Export percentage of Bosnia in the World. 

Source: own composition, based on WITS trade database. 

 

22 (Beverages, spirits and vinegar), 20 (Preparations of vegetables, fruit, nuts or other parts of 

plants), and Product group 24 (Tobacco and manufactured tobacco substitutes).  What could be 

noted is that Bosnia maintains the exports of the major exporting product groups at the end of the 

period.  

Bosnia 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

1         0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 1% 1% 1% 1% 

2         2% 2% 1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 3% 3% 3% 2% 

3         2% 6% 4% 4% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 

4         6% 7% 11% 12% 13% 14% 14% 15% 14% 15% 13% 

5         0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

6         0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 1% 

7         7% 7% 7% 6% 6% 4% 5% 6% 5% 4% 4% 

8         9% 6% 6% 9% 7% 7% 9% 8% 8% 6% 8% 

9         3% 1% 1% 2% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 

10         0% 1% 0% 0% 1% 0% 2% 5% 1% 1% 3% 

11         1% 2% 3% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 1% 1% 1% 

12         3% 3% 2% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 

13         0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1%   0%   0% 0% 

14         0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

15         0% 7% 11% 9% 11% 12% 10% 10% 10% 12% 14% 

16         6% 5% 6% 5% 6% 8% 7% 6% 4% 5% 4% 

17         2% 5% 10% 10% 10% 8% 8% 10% 18% 16% 12% 

18         4% 4% 3% 4% 3% 2% 3% 3% 2% 3% 4% 

19         9% 11% 10% 10% 9% 9% 9% 7% 7% 8% 9% 

20         12% 11% 9% 8% 7% 6% 5% 4% 3% 3% 3% 

21         4% 5% 5% 4% 4% 5% 3% 3% 3% 2% 3% 

22         17% 10% 7% 7% 6% 6% 7% 6% 7% 7% 6% 

23         0% 2% 2% 3% 3% 5% 3% 4% 3% 3% 3% 

24         10% 4% 3% 4% 3% 3% 5% 3% 3% 3% 3% 

          100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
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The Croatian export in the world is displayed in Table 4-4. Croatia’s major export comprises of: 

Product group 21(Miscellaneous edible preparations), 3 (Fish and crustaceans, mollusks and 

other aquatic invertebrates), 17 (Sugar and sugar confectionery), 22 (Beverages, spirits and 

vinegar), 10 (Cereals) and very little Product group 18 (Cocoa and cocoa preparations). In 

general, Croatia succeeds to sustain the export of the major products over the analyzed period. 

 

Table 4-4 Export percentage of Croatia in the World market. 

Source: own composition, based on WITS trade database. 

Table 4-5 displays the results for Greece. Greece is an exporter of Product group 20 

(Preparations of vegetables, fruit, nuts or other parts of plants), 8 (Edible fruit and nuts, peel of 

Croatia 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

1 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 1% 2% 3% 4% 4% 

2 2% 1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 1% 1% 1% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 3% 

3 5% 7% 10% 11% 13% 12% 10% 12% 10% 9% 10% 8% 10% 8% 9% 

4 6% 5% 4% 5% 5% 5% 4% 3% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 4% 4% 

5 2% 2% 2% 2% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 0% 1% 0% 0% 

6 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

7 1% 1% 1% 1% 0% 1% 0% 0% 1% 1% 0% 1% 1% 1% 1% 

8 1% 1% 1% 1% 0% 1% 1% 1% 2% 2% 2% 3% 2% 2% 2% 

9 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 0% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 

10 3% 9% 7% 8% 5% 1% 1% 4% 9% 4% 10% 8% 6% 10% 9% 

11 1% 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 

12 2% 2% 2% 2% 3% 3% 2% 2% 2% 4% 5% 4% 6% 5% 6% 

13 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

14 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

15 4% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 2% 2% 3% 3% 3% 3% 2% 2% 

16 11% 8% 7% 7% 6% 7% 6% 4% 5% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 7% 

17 1% 1% 6% 8% 16% 7% 16% 17% 16% 13% 10% 10% 12% 13% 7% 

18 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 5% 8% 12% 5% 4% 4% 4% 4% 3% 4% 

19 7% 6% 5% 5% 4% 6% 5% 4% 5% 6% 7% 7% 7% 6% 8% 

20 3% 2% 2% 2% 1% 2% 3% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 

21 19% 15% 13% 13% 12% 14% 14% 13% 12% 12% 12% 12% 11% 11% 12% 

22 12% 9% 7% 7% 6% 8% 8% 7% 8% 10% 9% 10% 10% 9% 9% 

23 3% 2% 3% 3% 2% 3% 3% 3% 2% 4% 3% 3% 3% 3% 4% 

24 12% 19% 19% 17% 15% 18% 14% 9% 9% 8% 8% 9% 6% 6% 5% 

  100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
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citrus or melons), 24 (Tobacco and manufactured tobacco substitutes), 3 (Fish and crustaceans, 

mollusks and other aquatic invertebrates), and Product group 15 (Animal or vegetable fats and 

oils and their cleavage products, prepared edible fats, animal or vegetable waxes).  

 

Table 4-5 Export percentage of Greece in the World market. 

Source: own composition, based on WITS trade database. 

 

The export of Greece is considerable in terms of Product group 8 and 20, for which it sustains 

the export over the whole period subject of analysis. Almost all the exports of the other product 

groups are reduced at the end of the period, indicating diminishing of the competitiveness of 

those product groups over time. 

Greece 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

1 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 

2 1% 1% 0% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 

3 9% 9% 8% 8% 11% 13% 11% 12% 12% 11% 12% 13% 14% 13% 11% 

4 4% 4% 5% 5% 6% 7% 6% 6% 7% 7% 7% 7% 7% 8% 8% 

5 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

6 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

7 3% 3% 4% 5% 4% 4% 3% 4% 4% 4% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 

8 16% 18% 20% 16% 15% 15% 15% 13% 14% 16% 16% 17% 16% 16% 17% 

9 0% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

10 2% 2% 3% 4% 2% 2% 4% 3% 3% 4% 5% 4% 4% 4% 2% 

11 1% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

12 1% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 

13 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

14 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

15 18% 10% 10% 9% 12% 7% 13% 14% 10% 9% 9% 8% 9% 9% 12% 

16 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 2% 2% 2% 1% 1% 1% 

17 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 3% 1% 1% 2% 3% 3% 2% 2% 

18 0% 0% 1% 0% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 

19 2% 3% 3% 3% 5% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 3% 3% 3% 3% 

20 16% 20% 19% 21% 17% 18% 17% 18% 20% 18% 17% 18% 18% 19% 18% 

21 1% 2% 2% 2% 2% 3% 2% 2% 3% 3% 3% 4% 3% 3% 3% 

22 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 6% 4% 4% 5% 4% 5% 4% 5% 5% 4% 

23 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 

24 16% 16% 14% 14% 16% 15% 14% 11% 10% 11% 11% 9% 9% 9% 8% 

  100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
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In Table 4-6 the results for Macedonia and its position on the World markets can be seen.  

Macedonian’s export is concentrated in terms of few product groups, and sustained until the last 

analyzed period. The product groups which are mainly exported by Macedonia are: Product 

group 24 (Tobacco and manufactured tobacco substitutes), 22 (Beverages, spirits and vinegar), 

and Product group 7(Edible vegetables and certain roots and tubers). 

 

Table 4-6 Export percentage of Macedonia in the World market. 

Source: own composition, based on WITS trade database. 

The high percentage of Product group 24 implies that Macedonia is a great exporter of Tobacco 

and other substitutes of tobacco, for which production Macedonia has a comparative advantage. 

Macedonia 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

1 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%   1% 1% 1% 1% 0% 

2 0% 4% 6% 5% 5% 6% 5% 4% 4%   5% 4% 4% 4% 3% 

3 1% 1% 2% 2% 2% 1% 0% 0% 0%   1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

4 1% 2% 1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 2% 1%   1% 1% 1% 2% 1% 

5 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%   0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

6 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%   1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 

7 7% 7% 7% 8% 8% 13% 14% 13% 14%   15% 16% 14% 11% 11% 

8 5% 3% 4% 4% 5% 6% 7% 9% 10%   6% 9% 10% 11% 11% 

9 1% 1% 1% 0% 1% 0% 1% 1% 1%   0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 

10 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0%   1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 

11 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%   0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

12 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%   1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 

13 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%   0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

14 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%   0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

15 0% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 1% 1% 1%   2% 2% 3% 3% 2% 

16 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 2% 2% 2% 3%   4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 

17 2% 2% 2% 4% 3% 3% 3% 1% 2%   2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 

18 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2%   2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 

19 2% 2% 2% 2% 3% 4% 4% 5% 6%   8% 8% 8% 9% 9% 

20 4% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 6% 6%   8% 8% 7% 7% 7% 

21 2% 2% 2% 3% 3% 3% 4% 3% 3%   3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 

22 21% 22% 25% 24% 24% 21% 18% 21% 22%   17% 14% 13% 15% 13% 

23 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%   0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

24 49% 42% 39% 36% 34% 28% 30% 28% 23%   22% 22% 24% 24% 28% 

  100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 0%  100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
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The results in Table 4-7 indicate the export of Montenegro, starting from 2006 on. The product 

groups that Montenegro exports are: Product group 22 (Beverages, spirits and vinegar) for which 

the country realized high percentage of export, initially, and until the last analyzed year, Product 

group 7 (Edible vegetables and certain roots and tubers), 8 (Edible fruit and nuts, peel of citrus or 

melons), 2 (Meat and edible meat offal), 16 (Preparations of meat, of fish or of crustaceans, 

mollusks or other aquatic invertebrates), and product group 24 (Tobacco and manufactured 

tobacco substitutes).  

 

Table 4-7 Export percentage of Montenegro in the World market. 

Source: own composition, based on WITS trade database. 

 

*Montenegro 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

1               0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

2               5% 5% 7% 8% 9% 7% 8% 10% 

3               1% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

4               0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2% 

5               0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%   0% 

6               0% 0%   0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

7               7% 8% 10% 10% 9% 10% 6% 9% 

8               9% 6% 8% 7% 12% 11% 7% 7% 

9               1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2% 1% 

10                 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

11               0% 0% 1% 3% 2% 1% 3% 3% 

12               0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 

13                       0%     0% 

14                   0%   0% 0%     

15               1% 0% 0% 1% 2% 1% 6% 4% 

16               1% 3% 6% 8% 5% 6% 5% 6% 

17               3% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

18               0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 5% 6% 

19               5% 3% 3% 2% 2% 2% 7% 4% 

20               1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 

21               0% 1% 2% 1% 1% 2% 4% 3% 

22               65% 67% 59% 56% 54% 55% 41% 33% 

23               0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

24               1% 3% 1% 2% 0% 1% 4% 10% 

  0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
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Table 4-8 gives representation of Romanian’s export of agro-food products. The export of 

Romania is intensive in few product groups, particularly: Product group 10 (Cereals), 12 (Oil 

seeds and oleaginous fruits, miscellaneous grains, seeds and fruit, industrial or medicinal plants, 

straw and fodder), Product group 1 (Live animals),24 (Tobacco and manufactured tobacco 

substitutes), and Product group 7 (Edible vegetables and certain roots and tubers), and 15 

(Animal or vegetable fats and oils and their cleavage products, prepared edible fats, animal or 

vegetable waxes). 

 

Table 4-8 Export percentage of Romania in the World market. 

Source: own composition, based on WITS trade database. 

Romania 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

1 17% 29% 23% 25% 27% 24% 21% 18% 16% 8% 8% 6% 6% 8% 6% 

2 1% 1% 1% 2% 3% 3% 3% 2% 2% 2% 3% 4% 5% 6% 4% 

3 2% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

4 3% 4% 4% 5% 7% 5% 4% 4% 3% 2% 3% 2% 2% 3% 3% 

5 1% 2% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 1% 1% 1% 1% 

6 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

7 5% 5% 8% 8% 7% 7% 7% 4% 4% 2% 2% 2% 1% 1% 1% 

8 4% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 5% 3% 1% 2% 2% 2% 2% 1% 

9 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

10 20% 10% 16% 17% 3% 7% 15% 17% 14% 29% 28% 29% 27% 34% 38% 

11 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 1% 0% 

12 22% 12% 11% 8% 17% 13% 12% 21% 17% 22% 18% 19% 21% 11% 15% 

13 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

14 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

15 11% 6% 6% 2% 6% 11% 9% 7% 6% 5% 4% 5% 6% 5% 5% 

16 1% 3% 3% 3% 2% 2% 2% 3% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 

17 0% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 1% 1% 2% 3% 3% 2% 1% 

18 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 

19 1% 2% 2% 3% 4% 4% 3% 3% 3% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 

20 1% 3% 2% 3% 4% 3% 3% 2% 2% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 

21 1% 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 2% 3% 2% 2% 2% 2% 3% 3% 2% 

22 5% 6% 6% 7% 6% 5% 4% 4% 5% 4% 3% 3% 2% 3% 2% 

23 3% 5% 5% 4% 3% 3% 4% 2% 3% 3% 3% 2% 3% 3% 3% 

24 0% 1% 2% 3% 2% 1% 1% 1% 12% 12% 17% 13% 12% 12% 10% 

  100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
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Romania is able to sustain its competitiveness on the markets of the entire World for Product 

groups 10, 12 and up to Year 2007, and Product group1.  

Table 4-9 provides the exports of Serbia. Over the analyzed period, Serbia was exporter of the 

following groups: Product group 8 (Edible fruit and nuts, peel of citrus or melons),  

 

Table 4-9 Export percentage of Serbia in the World market. 

Source: own composition, based on WITS trade database. 

 

10 (Cereals), 17 (Sugar and sugar confectionery), 22 (Beverages, spirits and vinegar), a few of 

Product group 15 (Animal or vegetable fats and oils and their cleavage products, prepared edible 

fats, animal or vegetable waxes), 22 (Beverages, spirits and vinegar), and a few of Product group 

Serbia 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

1 1% 2% 2% 1%   0% 0% 0% 1% 3% 3% 3% 0% 2% 2% 

2 2% 4% 1% 0%   1% 2% 3% 3% 2% 2% 1% 1% 1% 1% 

3 1% 0% 1% 0%   0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

4 1% 1% 1% 1%   1% 1% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 

5 0% 1% 0% 0%   0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

6 1% 1% 1% 1%   1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 0% 1% 

7 9% 8% 12% 8%   5% 5% 4% 4% 3% 3% 3% 3% 2% 3% 

8 28% 28% 27% 24%   20% 18% 16% 18% 17% 17% 16% 18% 14% 17% 

9 1% 1% 1% 1%   1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 0% 1% 1% 

10 14% 11% 3% 16%   7% 14% 15% 10% 8% 17% 19% 19% 25% 18% 

11 2% 2% 2% 1%   1% 2% 3% 5% 6% 3% 2% 3% 3% 3% 

12 2% 2% 2% 2%   2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 3% 4% 3% 4% 

13   0% 0% 0%   0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

14 0% 0% 0% 0%   0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

15 3% 6% 6% 4%   8% 5% 3% 6% 8% 7% 7% 9% 8% 7% 

16 5% 3% 2% 1%   2% 2% 3% 3% 3% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 

17 1% 1% 13% 18%   21% 19% 13% 10% 9% 8% 9% 7% 7% 7% 

18 2% 3% 4% 4%   4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 3% 3% 2% 2% 

19 6% 6% 6% 5%   5% 5% 6% 5% 6% 5% 5% 5% 4% 4% 

20 5% 5% 5% 3%   5% 6% 6% 6% 4% 3% 4% 3% 4% 4% 

21 3% 4% 4% 3%   4% 4% 5% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 5% 

22 5% 5% 4% 3%   7% 6% 8% 9% 11% 10% 8% 9% 8% 8% 

23 4% 5% 2% 3%   3% 2% 2% 4% 4% 3% 3% 4% 5% 5% 

24 2% 1% 1% 1%   2% 0% 1% 2% 2% 3% 2% 2% 3% 4% 

  100% 100% 100% 100% 0% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
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15 (Animal or vegetable fats and oils and their cleavage products, prepared edible fats, animal or 

vegetable waxes).  

In Table 4-10 we might be able to see the Turkish export. Turkey is an exporter of several 

products groups. The export of Turkey has been realized in terms of: Product group 8 (Edible 

fruit and nuts, peel of citrus or melons), 20 (Preparations of vegetables, fruit, nuts or other parts 

of plants), to a lesser extent Product groups 24 (Tobacco and manufactured tobacco substitutes) 

and 7 (Edible vegetables and certain roots and tubers),  

 

Table 4-10 Export percentage of Turkey in the World market. 

Source: own composition, based on WITS trade database. 

Turkey 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

1 0% 0% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

2 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 1% 2% 3% 3% 4% 

3 1% 1% 1% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 4% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 

4 1% 1% 1% 2% 2% 1% 1% 1% 2% 2% 2% 3% 3% 4% 4% 

5 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

6 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 1% 0% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 

7 7% 7% 9% 9% 10% 8% 7% 9% 9% 9% 10% 9% 7% 6% 6% 

8 30% 28% 30% 32% 29% 32% 32% 30% 29% 26% 28% 29% 27% 25% 23% 

9 1% 2% 1% 2% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 

10 5% 6% 4% 2% 1% 0% 1% 2% 1% 0% 2% 3% 1% 1% 1% 

11 2% 3% 2% 2% 3% 4% 6% 4% 6% 7% 6% 6% 8% 7% 7% 

12 1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 2% 2% 2% 

13 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

14 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

15 8% 4% 6% 4% 7% 5% 6% 6% 5% 7% 5% 4% 7% 8% 8% 

16 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 

17 5% 6% 8% 4% 4% 4% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 4% 

18 2% 2% 2% 3% 4% 4% 3% 3% 4% 4% 3% 4% 4% 4% 4% 

19 3% 3% 3% 4% 5% 5% 4% 5% 6% 7% 6% 7% 7% 8% 9% 

20 14% 13% 13% 14% 14% 16% 16% 14% 14% 13% 12% 12% 11% 11% 11% 

21 2% 3% 2% 3% 3% 3% 3% 4% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 4% 

22 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 

23 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 1% 1% 

24 13% 14% 11% 10% 9% 8% 8% 9% 7% 6% 7% 6% 5% 6% 5% 

  100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
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and very few of Product groups 11 (Products of the milling industry, malt, starches, insulin, 

wheat gluten) and 15 (Animal or vegetable fats and oils and their cleavage products, prepared 

edible fats, animal or vegetable waxes).  

In terms of export sustainability, Turkey competes on the World market with Product groups 8 

and 20, with the export of other product groups being marginal.  

 

____________________ 

*Montenegro- The great number of empty columns implies no available data for the period 

1999-2005, since Montenegro has been in a State Union with Serbia as “Serbia and Montenegro” 

during that period. 

 

 

 4.2. The Import of Balkan Countries 

 

In the previous part I put an accent on the Exports of the Balkan Countries, and their most 

exported product groups. In the following part, there will be a representation of the results in 

terms of Import percentage of the countries, which will give us a broader image of what the 

Balkans import, and then compare with the previous cases, i.e. their exports.  At the end of the 

chapter, the results for the Trade Balance of the countries are going to be put forward, in order to 

determine a country’s trade balance, whether it has a positive trade balance or is in deficit. 

Table 4-11 gives he imports of Country 1, Albania. As in the previous cases, the marked values 

are the top 3 imported products by the country. The data in the table points that Albania is an 

importer of Product groups: 10 (Cereals), 24 (Tobacco and manufactured tobacco substitutes), 

then Product group 8 (Edible fruit and nuts, peel of citrus or melons), 22 (Beverages, spirits and 

vinegar), 2 (Meat and edible meat offal), 15 (Animal or vegetable fats and oils and their cleavage 

products, prepared edible fats, animal or vegetable waxes), and  to a much lesser extent import of 

Product group 19 at the very beginning of the analyzed period (Preparations of cereals, flour, 

starch or milk, pastry cooks’ products).   
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Table 4-11 Import percentage of Albania from the World market. 

Source: own composition, based on WITS trade database. 

 

As in the previous cases, the marked values are the top 3 imported products by the country. The 

data in the table points that Albania is an importer of Product groups: 10 (Cereals), 24 (Tobacco 

and manufactured tobacco substitutes), then Product group 8 (Edible fruit and nuts, peel of citrus 

or melons), 22 (Beverages, spirits and vinegar), 2 (Meat and edible meat offal), 15 (Animal or 

vegetable fats and oils and their cleavage products, prepared edible fats, animal or vegetable 

waxes), and  to a much lesser extent import of Product group 19 at the very beginning of the 

analyzed period (Preparations of cereals, flour, starch or milk, pastry cooks’ products).   

Albania 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

1 0% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 3% 4% 5% 5% 5% 4% 3% 3% 3% 

2 9% 8% 6% 8% 11% 10% 10% 8% 8% 8% 9% 8% 8% 8% 7% 

3 1% 2% 2% 3% 3% 1% 1% 0% 4% 2% 2% 2% 3% 2% 3% 

4 3% 2% 2% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 2% 3% 3% 2% 

5 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 

6 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

7 3% 3% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 2% 2% 2% 

8 7% 11% 12% 9% 10% 11% 12% 11% 9% 7% 8% 7% 6% 6% 6% 

9 1% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 4% 

10 7% 11% 12% 12% 13% 16% 15% 14% 16% 16% 11% 12% 16% 14% 14% 

11 13% 10% 8% 7% 4% 4% 3% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 3% 3% 

12 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 1% 

13 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

14 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

15 7% 9% 8% 7% 8% 7% 9% 7% 7% 9% 7% 7% 8% 7% 6% 

16 2% 1% 1% 1% 1% 3% 3% 1% 2% 2% 3% 3% 2% 2% 2% 

17 6% 6% 6% 6% 5% 4% 6% 7% 4% 5% 4% 5% 6% 6% 5% 

18 1% 1% 2% 2% 1% 1% 2% 2% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 2% 

19 21% 7% 7% 8% 8% 8% 9% 7% 7% 7% 7% 7% 7% 7% 8% 

20 2% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 3% 4% 3% 3% 2% 2% 2% 2% 

21 4% 3% 2% 2% 3% 3% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 5% 5% 5% 5% 

22 5% 8% 9% 8% 7% 7% 8% 8% 9% 10% 11% 11% 11% 11% 11% 

23 0% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 3% 3% 

24 6% 9% 11% 11% 11% 10% 0% 10% 8% 9% 11% 12% 9% 10% 10% 

  100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
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Table 4-12 below gives a representation of the Bulgarian’s imports from the World markets. 

Bulgaria is mainly being importer of several Product groups:  Product group 2 ((Meat and edible 

meat offal), Product group 17 (Sugar and sugar confectionery), 24 ((Tobacco and manufactured 

tobacco substitutes), 21 (Miscellaneous edible preparations), 23 (Residues and waste from food 

industries, prepared animal fodder), 22 (Beverages, spirits and vinegar), and little import of 

Product groups 20 (Preparations of vegetables, fruit, nuts or other parts of plants), 10 (Cereals), 

and 8 (Edible fruit and nuts, peel of citrus or melons).  

 

Table 4-12 Import percentage of Bulgaria from the World market. 

Source: own composition, based on WITS trade database. 

Bulgaria 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

1 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 3% 3% 2% 2% 2% 2% 3% 1% 1% 

2 9% 7% 9% 11% 10% 11% 14% 15% 13% 15% 16% 15% 17% 17% 13% 

3 3% 3% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 

4 4% 4% 3% 3% 5% 5% 4% 4% 5% 5% 5% 7% 7% 7% 9% 

5 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 0% 1% 

6 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 2% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 

7 2% 3% 3% 4% 5% 3% 3% 3% 4% 5% 6% 4% 4% 4% 4% 

8 6% 5% 5% 6% 7% 6% 7% 6% 6% 4% 5% 5% 5% 4% 4% 

9 4% 4% 4% 3% 3% 3% 4% 3% 3% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 

10 3% 5% 6% 4% 6% 9% 1% 2% 5% 4% 3% 3% 3% 3% 2% 

11 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 3% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 1% 

12 4% 3% 4% 2% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 4% 

13 0% 1% 0% 0% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

14 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

15 6% 7% 7% 10% 8% 6% 6% 5% 6% 6% 5% 6% 6% 6% 5% 

16 1% 2% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 2% 2% 2% 

17 16% 15% 14% 11% 9% 8% 9% 12% 5% 7% 7% 9% 10% 8% 7% 

18 4% 3% 4% 6% 6% 5% 5% 5% 4% 4% 4% 5% 5% 4% 5% 

19 3% 4% 4% 3% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 

20 4% 4% 4% 4% 6% 5% 5% 5% 6% 5% 6% 4% 4% 4% 4% 

21 6% 8% 8% 7% 7% 8% 8% 8% 7% 6% 6% 5% 5% 5% 5% 

22 5% 5% 4% 4% 4% 4% 5% 5% 7% 7% 6% 5% 6% 6% 7% 

23 5% 6% 7% 7% 6% 6% 7% 6% 5% 5% 5% 4% 4% 4% 5% 

24 10% 8% 7% 7% 4% 5% 3% 3% 6% 7% 9% 8% 7% 8% 8% 

  100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
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The Import data for Bosnia and Herzegovina can be seen in Table 4-13. Bosnia and Herzegovina 

comes as major importer of the Product groups: 22 ((Beverages, spirits and vinegar), 10 

(Cereals), 21 (Miscellaneous edible preparations), 17 (Sugar and sugar confectionery), 19 

(Preparations of cereals, flour, starch or milk, pastry cooks’ products), and 4 (Dairy produce, 

birds’ eggs, natural honey, edible products of animal origin not elsewhere specified or included). 
 

Table 4-13 Import percentage of Bosnia and Herzegovina from the World market. 

Bosnia 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

1         7% 3% 3% 2% 3% 4% 4% 4% 3% 4% 3% 

2         4% 3% 4% 4% 3% 4% 5% 4% 5% 5% 7% 

3         1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 

4         8% 6% 6% 6% 5% 5% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 

5         0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

6         1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 

7         3% 3% 3% 3% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 3% 

8         6% 5% 6% 6% 5% 5% 5% 4% 4% 4% 4% 

9         2% 3% 3% 4% 4% 3% 3% 3% 4% 4% 4% 

10         5% 10% 9% 8% 10% 9% 6% 8% 9% 9% 8% 

11         1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 3% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 

12         1% 2% 2% 2% 3% 4% 3% 4% 3% 3% 3% 

13         0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%   0%   0% 0% 

14         0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

15         6% 6% 5% 5% 4% 5% 5% 4% 5% 6% 6% 

16         5% 5% 5% 5% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 

17         9% 6% 7% 7% 6% 6% 6% 8% 9% 7% 7% 

18         5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 

19         4% 5% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 

20         3% 3% 3% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 

21         9% 7% 8% 8% 8% 8% 8% 8% 7% 8% 8% 

22         11% 11% 11% 14% 14% 13% 13% 12% 11% 11% 11% 

23         2% 4% 4% 5% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 7% 7% 

24         9% 8% 6% 7% 6% 6% 6% 6% 5% 4% 4% 

          100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Source: own composition, based on WITS trade database. 
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Table 4-14 below represents the Imports of Croatia. The table outlines that Croatia mainly 

imports several product groups: Product group 21 (Miscellaneous edible preparations), 2 (Meat 

and edible meat offal), 8 (Edible fruit and nuts, peel of citrus or melons),  

 

Table 4-14 Import percentage of Croatia from the World market. 

Croatia 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

1 4% 7% 4% 7% 5% 5% 7% 7% 6% 6% 7% 6% 6% 5% 4% 

2 5% 6% 6% 6% 5% 7% 9% 8% 7% 8% 10% 9% 9% 10% 11% 

3 3% 4% 5% 7% 6% 4% 5% 5% 5% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 3% 

4 6% 7% 7% 6% 6% 6% 5% 4% 5% 5% 5% 6% 6% 6% 8% 

5 2% 2% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 0% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 0% 

6 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 1% 

7 5% 4% 4% 4% 5% 5% 3% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 

8 9% 8% 8% 7% 8% 7% 7% 7% 7% 7% 7% 7% 6% 6% 7% 

9 7% 6% 4% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 

10 2% 1% 5% 2% 2% 4% 2% 1% 3% 3% 1% 1% 2% 2% 2% 

11 2% 2% 2% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 1% 1% 1% 1% 

12 3% 3% 4% 5% 5% 3% 4% 3% 2% 3% 2% 3% 2% 2% 2% 

13 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

14 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

15 4% 2% 2% 3% 3% 4% 3% 3% 3% 5% 4% 4% 5% 6% 6% 

16 3% 3% 3% 3% 2% 3% 3% 3% 3% 2% 3% 3% 2% 2% 2% 

17 2% 3% 5% 5% 5% 4% 6% 12% 7% 5% 4% 3% 5% 7% 4% 

18 4% 3% 3% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 5% 5% 5% 4% 5% 

19 6% 5% 6% 6% 7% 7% 7% 7% 8% 8% 8% 9% 8% 8% 8% 

20 6% 6% 5% 5% 6% 6% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 4% 4% 4% 

21 10% 9% 8% 8% 9% 9% 8% 7% 8% 8% 8% 8% 7% 7% 7% 

22 5% 5% 6% 7% 7% 7% 7% 6% 7% 6% 5% 5% 6% 5% 5% 

23 7% 6% 7% 6% 6% 7% 6% 6% 7% 8% 8% 7% 8% 8% 8% 

24 3% 5% 3% 3% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 

 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Source: own composition, based on WITS trade database. 

 

19 (Preparations of cereals, flour, starch or milk, pastry cooks’ products), 23 (Residues and waste 

from food industries, prepared animal fodder), 22 (Beverages, spirits and vinegar), 17 (Sugar and 

sugar confectionery), 4 (Dairy produce, birds’ eggs, natural honey, edible products of animal 
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origin not elsewhere specified or included), and 3 (Fish and crustaceans, mollusks and other 

aquatic invertebrates). 

In table 4-15 which can be found below are the results for Greece. Greece over the analyzed 

period has been importer of Product groups: 2 (Meat and edible meat offal), 4 (Dairy produce, 

birds’ eggs, natural honey, edible products of animal origin not elsewhere specified or included), 

22 (Beverages, spirits and vinegar), 10 (Cereals), and 23 (Residues and waste from food 

industries, prepared animal fodder).  

 

Table 4-15 Import percentage of Greece from the World market. 

Source: own composition, based on WITS trade database. 

 

Greece 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

1 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 1% 2% 2% 1% 1% 1% 

2 18% 19% 17% 17% 16% 16% 18% 19% 15% 16% 17% 16% 16% 18% 17% 

3 6% 6% 7% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 5% 6% 5% 5% 

4 13% 13% 13% 12% 12% 12% 12% 11% 12% 11% 11% 12% 12% 12% 13% 

5 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

6 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 

7 3% 3% 2% 3% 4% 4% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 

8 4% 4% 5% 5% 5% 6% 6% 5% 5% 5% 5% 4% 4% 4% 4% 

9 1% 2% 2% 1% 1% 1% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 3% 3% 3% 

10 6% 6% 6% 7% 6% 6% 5% 6% 8% 6% 4% 5% 7% 6% 6% 

11 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 

12 4% 4% 5% 4% 4% 4% 3% 3% 3% 4% 4% 3% 3% 4% 4% 

13 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

14 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

15 2% 2% 2% 3% 4% 3% 3% 3% 4% 5% 4% 4% 5% 5% 5% 

16 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 3% 2% 2% 2% 

17 2% 2% 1% 1% 1% 3% 2% 2% 3% 3% 3% 3% 4% 5% 4% 

18 2% 2% 2% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 2% 2% 2% 

19 4% 4% 4% 4% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 4% 5% 5% 

20 3% 3% 3% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 

21 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 5% 5% 5% 5% 6% 6% 

22 8% 8% 8% 8% 7% 7% 8% 8% 7% 6% 7% 6% 5% 5% 5% 

23 5% 5% 6% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 6% 6% 6% 6% 5% 6% 6% 

24 7% 7% 6% 7% 6% 6% 6% 6% 5% 5% 6% 5% 4% 4% 4% 

  100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
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In Table 4-16 is represented the import of Macedonia. The import of Macedonia is generally in 

terms of the following product groups: Product group 2 (Meat and edible meat offal), 15 (Animal 

or vegetable fats and oils and their cleavage products, prepared edible fats, animal or vegetable 

waxes), 21 (Miscellaneous edible preparations), 17 (Sugar and sugar confectionery), 10 

(Cereals), and 16 (Preparations of meat, of fish or of crustaceans, mollusks or other aquatic 

invertebrates).  

 

Table 4-16 Import percentage of Macedonia from the World market. 

Source: own composition, based on WITS trade database. 

 

 

Macedonia 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

1 1% 3% 0% 1% 0% 1% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

2 17% 19% 20% 19% 17% 17% 16% 16% 16% 14% 17% 15% 15% 16% 17% 

3 1% 1% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 1% 2% 1% 1% 

4 5% 5% 4% 4% 4% 4% 5% 6% 5% 5% 5% 5% 6% 6% 6% 

5 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 0% 

6 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 

7 1% 1% 1% 2% 1% 2% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 

8 3% 2% 2% 3% 4% 5% 5% 4% 4% 4% 5% 5% 4% 4% 5% 

9 3% 2% 2% 2% 3% 3% 3% 4% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 4% 3% 

10 5% 8% 7% 9% 7% 10% 6% 3% 5% 5% 3% 4% 5% 7% 4% 

11 2% 3% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 6% 5% 4% 3% 3% 3% 3% 

12 3% 3% 3% 3% 2% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 2% 2% 2% 

13 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

14 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

15 9% 6% 7% 7% 8% 8% 8% 8% 9% 10% 7% 8% 10% 10% 9% 

16 9% 7% 7% 6% 5% 5% 5% 6% 5% 5% 5% 4% 4% 4% 5% 

17 6% 6% 7% 8% 8% 5% 6% 7% 6% 6% 6% 9% 8% 7% 7% 

18 4% 4% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 6% 5% 5% 5% 6% 5% 5% 5% 

19 6% 6% 5% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 7% 6% 6% 5% 6% 

20 4% 4% 3% 4% 4% 4% 4% 5% 5% 4% 4% 4% 3% 3% 4% 

21 5% 5% 5% 5% 7% 7% 8% 9% 8% 8% 9% 9% 8% 8% 8% 

22 3% 2% 2% 2% 3% 3% 4% 4% 4% 4% 5% 5% 5% 4% 5% 

23 5% 6% 7% 5% 4% 4% 4% 3% 4% 4% 4% 4% 3% 3% 4% 

24 9% 6% 6% 4% 4% 4% 4% 3% 2% 2% 3% 4% 4% 4% 4% 

  100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
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In the following Table 4-17 are the imports of Montenegro. Since previously being in a State 

Union with Serbia, starting from 2006, Montenegro is an importer of few product groups and its 

import is highly concentrated by product group. The imported product groups are: Product group 

2 (Meat and edible meat offal), 22 (Beverages, spirits and vinegar), and 4 (Dairy produce, birds’ 

eggs, natural honey, edible products of animal origin not elsewhere specified or included).  

 

 

Table 4-17 Import percentage of Montenegro from the World market. 

Montenegro 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

1               2% 1% 4% 4% 5% 6% 5% 5% 

2               14% 12% 14% 15% 15% 13% 15% 16% 

3               2% 2% 1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 2% 

4               10% 9% 9% 9% 9% 10% 10% 10% 

5               0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

6               1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 

7               1% 1% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 3% 

8               3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 4% 

9               6% 5% 3% 5% 6% 5% 3% 2% 

10               2% 2% 2% 3% 1% 3% 3% 2% 

11               5% 6% 6% 4% 4% 5% 5% 4% 

12               1% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 

13               0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

14               0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

15               5% 4% 4% 4% 3% 4% 4% 4% 

16               4% 5% 6% 5% 5% 5% 5% 6% 

17               5% 4% 2% 2% 2% 3% 3% 2% 

18               3% 4% 4% 5% 5% 4% 5% 5% 

19               6% 6% 7% 7% 7% 6% 6% 7% 

20               4% 5% 5% 5% 4% 4% 3% 3% 

21               6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 7% 

22               16% 15% 13% 12% 11% 12% 12% 12% 

23               3% 4% 3% 3% 3% 4% 4% 4% 

24               2% 5% 5% 5% 4% 3% 3% 3% 

  0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Source: own composition, based on WITS trade database. 
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The next Table 4-18 contains the import data of Romania. From the data, on might notice that 

Romania is a great importer, particularly Product groups: 2 (Meat and edible meat offal), 17 

(Sugar and sugar confectionery), 10 (Cereals), 24 (Tobacco and manufactured tobacco 

substitutes), 21 (Miscellaneous edible preparations), 23 (Residues and waste from food 

industries, prepared animal fodder), 8 (Edible fruit and nuts, peel of citrus or melons), and 15 

(Animal or vegetable fats and oils and their cleavage products, prepared edible fats, animal or 

vegetable waxes).  

 

 

Table 4-18 Import percentage of Romania from the World market. 

Source: own composition, based on WITS trade database. 

Romania 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

1 1% 2% 5% 3% 1% 1% 2% 2% 1% 2% 3% 2% 2% 3% 3% 

2 8% 8% 14% 16% 11% 16% 25% 22% 17% 17% 17% 13% 10% 10% 10% 

3 3% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 3% 3% 2% 2% 3% 3% 2% 2% 2% 

4 3% 3% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 5% 5% 6% 6% 6% 5% 6% 

5 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 

6 0% 0% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 

7 2% 2% 2% 2% 3% 2% 3% 3% 4% 4% 3% 4% 3% 3% 4% 

8 8% 6% 5% 6% 5% 6% 7% 7% 7% 6% 4% 5% 4% 5% 6% 

9 8% 7% 5% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 3% 3% 3% 3% 4% 4% 3% 

10 4% 6% 10% 3% 20% 13% 2% 2% 8% 7% 6% 6% 8% 8% 7% 

11 3% 4% 3% 2% 3% 3% 1% 2% 3% 3% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 

12 2% 3% 3% 5% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 5% 4% 7% 6% 5% 5% 

13 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

14 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

15 4% 4% 3% 6% 4% 3% 3% 3% 5% 6% 4% 6% 6% 5% 4% 

16 2% 2% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 

17 10% 12% 13% 9% 8% 7% 7% 8% 5% 5% 6% 7% 9% 8% 6% 

18 2% 2% 1% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 3% 3% 3% 3% 

19 3% 2% 2% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 4% 4% 4% 4% 5% 5% 5% 

20 4% 4% 3% 4% 3% 4% 4% 5% 5% 4% 4% 3% 3% 3% 3% 

21 9% 8% 6% 7% 6% 6% 6% 7% 7% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 

22 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 3% 3% 4% 5% 5% 4% 4% 5% 5% 5% 

23 6% 6% 5% 7% 5% 5% 4% 4% 5% 5% 7% 7% 6% 7% 8% 

24 15% 14% 12% 12% 11% 12% 12% 11% 5% 4% 5% 4% 5% 6% 5% 

  100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
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Table 4-19 represents the results for Serbian’s imports. The import of Serbia is mainly 

concentrated by product group, and it consists of: Product group 8 (Edible fruit and nuts, peel of 

citrus or melons), 22 (Beverages, spirits and vinegar), 24 (Tobacco and manufactured tobacco 

substitutes), 9 (Coffee, tea, maté and spices), 18 (Cocoa and cocoa preparations), 22 (Beverages, 

spirits and vinegar), and 23 (Residues and waste from food industries, prepared animal fodder). 

It is interesting to remark that Serbia is the first country from the Balkans that has a considerable 

import of Product group 9 (Coffee, tea, maté and spices).  

 

Table 4-19 Import percentage of Serbia from the World market. 

Serbia 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

1 1% 1% 0% 1%   0% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 2% 

2 2% 3% 4% 4%   3% 1% 1% 1% 2% 2% 2% 2% 4% 4% 

3 2% 3% 3% 3%   4% 5% 5% 5% 4% 4% 4% 1% 4% 3% 

4 2% 3% 2% 2%   2% 1% 1% 2% 3% 2% 4% 4% 4% 3% 

5 0% 0% 0% 0%   0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

6 1% 1% 1% 1%   1% 1% 1% 2% 2% 2% 2% 1% 1% 1% 

7 3% 4% 3% 3%   4% 4% 5% 5% 5% 5% 6% 5% 4% 5% 

8 14% 9% 11% 11%   9% 12% 12% 14% 13% 14% 14% 13% 12% 12% 

9 16% 22% 8% 7%   8% 8% 7% 7% 8% 7% 8% 9% 8% 6% 

10 2% 1% 6% 1%   5% 1% 1% 2% 2% 2% 1% 3% 2% 3% 

11 1% 2% 1% 1%   2% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 

12 5% 2% 2% 2%   4% 4% 4% 5% 6% 6% 7% 4% 7% 5% 

13 1% 1% 0% 0%   0% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

14 0% 0% 0% 0%   0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

15 2% 3% 2% 2%   2% 3% 5% 4% 5% 5% 5% 5% 4% 5% 

16 1% 3% 2% 2%   3% 3% 3% 4% 5% 6% 5% 5% 5% 5% 

17 4% 3% 7% 6%   4% 5% 4% 4% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 

18 5% 5% 5% 6%   6% 7% 7% 7% 7% 6% 8% 6% 5% 6% 

19 1% 1% 2% 3%   4% 4% 4% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 

20 3% 3% 3% 4%   4% 4% 4% 5% 4% 5% 4% 4% 4% 3% 

21 7% 7% 6% 7%   10% 11% 8% 8% 8% 7% 7% 9% 9% 9% 

22 4% 5% 14% 13%   5% 4% 7% 7% 6% 6% 5% 6% 6% 5% 

23 14% 9% 8% 10%   7% 6% 6% 5% 5% 4% 4% 4% 4% 6% 

24 8% 10% 11% 10%   13% 11% 11% 7% 6% 5% 6% 9% 7% 8% 

  100% 100% 100% 100% 0%  100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Source: own composition, based on WITS trade database. 
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In Table 4-20 there is an overview of the imports of Turkey.  Turkey during  the period of 15 

analyzed years has been a major importer of: 15 (Animal or vegetable fats and oils and their 

cleavage products, prepared edible fats, animal or vegetable waxes), 10 (Cereals), 12 (Oil seeds 

and oleaginous fruits, miscellaneous grains, seeds and fruit, industrial or medicinal plants, straw 

and fodder), 24 (Tobacco and manufactured tobacco substitutes), 23 (Residues and waste from 

food industries, prepared animal fodder), 21 (Miscellaneous edible preparations), and 18 (Cocoa 

and cocoa preparations).  

 

Table 4-20 Import percentage of Turkey from the World market. 

Turkey 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

1 1% 2% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 4% 9% 8% 3% 

2 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 3% 5% 1% 0% 

3 1% 2% 1% 1% 1% 2% 2% 2% 2% 1% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 

4 2% 2% 1% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 1% 2% 2% 1% 1% 1% 

5 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 

6 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 

7 3% 4% 5% 3% 1% 1% 2% 3% 2% 5% 4% 4% 3% 3% 3% 

8 3% 3% 2% 3% 3% 3% 4% 5% 5% 4% 5% 4% 4% 4% 4% 

9 1% 2% 2% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 

10 19% 18% 12% 19% 24% 16% 5% 5% 18% 24% 19% 14% 17% 14% 18% 

11 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 

12 12% 12% 11% 13% 16% 16% 20% 17% 19% 17% 16% 20% 15% 15% 15% 

13 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

14 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

15 21% 16% 20% 20% 17% 16% 21% 25% 16% 20% 18% 14% 16% 18% 17% 

16 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

17 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 

18 3% 3% 5% 5% 7% 7% 5% 5% 4% 3% 5% 5% 4% 4% 5% 

19 1% 1% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 3% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 

20 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 

21 4% 5% 6% 7% 5% 7% 8% 9% 7% 4% 5% 5% 4% 4% 5% 

22 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 2% 2% 2% 1% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 

23 8% 9% 9% 7% 7% 12% 10% 9% 10% 9% 9% 10% 8% 12% 14% 

24 14% 16% 18% 10% 8% 7% 8% 7% 6% 4% 6% 5% 4% 4% 4% 

  100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Source: own composition, based on WITS trade database. 
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 4.3. Trade Balance of Balkan Countries 

 

The following table contains the results for the trade balance of the Balkan countries. The bolded 

values represent positive trade balance for a country. What might be observed, and important to 

be mentioned, is that 3 countries have a positive trade balance in agro-food trade: Turkey and 

Bulgaria (except in 2007) have a positive trade balance since until the last year of examination 

(2013), while Serbia switches from trade deficit to positive trade balance in 2005, and up to the 

last year of analysis. The other countries are in a state of trade deficit for agro-food trade. The 

trade deficit for Albania is increased over time. The same case is for Bosnia, Croatia, Greece and 

Macedonia, yet much more extreme than Albania.  

 

Table 4-21 Trade Balance of Balkan countries for the period 1999-2013. 

Source: own composition, based on WITS trade database. 

 

Trade 

Balance  

 Albania Bulgaria Bosnia Croatia Greece Macedonia Montenegro Romania   Serbia Turkey 

1999 -290073 284557 0 -279132 -1001560 -47161,2 0 -312773 -17368 2040460 

2000 -214666 141006 0 -280666 -1051078 -57550,8 0 -595325 -55700 1384542 

2001 -233185 99135,1 0 -375974 -966581 -47072,4 0 -774645 -306672 2518876 

2002 -284086 232561 0 -439583 -1615213 -87544,1 0 -738054 -201015 1704714 

2003 -333181 184380 -631981 -487976 -2279331 -95470 0 -1170948 0 1930127 

2004 -399486 246276 -916044 -714463 -3076039 -150457 0 -1400482 -170113 2771545 

2005 -379316 369259 -1109194 -684398 -2455454 -82674,5 0 -1676841 136281,2 4364772 

2006 -492635 190145 -1119198 -656308 -2710113 -57561,7 -246184 -1958990 342978,3 4363257 

2007 -619552 -150844 -1338637 -838198 -3851550 -154559 -381339 -2960584 546065,1 3700933 

2008 -824415 222647,2 -1653817 -1229420 -4270260 -773561 -564572 -3047627 477208 2020773 

2009 -709409 394571,8 -1307914 -881135 -3537257 -192993 -503837 -2130599 938676,3 4301956 

2010 -747323 908099,2 -1337575 -816608 -2802662 -147567 -483835 -985977 1194507 4292948 

2011 -801832 1395037 -1565528 -1034530 -2839529 -212585 -556449 -547294 1138315 3362738 

2012 -742345 1219200 -1459679 -951235 -1850070 -262085 -496245 -973289 1218521 4413785 

2013 -746675 2094928 -1434036 -1224870 -1774305 -204601 -527613 433869,4 1174105 5679205 
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An interesting case is Romania. The country has a trade deficit throughout the analyzed years, 

precisely up to 2012, from where it shifts to a trade surplus. Initially, the countries with the 

biggest trade deficit were Greece and Romania, as well as Albania and Croatia, whilst at the end 

of the analyzed period those are again, Greece, then Bosnia and Herzegovina and Croatia. In 

terms of trade surplus, it is Turkey that has the highest level of positive trade balance, as at the 

beginning and at the end of the period for which the investigation is performed, and then comes 

Bulgaria, and the third place belongs to Serbia. A broader description of the trade balance of 

Balkan countries, divided into three time intervals, is presented in Figure 4-1.  

 

Figure 4-1 Trade balance of Balkan countries (1999-2013). 

 

 Source: own composition, based on own calculations. 

                                     4.4. Preliminary Conclusion  

 

From the analysis of the tables for both, Export and Import structure of the Balkan Countries, it 

comes to a conclusion that Balkan exports are highly concentrated by product groups, and that 

countries during the analyzed period do not change much their export pattern, meaning that they 

in general export the same product groups for the 15 years period. Some of the countries 
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maintain the competitive position on the export markets, while the others fail to do so. In terms 

of imports, countries import greater number of product groups than they export, with an import 

pattern that does not changes much from year to year. 

The most exported  product groups are: Product group 24 (Tobacco and manufactured tobacco 

substitutes), Product group 22 (Beverages, spirits and vinegar), Product group 12 (Oil seeds and 

oleaginous fruits, miscellaneous grains, seeds and fruit, industrial or medicinal plants, straw and 

fodder), Product group 7 (Edible vegetables and certain roots and tubers), and some of them 

Product group 10 (Cereals), 8 (Edible fruit and nuts, peel of citrus or melons), 2 (Meat and edible 

meat offal), and Product group 15 (Animal or vegetable fats and oils and their cleavage products, 

prepared edible fats, animal or vegetable waxes).  

At the same time, mainly imported product groups are: Product group 22 (Beverages, spirits and 

vinegar), 10 (Cereals), 24 (Tobacco and  manufactured tobacco substitutes), 2 ((Meat and edible 

meat offal), 8 (Edible fruit and nuts, peel of citrus or melons), 21(Miscellaneous edible 

preparations), 17 (Sugar and sugar confectionery), 15 (Animal or vegetable fats and oils and their 

cleavage products, prepared edible fats, animal or vegetable waxes), 19 (Preparations of cereals, 

flour, starch or milk, pastry cooks’ products), and 4 (Dairy produce, birds’ eggs, natural honey, 

edible products of animal origin not elsewhere specified or included).   

Finally, what is important to mention is that Balkan Countries are mainly exporters of raw 

materials, and great importers of processed products, that highlights the diminished role of the 

food-processing industries in those countries. The results regarding the trade balance over the 15 

analyzed years suggest that only 3 Balkan countries succeed to have a trade surplus, specifically 

Turkey, Bulgaria and Serbia, whilst majority are facing a trade deficit, which is the biggest for 

Greece, Croatia, and Bosnia and Herzegovina. Romania, in the last period of analysis shifts from 

trade deficit to trade surplus. The inferences bring this Chapter to an end. The next Chapter 4 is 

going to be oriented towards specialization of Balkans in agro-food trade and the main estimates 

obtained by applying the indices of competitiveness.  
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Chapter 5 - SPECIALIZATION OF BALKAN COUNTRIES IN 

AGRO-FOOD TRADE 

 

 

 

In this Chapter, I shed light on the analysis of the results from the descriptive statistics. For the 

descriptive statistics, I applied STATA software (STATA 12 Package) to obtain the results for 

the following indices: Revealed Export Advantage (RXA), Revealed Import Advantage (RMA), 

Relative Trade Advantage (RTA), Revealed Competitiveness (RC), Symmetric Revealed 

Comparative Advantage (SRCA), and the Logarithm of the Balassa (RTA) index. The following 

tables present the results from the Mean estimation, for each country and HS Code respectively. 

At the very beginning of this Chapter, it is important to be mentioned that some of the countries 

might surprisingly show a higher mean value of some indices, which could be attributed to the 

lower number of observations of those countries.* There are two tables for each of the countries. 

The first table presents solely the Mean values of the indices, while in the second there is a wider 

description of the Mean, Standard deviation, the Minimum and Maximum values that indices 

take. In the last part of the Chapter, we will be able to see the number of products for each of the 

countries with an advantage (RXA, RMA, and RTA), and the strength of that advantage. I insist 

to present the results followed by a tabular description, as it depicts the notion of the thesis, and 

contributes for better comprehension and a more coherent analysis.  

 

 

 

 

 

__________________ 

*Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Macedonia, Montenegro. 
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 5.1. Mean Estimations for RCA, RTA, RC and SRCA indices for Balkan 

countries 

  

 

 

The following tables are going to present the results with respect to each country and product 

group. We would be able to see the four indices for which the mean estimates were calculated.  

 

 

The first country on the list is Albania. The Revealed Export Advantage index, and from now on 

B-index, exhibits pretty high values of the mean for Albania, which as I previously mentioned 

might be a result of the lower number of observations for Albania. Nevertheless, Albania 

experienced a comparative export advantage in the World markets during the analyzed years, 

which could be confirmed by the positive value of the B-index for almost all the product codes 

(> 1).  The product codes with the highest mean values of B-index are: Product group 16 

(Preparations of meat, of fish or of crustaceans, mollusks or other aquatic invertebrates), 12 (Oil 

seeds and oleaginous fruits, miscellaneous grains, seeds and fruit, industrial or medicinal plants, 

straw and fodder), 2 (Meat and edible meat offal), 5 (Products of animal origin, not elsewhere 

specified or included), 3 (Fish and crustaceans, mollusks and other aquatic invertebrates), and 

1(Live animals),  and from these product groups Albania exports mainly exports only product 

from Product groups 16 and 12, which means that the country does not use completely its 

comparative advantage in the other products for which it has a comparative advantage.  
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5-1 Revealed Comparative Export Advantage of Balkan countries. 

Source: Own composition based on own calculations. 

Regarding the RTA index, Albania faces a relative trade advantage in the World markets, which 

is depicted through the RTA values greater than 0. This could be attributed to the lower number 

of observations for Albania, or advantages in natural factor endowments of the Country, as well 

as the relatively cheap labor force engaged in production. The index of RC is positive, but 

Revealed Comparative Export Advantage (RXA/Balassa) Index 

HS 

Code 

Albania 

 

Bulgaria 

 

Bosnia 

 

Croatia 

 

Greece 

 

Macedonia 

 

Montenegro 

 

Romania 

 

Serbia 

 

Turkey 

 

1 5.931323 .9760079 1.296743 .5235995 .1803262 .6667522 .1284715 11.36443 .5952498 .3565268 

2 22.66265 2.927608 1.618902 .3999571 .2463905 4.449017 10.58132 .6244223 .3277116 .2915143 

3 6.917135 .6838537 12.34477 6.401214 1.496267 6.868827 2.71193 1.077142 1.588405 .7426153 

4 1.945115 .9860312 2.41984 1.230947 .6811251 .4050446 .170822 1.213256 .4499125 .4570507 

5 9.796277 2.631176 4.696251 1.689308 1.63512 2.813107 .1399829 2.16155 1.218995 .6186004 

6 1.359921 .5061672 1.267486 .1483753 .1837676 4.8311 .6876844 .3105403 2.178326 .4983572 

7 3.652298 .7720778 1.758512 .3699141 1.059178 1.925745 6.194957 1.025237 1.804482 1.503782 

8 4.961803 4.044552 2.880437 .3643035 2.148915 .9795519 4.249223 2.021924 7.766616 7.399396 

9 12.90579 4.099182 2.858691 .3119448 .193833 4.217728 3.426321 1.146753 1.283643 2.571223 

10 .1048768 1.74617 .47343 .5228277 .7637063 .2457179 .2106202 1.975707 1.259976 .3403499 

11 .6399481 1.790633 .5485329 .4138274 .3586254 .2494277 1.460802 .7604698 1.981985 2.079635 

12 35.31104 3.660258 1.009902 .6928774 2.080724 .5080377 1.410087 2.926832 2.548336 2.101961 

13 9.83597 .09864 2.429372 .0348232 .8657195 .0483098 .0306517 .0835552 .0316908 .1290439 

14 4.958834 3.54119 2.974177 .7300193 .3744509 .5980495 .0068971 7.304363 45.10803 4.156522 

15 1.10446 .7105625 2.995825 .7123849 1.856836 .5492866 21.4749 1.195361 1.043406 .9788091 

16 34.00556 1.136059 1.613888 3.562552 .7232745 2.65307 14.28631 1.212748 1.759995 .4830841 

17 .3515725 2.892773 11.66824 1.339003 .6318946 5.827467 1.652873 .7159071 2.074706 2.097614 

18 .5246284 .5269796 1.584011 3.957386 .1353142 2.060734 1.316805 .2388324 .9060263 .7930015 

19 .3902224 1.588159 1.302237 .8865599 1.353039 14.08234 .7858168 .3154562 .7030978 1.12101 

20 1.366367 1.950712 2.254823 .7856547 4.669223 3.726524 .5083863 .3876136 1.54338 2.457493 

21 .7430493 .248897 .7898196 3.45241 .4199479 10.99854 .3496224 .4317539 1.603804 1.67258 

22 1.067957 .8541325 1.008844 1.536467 .6904501 9.062151 3.506893 .6926604 .8447374 .3230229 

23 1.236945 2.070872 1.896077 1.510034 .5162396 2.802618 .5478144 3.773249 2.998592 .2748685 

24 14.53101 4.305138 1.085457 1.511328 4.440791 18.35635 1.61888 .7687055 .7309898 3.447393 

Total 7.149013 1.917183 3.119433 1.611472 1.349386 3.60378 4.926553 1.453483 2.301689 1.850051 
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however not high. The SRCA index shows a slightly negative value, generally because the 

SRCA index is quite sensitive to averages.The standard deviation that might be seen in Table 

5.5., suggests fairly high variations in all of the indices over time, which could also be seen from 

the difference between the maximum and the minimum values of the indices. The highest values 

of the standard deviation have B-index and RTA, and considerably dispersed from the mean 

value, meaning that those two indices are the most changeable over time. 

For Bulgaria, the total mean for B-index for the 15 analyzed years shows a positive value, and is 

lower than 2. In general, Bulgaria reveals a comparative advantage, with most of the product 

groups having a B-index in the interval between 1 and 2. Product groups with the highest mean 

value of the B-index for Bulgaria are: 24 (Tobacco and manufactured tobacco substitutes), 8 

(Edible fruit and nuts, peel of citrus or melons), 9 (Coffee, tea, maté and spices), 12 (Oil seeds 

and oleaginous fruits, miscellaneous grains, seeds and fruit, industrial or medicinal plants, straw 

and fodder), and 14 (Vegetable plaiting materials, vegetable products not elsewhere specified or 

included), from which Albania exports Product group 24 and 12. The negative values of the RTA 

index, as well as the total mean suggest a relative trade disadvantage of Bulgaria in agro-food 

products in the World agro-food market for the analyzed period. The RC index is negative for 

majority of the product groups, implying weak competitiveness of Bulgaria on the World market. 

This result might be biased, since the World market has an absolutely bigger size than any single 

Balkan country. Same goes for the SRCA index, which has a high sensitivity to mean values. 

The summary statistics implies that Bulgaria has also a high variability with respect to the 

indices, as seen from the standard deviation, and the maximum and minimum values. The 

standard deviation value is the highest for RTA index, as well as B-index, implying a significant 

change over time. RC and SRCA are characterized by less variability than the other two indices.  

Bosnia and Herzegovina seems to experience a comparative export advantage, and if we look  

separately the product groups, majority of them have a positive mean value of the B-index, 

mostly in the interval between 1 and 2.  
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5-2 Revealed Trade Advantage Index (RTA) of Balkan countries.  

Source: Own composition based on own calculations. 

 

The product groups with the highest mean value of the Balassa index are: 3 (Fish and 

crustaceans, mollusks and other aquatic invertebrates), 17 (Sugar and sugar confectionery), and 5 

(Products of animal origin, not elsewhere specified or included). From these product groups, 

Bosnia exports products from product group 17, for which it has a strong comparative advantage. 

Relative Trade Advantage Index (RTA) 

HS Code Albania 

 

Bulgaria 

 

Bosnia 

 

Croatia 

 

Greece 

 

Macedonia 

 

Montenegro 

 

Romania 

 

Serbia 

 

Turkey 

 

1 4.601872 -3.721764 -1.560091 -26.04701 -52.16185 .1543781 -.3192527 -22.8875 -5.71616 -23.33967 

2 17.87759 -1.649808 -8.514892 -13.96618 -81.42718 -5.951893 6.837037 -43.2332 -2.794198 -1.526702 

3 1.857944 -.2827956 11.24571 -4.536617 -50.20434 5.845456 .8934277 -12.45335 -2.02531 -7.786979 

4 1.361437 -1.566649 -5.257348 -7.426739 -49.64189 -1.437177 -3.719272 -13.13903 -2.011456 -2.104511 

5 9.402948 1.362184 4.134433 -.3177206 -16.40179 .9740948 .0397674 -13.33066 .5470001 -9.11312 

6 .6405948 -2.411194 -4.562439 -27.07087 -41.75385 2.287998 -.4665557 -24.89775 -6.040729 -21.63883 

7 1.974864 -1.275156 -1.650612 -7.955259 -27.24578 1.315419 5.342256 -11.48464 -2.070595 -18.08932 

8 4.203255 1.49452 -.446318 -7.732145 -32.77696 -.1406295 3.620346 -11.29828 2.825879 -15.83931 

9 11.99103 1.991556 1.227741 -6.014457 -24.33808 2.506259 2.341723 -20.10818 -3.324008 -13.57946 

10 -2.102519 .0366293 -4.527457 -2.863463 -18.69738 -1.132776 -.6260732 -12.23494 -.4915074 -50.08391 

11 -5.154127 -.4168806 -6.035492 -12.98895 -16.00009 -4.16486 -2.317846 -15.88906 -4.624962 -8.635595 

12 34.86902 1.0318 -2.75445 -12.87205 -27.60833 -2.952422 1.120583 -11.27348 -6.700232 -52.2964 

13 9.768565 -1.788821 1.693581 -2.024503 -15.69589 -.3564863 .0306517 -11.59857 -2.320752 -47.20993 

14 4.910066 2.870808 2.388738 -2.775374 -7.949546 .0841982 -.5037822 4.048714 26.05671 -10.78764 

15 -3.15531 -2.094127 -.310109 -5.344568 -30.73981 -2.264037 19.79308 -11.20403 -4.532076 -58.62342 

16 32.47444 .1556149 -5.575307 -8.546329 -50.22614 -3.233721 6.096719 -17.97373 -9.552222 .1378048 

17 -1.839188 -.940207 -14.07213 -20.25008 -25.48174 2.167042 -3.165087 -42.2102 -4.826832 -11.20825 

18 -.2085619 -5.692805 -42.15318 -33.5933 -86.0742 -5.049782 -7.859188 -41.66005 -21.81894 -36.63273 

19 -3.223141 -.4034018 -13.25334 -39.99948 -82.52347 8.598829 -8.350952 -43.34462 -9.442618 -22.70648 

20 .3756424 -2.470922 -2.341357 -21.3216 -32.63622 1.064982 -3.997381 -28.87552 -4.86339 -6.660379 

21 -.1880412 -7.490697 -14.30863 -24.14532 -58.9232 3.645071 -2.573676 -37.90152 -13.87431 -44.08105 

22 -.3822736 -8.181467 -4.71052 -3.237656 -35.43286 6.50687 .1789997 -14.87918 -4.052087 -2.391356 

23 .5252225 -1.66205 -4.697123 -4.592959 -26.22784 1.695489 -1.162554 -2.52184 .1697647 -89.90582 

24 11.59832 -62.46937 -35.27022 -38.73455 -112.111 6.629637 -21.10144 -98.43073 -64.62536 -88.40191 

Total 5.069471 -2.094022 -3.978873 -11.7927 -41.15647 .4878495 1.455164 -21.15564 -4.96876 -23.24844 
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The RTA value is negative, as it was the case with the previous country, thus indicating that 

Bosnia faced a relative trade disadvantage in agro-food products in the World markets, mostly 

because Bosnia and Herzegovina as individual country has a marginal size compared to the 

World market size. The SRCA index is negative for the 24 product groups, which is not different 

from the previous case. The standard deviation suggests high variations in the indices across 

time, particularly for B-index and RTA, to a lesser extent for the other indices. The same could 

be concluded by looking the Minimal and Maximal values, and their difference. 

Croatia’s total mean of the B-index is a positive value, but most of the products have a B-index 

value lower than 1. There are few product groups showing higher mean values of the B-index: 

Product group 3 (Fish and crustaceans, mollusks and other aquatic invertebrates), 16 

(Preparations of meat, of fish or of crustaceans, mollusks or other aquatic invertebrates, 

18(Cocoa and cocoa preparations), and 21(Miscellaneous edible preparations). Croatia is a great 

exporter of all the product groups for which it has a comparative advantage, except Product 

group 16, which export is not in the top 3 most exported product groups by Croatia. RTA has a 

negative mean value in total, and for the individual product groups, making Croatia 

disadvantaged in terms of agro-food trade in the Word markets. Likewise, RC and SRCA indices 

are negative for Croatia. The standard deviation for B-index and RTA differs from the mean 

quite a lot, indicating variability in those indices across the analyzed period. The minimum and 

maximum values differ significantly, which is another indicator of the variability of the two 

indices. There is much less variability in RC and SRCA indices by Croatia as suggested by the 

results. Concerning Greece, the total mean value of the Balassa index is positive, which means 

that Greece experienced a revealed comparative advantage in the World markets over the 

analyzed 15 years in spite the fact that many product groups show mean values of the B-index < 

1. The higher mean values of the B-index have Product groups 20 (Preparations of vegetables, 

fruit, nuts or other parts of plants), 24 (Tobacco and manufactured tobacco substitutes), 8 (Edible 

fruit and nuts, peel of citrus or melons), and 12 (Oil seeds and oleaginous fruits, miscellaneous 

grains, seeds and fruit, industrial or medicinal plants, straw and fodder).  From these product 

groups, Greece is a notable exporter of product groups 8 and 20, and 24 but for the last up to 

Year 2008. The value of the standard deviation for the B-index shows variations in the index 

over time, but not as much as it was the case with the previous countries. The mean for RTA 

index is pretty high, emphasizing Greece’s relative disadvantage in the World markets, and it 
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exhibits large variations over time as suggested by the standard deviation. RC and SRCA indices 

are negative for Greece as for the other countries.  

 

5-3 Revealed Competitiveness Index (RC) of Balkan countries.  

Source: Own composition based on own calculations. 

The mean for the B-index for Macedonia suggest revealed comparative export advantage for 

Macedonia. The mean values generally positive, and for many product groups higher than 1. The 

Revealed Competitiveness Index (RC) 

HS Code Albania 

 

Bulgaria 

 

Bosnia 

 

Croatia 

 

Greece 

 

Macedonia 

 

Montenegro 

 

Romania 

 

Serbia 

 

Turkey 

 

1 .4474507 -1.862729 -.1725284 -3.292273 -5.26634 -.6666141 .3706344 -.8144411 -2.164039 -4.684481 

2 .0141143 -2.800004 -.9192389 -2.763259 -5.718378 -1.812682 -.6043105 -3.85233 -2.309294 -4.047159 

3 1.260148 -2.916317 -.1202898 -.9251061 -3.487264 -2.292616 -.4553467 -4.332628 -3.653238 -2.762816 

4 -.4888654 -2.39921 -1.960304 -1.243322 -4.734518 -1.56299 -3.855921 -3.712 -1.784565 -2.588519 

5 2.505884 -1.170091 -.0647429 -1.658135 -3.268406 -2.278589 -.5038143 -2.041679 -.3129336 -4.494557 

6 1.095955 -2.532868 -1.629643 -4.905027 -5.689334 -.9407617 -1.664788 -3.944667 -2.334351 -2.912716 

7 .6312361 -2.09004 -.8349653 -3.900515 -4.222794 .0593671 .1840218 -3.697461 -1.62147 -1.764223 

8 -.1340811 -2.2596 -.8998904 -4.245083 -2.781249 -.8129099 .3129799 -3.389995 -1.88381 -1.371193 

9 1.220289 -2.622031 -1.861159 -3.188937 -5.172869 -1.4698 -1.047382 -5.006469 -2.440001 -3.620287 

10 -4.042395 .104996 -2.040235 -2.015387 -4.336839 -1.359424 -2.901491 -1.870198 -.6273023 -5.368496 

11 -1.998726 -2.47002 -2.552983 -3.288288 -4.598538 -3.377454 -3.14208 -3.896625 -.9212717 -2.405425 

12 2.646151 -1.615658 -2.181446 -2.415147 -4.228885 -1.588872 .0316769 -2.417575 -1.708532 -4.12669 

13 2.651694 -3.978996 -1.15067 -4.150641 -3.651104 -3.117661 -5.619847 -4.010022 -4.306105 -6.021251 

14 3.71403 -1.162934 -.158573 -1.764632 -2.592538 -1.032216 -3.341611 .9418215 -1.613244 -1.791771 

15 -1.357877 -3.192781 -1.136398 -2.42646 -3.843322 -2.461545 -.6605772 -3.101313 -2.419568 -4.331183 

16 .8066152 -2.340203 -1.933958 -.9403805 -4.525557 -2.184649 -1.054688 -3.082134 -1.506606 -1.760234 

17 -1.850023 -2.071245 -1.17341 -2.777506 -4.344243 -1.619693 -.4733919 -2.945831 -2.442774 -1.838054 

18 -2.396071 -3.555935 -2.656105 -1.957019 -5.712442 -2.200732 -2.682266 -4.321995 -3.304156 -3.452216 

19 -2.976073 -2.731529 -1.614964 -3.428219 -4.176089 -1.795327 -1.355153 -4.190608 -1.650997 -2.594809 

20 -.6658891 -1.639176 -1.282181 -3.493727 -2.764087 -.8248462 -2.431147 -4.262181 -1.544008 -1.214039 

21 -2.052791 -2.938647 -2.704952 -2.253476 -4.60619 -1.967866 -2.82488 -4.319041 -2.075843 -3.742776 

22 -1.84801 -1.5331 -1.966057 -1.701467 -4.076771 .0639665 -.7299317 -3.314106 -1.673706 -3.315035 

23 -.9820288 -.1387016 -2.025972 -2.059382 -3.751856 -2.286069 -.5918781 -1.706622 -1.089099 -5.376789 

24 1.916057 -2.818243 -1.497347 -2.904217 -3.923622 .7515331 .4130509 -4.96031 -3.261371 -2.993839 

Total .0870744 -2.266083 -1.383477 -2.635422 -4.11835 -1.351765 -1.008515 -3.512077 -1.915552 -2.945198 
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highest B-index values have Product groups: 24 (Tobacco and manufactured tobacco 

substitutes), 19 (Preparations of cereals, flour, starch or milk, pastry cooks’ products), 21 

(Preparations of vegetables, fruit, nuts or other parts of plants), 22 (Miscellaneous edible 

preparations), 3 (Fish and crustaceans, mollusks and other aquatic invertebrates), and 17 (Sugar 

and sugar confectionery). From these product groups, Macedonia is an exporter of Product group 

24 and 22. It is important to make a remark here in terms of the revealed comparative advantage 

of Product group 17 (Sugar and sugar confectionery). Macedonia was a great producer of sugar 

beet and sugar in the past years. The situation nowadays is changed, so literally there isn’t any 

production of neither sugar, nor sugar beet anymore, followed by a closure of the major sugar 

factory in Macedonia.  The results from the summary statistics suggest variation across time of 

the indices, in particular the Balassa index, and the RTA index, consistent with the results for the 

other countries so far. The huge difference between the minimum and maximum mean values of 

the indices suggests again large variations over time. What is evident is that Macedonia has a 

positive value of the RTA index, even though it is very low, but however above 0. Nonetheless, 

the mean for RC and SRCA indices is a negative value, suggesting difficulties for Macedonia to 

retain its competitive position on the World market.  

 Montenegro has a positive total mean value of the B-index, since many product groups show B-

index values > 1. Product groups for which Montenegro has a revealed comparative export 

advantage are: Product group 15 (Animal or vegetable fats and oils and their cleavage products, 

prepared edible fats, animal or vegetable waxes), 16 (Preparations of meat, of fish or of 

crustaceans, mollusks or other aquatic invertebrates), 2 (Meat and edible meat offal), 7 (Edible 

vegetables and certain roots and tubers), and 8 (Edible fruit and nuts, peel of citrus or melons). 

From these product groups Montenegro exports Product groups 16, 7, 8. Montenegro shows a 

positive mean value of the RTA index as well, indicating a relative trade advantage of the 

country in the World market. Regardless of the positive values of B-index and RTA, mean 

values for RC and SRCA are negative. The summary statistics for Montenegro highlights the 

large variations of the B-index and RTA over time, as inferred from the mean value of the 

standard variation, and the discrepancy between the minimum and maximum values. RC and 

SRCA also show variability, but to a smaller extent.  

In terms of Romania, what could be observed is that Romania has a positive total mean value for 

the Balassa index,  with some product groups having B-index values  < 1, several product groups 
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slightly higher than 1, and few of them strictly higher than  1. Product groups with the highest 

mean value of the B-index are: Product group 1 (Live animals), 14 (Vegetable plaiting materials, 

vegetable products not elsewhere specified or included), and 23 (Residues and waste from food 

industries, prepared animal fodder). From these, Romania is an exporter of Product group 1, as 

suggested by the top 3 exports of the country. The RTA index indicates a negative value which is 

high, thus emphasizing the relative trade disadvantage of the country in the World market. 

Lately, the other two indices, RC and SRCA are negative, capturing difficulties of Romania in 

staying competitive in the World agro-food markets. If we look the values of the standard 

deviation, we might be able to conclude that is variability in the indices over time, which is not 

as high as for some of the countries. The variability is the highest for the RTA index, which is 

also supported by the large difference between the minimal and maximal values of the index.  

For Serbia, the positive mean values of the Balassa index suggest revealed comparative export 

advantage for Serbia, with the highest mean values for Product groups: 14 (Vegetable plaiting 

materials, vegetable products not elsewhere specified or included) with a remarkably high mean  

value of the B-index, and 8 (Edible fruit and nuts, peel of citrus or melons). The values for the 

other product groups are positive, but with maximal value of the mean being 2. Clearly, Serbia 

has a very strong comparative export advantage for Product group 14, and what is more striking 

is that Serbia does not export products from this product group on the World markets at all, 

which might lead to inference that Serbia focuses on products which are more profitable, 

irrespectively of the comparative advantage of those products.  

The product group 8 for which Serbia reveals a comparative advantage is exported on the World 

agro-food markets. The RC and SRCA indices are negative in total and for all the product 

groups, which means that Serbia finds it difficult to keep its competitive position on the World 

markets. The summary statistics for Serbia indicates large variations in the Balassa and RTA 

index values over the analyzed period, with a significant difference between the highest and the 

lowest values. Less variability is noted for the RC and SRCA indices. Turkey has a  positive 

mean value (>1) for B-index , implying that Turkey over the analyzed period has experienced a 

revealed comparative export advantage in the World markets, although many product groups 

have a B-index < 1, which implies comparative export disadvantage for that particular product 

groups. 
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5-4 Symmetric Revealed Comparative Advantage Index (SRCA) for Balkan countries. 

Source: Own composition based on own calculations. 

The highest values of the Balassa index have Product groups: 8 (Edible fruit and nuts, peel of 

citrus or melons), 14 (Vegetable plaiting materials, vegetable products not elsewhere specified or 

included), and 24 (Tobacco and manufactured tobacco substitutes). Turkey exports Product 

groups 8 and 24, while Product group 14 is not exported by the Country. The summary statistics 

for Turkey indicates variations in the B-index over time, and higher variations in the RTA, which 

Symmetric Revealed Comparative Advantage Index (SRCA) 

HS Code Albania 

 

Bulgaria 

 

Bosnia 

 

Croatia 

 

Greece 

 

Macedonia 

 

Montenegro 

 

Romania 

 

Serbia 

 

Turkey 

 

1 .03081 -.4433914 -.214211 -.5671275 -.7802984 -.6167322 -.7793132 -.0353563 -.5958701 -.6861804 

2 -.0930827 -.6166036 -.1419469 -.6165813 -.7760647 -.5181051 -.2493321 -.6649342 -.6953815 -.7993254 

3 -.1159127 -.7417765 -.3874139 -.3704136 -.4848868 -.6588428 -.3655758 -.8567731 -.6910072 -.619107 

4 -.4384248 -.4694287 -.2558672 -.1907746 -.5543184 -.6523548 -.8308022 -.5638071 -.5722534 -.6627755 

5 .2497983 -.397374 -.2757394 -.423154 -.4643579 -.3120543 -.7889379 -.1479234 -.2970249 -.5980922 

6 -.2666498 -.6339092 -.5002367 -.8144177 -.7993106 -.4167445 -.5627784 -.6632657 -.5329226 -.5795403 

7 -.2942937 -.5957268 -.3898804 -.768934 -.6170327 -.3948684 -.3866133 -.6661047 -.4567494 -.4101778 

8 -.3815653 -.5491597 -.3068016 -.7677523 -.2657631 -.5083444 -.1444814 -.5876324 -.3633435 -.0693983 

9 .0527929 -.6337281 -.5506815 -.6686455 -.8229661 -.6660147 -.4131961 -.7554818 -.619069 -.5803213 

10 -.8527551 -.1804868 -.6297611 -.6235613 -.5349137 -.7330768 -.7599613 -.2428287 -.4518797 -.7212074 

11 -.5135267 -.5918531 -.5359711 -.6130375 -.7122414 -.7901597 -.4547447 -.5859952 -.32078 -.4887121 

12 .2687041 -.3701391 -.5627566 -.5747072 -.6294833 -.6269239 -.2042122 -.4750401 -.4332333 -.5330705 

13 .0280473 -.8568727 -.5931883 -.9381612 -.6349589 -.9209417 -.9422136 -.8694825 -.944206 -.8576717 

14 .3779329 -.443455 -.2099212 -.6132084 -.6271149 -.4980251 -.9863823 .093857 -.0376929 -.0378042 

15 -.4017466 -.6441294 -.3796366 -.5610619 -.5725491 -.6946451 -.3581763 -.5321436 -.5576826 -.5221096 

16 -.4076562 -.622482 -.3094664 -.1036887 -.6184802 -.6158282 -.3140752 -.4833209 -.3695134 -.698243 

17 -.6630861 -.3273942 -.1586866 -.4793388 -.578745 -.3045817 -.5252574 -.5096128 -.502066 -.3063316 

18 -.7621064 -.5272663 -.2498307 -.102692 -.7877412 -.2964608 -.7362494 -.6896823 -.3893768 -.3387849 

19 -.6394547 -.5553099 -.303568 -.3565183 -.4148034 -.3928322 -.455999 -.6579768 -.4380413 -.404615 

20 -.4404856 -.3281501 -.3351696 -.5575205 -.1628985 -.4055065 -.6774206 -.7103046 -.3952382 -.2787603 

21 -.6413918 -.6897515 -.4130099 .0204666 -.5103776 -.2961297 -.7285238 -.5890149 -.15051 -.4729177 

22 -.5052321 -.462503 -.3543266 -.2279504 -.427367 -.0802461 -.1827435 -.5751523 -.4270259 -.7060058 

23 -.4423428 -.2138 -.34619 -.3474587 -.5966403 -.5400775 -.5295889 -.3511067 -.2760736 -.781979 

24 .236377 -.1857865 -.2452085 -.1949423 -.0054416 .1770736 -.2457705 -.5810709 -.3844334 -.3149168 

Total -.2807801 -.5339859 -.3661955 -.5000605 -.542309 -.4969496 -.4208507 -.5889205 -.4602386 -.4950168 
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can be noticed from the value of the standard deviation and the difference between the maximum 

and the minimum values of the indices. There is also variability in the RC and SRCA index 

values, however to a lesser extent than for the previous two indices.  

 

5-5 Total mean estimates for Balkan countries.  

Source: Own composition based on own calculations. 

 

The final part of this Chapter gives a description regarding the number of Product groups with a 

Revealed Comparative Export Advantage (RXA or B-index), respectively Comparative Export 

Disadvantage. As proposed by Hinloopen and Van Marrewijk (2001), the strength of the 

RXA, RTA, 

RC , SRCA 

Albania Bulgaria Bosnia Croatia Greece Macedonia Montenegro Romania Serbia Turkey 

Mean RXA 7.149013 1.917183 3.119433 1.611472 1.349386 3.60378 4.926553 1.453483 2.301689 1.850051 

Std.    RXA 40.64614 12.27743 14.51047 8.95549 4.941396 14.47721 29.60623 6.303104 18.36516 7.000544 

Minimum  6.70e-07 7.44e-07 1.32e-07 1.14e-06 3.26e-07 8.09e-07 2.99e-06 6.59e-07 1.38e-06 6.97e-08 

Maximum 928.8155 797.39 335.687 223.6545 83.25338 206.8007 519.5012 110.4414 806.0277 98.88084 

Total  RXA 7.149013 1.917183 3.119433 1.611472 1.349386 3.60378 4.926553 1.453483 2.301689 1.850051 

Mean RTA 5.069471 -2.094022 -3.978873 -11.7927 -41.15647 .4878495 1.455164 -21.15564 -4.96876 -23.24844 

Std.    RTA 40.76809  25.11699 35.18517 45.95159 110.9229 16.82771 32.81571 79.21019 36.19716 84.30519 

Minimum -306.2894 -919.5968 -986.4946 -856.3853 -990.238 -195.6402 -220.266 -989.6911 -979.2607 -996.8352 

Maximum 925.9029 797.39 335.687 218.7756 76.32952 205.3744 519.5012 108.3331 712.3842 94.8834 

Total  RTA 5.069471 -2.094022 -3.978873 -11.7927 -41.15647 .4878495 1.455164 -21.15564 -4.96876 -23.24844 

Mean  RC .0870744 -2.266083 -1.383477 -2.635422 -4.11835 -1.351765 -1.008515 -3.512077 -1.915552 -2.945198 

Std.     RC 3.404848 3.227153 3.680385 3.587618 3.495701 3.843304 3.94201 3.707179 3.725882 4.123813 

Minimum -14.70841 -14.20181 -14.61322 -16.45724 -19.5378 -14.20471 -12.87807 -17.64583 -14.95302 -16.05885 

Maximum 13.34661  12.28491 12.30412 11.92323 10.63497 15.04082 13.34427 11.75176 13.43734 13.9826 

Total   RC .0870744 -2.266083 -1.383477 -2.635422 -4.11835 -1.351765 -1.008515 -3.512077 -1.915552 -2.945198 

Mean SRCA -.2807801 -.5339859 -.3661955 -.5000605 -.542309 -.4969496 -.4208507 -.5889205 -.4602386 -.4950168 

Std.   SRCA .6725664 .5853199 .6334125 .5716477 .5541898 .6300095 .666131 .5491326 .6031963 .6041191 

Minimum -.9999987 -.9999985 -.9999997 -.9999977 -.9999993 -.9999984 -.999994 -.9999987 -.9999972 -.9999999 

Maximum .997849   .997495 .9940598 .9910974 .9762621 .9903754 .9961575 .9820533 .9975218 .9799761 

Total  SRCA -.2807801 -.5339859 -.3661955 -.5000605 -.542309 -.4969496 -.4208507 -.5889205 -.4602386 -.4950168 
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comparative advantage is measured according to 4 levels: B-index > 1 implies a weak revealed 

comparative export advantage, B > 2 suggesting moderate RXA, B > 4 indicates a strong RXA, 

while B < 1 refers to a revealed comparative export disadvantage.  

The same is done for the Import Specialization Index (RMA), Relative Trade Advantage, and the 

index of Revealed Competitiveness (RC). The RMA index is interpreted in the following way: 

RMA > 1 implies import specialization disadvantage in that particular product groups, while 

RMA < 1 points out import specialization advantage. In terms of RTA, if the index is greater 0, it 

directly means a country faces a relative trade advantage in agro-food products in the World 

market, and if the index is < 0, that suggests a relative trade disadvantage in agro-food products 

in the World markets. For the RC index, I made estimation of the number of products with RC 

greater than 1, and below 1. The first being indicator of the ability of a country to keep its 

competitive position on the World market, and the latter difficulties of a country to be 

competitive in the World markets. The following tables show the obtained results. 

 

5-6 Summary descriptive statistics for B-index (RXA). 

Source: own calculations, based on WITS trade database. 

 

Albania shows a comparative advantage for 224 products with B-index  1 < 2, 185 products 

with moderate comparative advantage, in the interval between 2 and 4, 433 with a strong 

Summary statistics: N     

By Country      

Country              B-index  1       B> 1 < 2          B-index  2        B-index  4  B > 2 < 4           B-index  1       N Total  

         1                               842              224                     618                    433        185                       1661                  2503 

         2                            1572               540                   1032                    630        402                       6129                  7701 

         3                            1022               359                     663                    394        269                       2370                  3392 

         4                            1495               558                     937                    492        445                       5414                  6909 

         5                            1545               540                   1005                    588        417                       6940                  8485 

         6                              978               246                     732                    531        201                       3537                  4515 

         7                              402                 89                     313                    215          98                       1099                   1501 

         8                            1081               349                     732                    459        273                       5591                   6672 

         9                            1483               465                   1018                    572        446                       4673                   6156 

       10                            1760               590                   1170                    706     464                       5948                   7708 

  Total                          12180             3960                   8220                  5020               3200                     43362                 55542 
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comparative advantage out of 2503, while 1661 products out of 2503 are with a comparative 

disadvantage. Most of the products that reveal a comparative export advantage are with B > 4.  

The number of products with a revealed comparative export advantage in total (842) is inferior to 

the number of products with a revealed comparative disadvantage.  

For Bulgaria, 540 products have a weak comparative advantage (B  1 < 2), 402 with products 

with B  2 < 4, and 630 products with B  4 out of 7701, whilst comparative disadvantage has 

been observed for 6129 out of 7701 products.  

From the products that show a revealed comparative advantage, the number of those with B > 4 

is the highest. The number of products with a revealed comparative disadvantage exceeds the 

number of those with a revealed comparative advantage (1572). 

Bosnia and Herzegovina has 359 products with a weak revealed comparative export advantage, 

269 with a moderate and 394 with a strong revealed comparative advantage out of the total 3392. 

For 2370 out of 3394, Bosnia reveals a comparative disadvantage. From the number of products 

with a comparative advantage, the highest number belongs to the products for which the Balassa 

index is greater than 4. The total number of products with a revealed comparative export 

advantage (1022) is less than the number of the products with a revealed comparative 

disadvantage.  

The situation for Croatia is 558 products with B  1 < 2, 445 products with B  2 < 4, and 492 

products with B  4, out of 6909 products in total. The number of those with a weak comparative 

advantage seems to be the highest. For 5414 out of 6909 products Croatia reveals a comparative 

disadvantage. The total number of products with a revealed comparative export advantage is 

1495 and it is less than the number of products with a revealed comparative disadvantage.  

 Greece has a weak comparative advantage for products 540, moderate for 417, and 588 for 

which B  4 out of 8485, which appears to be the highest number in terms of products with a 

revealed comparative advantage. For 6940 out of 8485 products, Greece has a comparative 

disadvantage. The total number of products with a revealed comparative disadvantage is much 

higher than the number of products with a revealed comparative advantage (1545).  

Macedonia has a weak revealed comparative advantage for 246 products, 201 with a moderate, 

while 531 with a strong revealed comparative export advantage out of 4515. It is noticeable that 

the number of the product groups with a strong comparative export advantage is the highest. For 

3537 out of 4515, Macedonia has a revealed comparative disadvantage. The total number of 
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products with a comparative advantage is lower than the number of those with a comparative 

disadvantage.  

Out of 1501 products, for Montenegro, 89 have a weak revealed comparative export advantage, 

98 with a moderate, and 215 with B  4. From the products that have a revealed comparative 

export advantage, majority of them are with are with B > 4. In terms of comparative 

disadvantage, 1099 products have shown B-index less than 1. Montenegro’s total number of 

product with a comparative advantage is 402, which is fewer than the number of products with a 

disadvantage. 

For Romania, out of 6672, 349 products reveal a weak comparative export advantage, 273 have a 

moderate, and 459 products a strong revealed comparative advantage, making it the highest 

number of products among those having a revealed comparative advantage. The number of 

products with B  1 is 5591 out of 6672. The aggregate number of products for which Romania 

has a comparative advantage is 1081, which is less than the number of products with a 

comparative disadvantage. 

Serbia has 465 products with a weak comparative export advantage, 446 are with a moderate 

revealed comparative export advantage, and 572 with a strong comparative advantage out of 

6156, which is the highest number among the products having a revealed comparative advantage. 

Comparative disadvantage is observed for 4673 out of 6158 products. For Serbia, the number of 

products revealing a comparative export advantage is 1485, less than the number of those with a 

disadvantage.  

For Turkey, 590 have a weak revealed comparative export advantage, 464 moderate, while 706 a 

strong comparative advantage out of 7746 products. Among these products, the number of those 

with a strong comparative advantage is the highest. For 5948 out of 7708 products Turkey has a 

B-index lower than 1, implying comparative disadvantage. The total number of products with a 

revealed comparative export advantage is 1760, which is less than the number of those with a 

revealed comparative export disadvantage.  

Lately, the countries with the highest number of products with a strong revealed comparative 

export advantage are Turkey, Bulgaria, Greece and Serbia. The countries with the highest 

number of products with a revealed comparative disadvantage are Bulgaria, Romania, Croatia 

and Turkey. A remark is coming here in terms of Bulgaria and Turkey. One might observe that 

Turkey and Bulgaria belong to the both groups, i.e. countries with the highest number of 
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products with a revealed export advantage, and those with revealed export disadvantage, which 

could be justified by the fact that Turkey and Serbia are at the same time the countries with the 

highest number of observations, which is normal, since these countries have a great number of 

products being traded with the World.  

The following tables represent the results for the other 3 indices. The statistics suggests that the 

countries with the highest number of products with RMA index lower than 1, are Bulgaria, 

Serbia, Turkey, Macedonia and Croatia, implying import specialization advantage of these 

countries. At the same time, the countries with the greatest number of products with RMA 

greater than 1 are Macedonia, Romania, Croatia, Turkey and Bulgaria, suggesting import 

specialization disadvantage. The countries, for which products with RMA < 1 prevail, are Serbia, 

Macedonia, Albania and Bulgaria. However, the general images is that the number of imported 

products groups with a successful import specialization (RMA < 1), is inferior to the number of 

imported products with a failed import specialization (RMA > 1).  

 

5-7 Summary descriptive statistics for RMA. 

Summary statistics: N   

By Country    

Country                            RMA > 1 RMA < 1     N RMA Total 

           1                                      648       1650                   2298 

           2                                    3514       3628                   7142 

           3                                    1597       1562                   3159 

           4                                    3986       2393                   6379 

           5                                    6462       1609                   8071 

           6                                    1445       2457                   3902 

           7                                      478         923                   1401 

           8                                    4115       2112                   6227 

           9                                    2747       2644                   5391 

         10                                    3739       2480                   6219 

    Total                                   28731     21458                 50189 

Source: own calculations, based on WITS trade database. 

 

Regarding RTA index, it is clear that the countries face a relative trade disadvantage in agro-food 

products in the World markets, except for country 1, Albania which has a number of product 
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groups with RTA > 0 slightly higher than those with a relative trade disadvantage. Furthermore, 

the countries with the greatest number of products with RTA > 0 are Turkey, Serbia, Bulgaria 

and Macedonia. However, the products with RMA < 0 exceed the number of the products with 

RMA > 0, which is nonetheless an indicator of a relative trade disadvantage in agro-food 

products of the countries. 

 

 

5-8 Summary statistics for RTA. 

Source: own calculations, based on WITS trade database. 

 

 

In terms of RC index, what is apparent is that none of the countries has a revealed 

competitiveness in agro-food products on the World markets. The number of products that show 

values of the RC index greater than 1 is much less than the products with RC lower than 1, which 

emphasizes the weakened ability of the Balkan countries to stay competitive on the World 

markets. However, this result might be considered from another viewpoint. As the analysis is 

performed for each Balkan country individually trading with the World as a whole, and if we 

compare each country with the size of the World market it is very reasonable that the results are 

Summary statistics: N   

By Country    

Country                                RTA < 0                     RTA > 0       N RTA Total 

            1                                      1182                          1321                     2503 

            2                                      5504                          2197                     7701 

            3                                     2149                          1243                     3392 

            4                                     5025                          1884                     6909 

            5                                     7125                          1360                     8485 

            6                                     2453                          2062                     4515 

            7                                       830                            671                     1501 

            8                                     5181                          1491                     6672 

            9                                     3739                          2417                     6156 

          10                                     4609                          3099                     7708 

     Total                                   37797                        17745                   55542 
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not much in favor of the Balkan countries, which does not in fact mean that their position in the 

World markets is marginal. 

 

5-9 Summary statistics for RC. 

Source: own calculations, based on WITS trade database. 

 

 

Figure 5.1.represents the Competitive level of Balkan countries on the World market. As it might 

be seen on the figure, Balkan countries experience a lack of competitiveness on the markets 

around the World, represented by the blue pillar. Then, in terms of products with a competitive 

advantage, the intensity for majority of them is high (strong competitiveness), as represented by 

the purple pillar. Even so, the products with a competitive disadvantage is prevailing, 

highlighting the lack of competitiveness of Balkans in agro-food products in the World markets.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Summary statistics: N   

By Country    

Country                            RC > 1    RC< 1       N RC Total 

           1                                 969           1534                    2503      

           2                               1180        6521                  7701 

           3                                 811      2581                  3392 

           4                                 992       5917                  6909  

           5                                 585        7900                  8485 

           6                               1183        3332                  4515  

           7                                 474          1027                   1501 

           8                                 738      5934                   6672 

           9                               1329           4827                   6156 

         10                               1316          6392                  7708 

    Total                               9577      45965                55542 
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Figure 5-1 Competitiveness of Balkan countries and its intensity 

 

Source: Own composition based on own calculations. 

 

 

 5.2. Preliminary conclusion: Specialization of Balkan countries Agro-Food 

trade 

 

The results so far suggested that all the countries show a Revealed Comparative Export 

Advantage (B-index) for particular product groups, and in all the cases the total mean is greater 

than 1. Some of the countries are at the same time exporters of the product groups with a 

comparative advantage, while others neglect it, exporting more profitable product groups 

bringing returns principally in the short-term. Serbia, in particular, has a comparative advantage 

in producing Product group 14 (Vegetable plaiting materials, vegetable products not elsewhere 

specified or included), with a significantly high mean value of the B-index, and yet the export of 

this product group by Serbia has not been realized during the analyzed period of 15 years. 
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Turkey as well has a comparative advantage in Product group 14, still not as high as Serbia. 

Similarly, Turkey is not an exporter of that Product group. Furthermore, all of the countries 

underwent revealed trade disadvantage in agro-food products in the entire World markets. What 

is more, they all find it difficult to stay competitive in the World during the analyzed period, and 

none of them was found to be efficient in import specialization. Altogether, it brings us to the 

conclusion that Balkan countries, during the period 1999-2013 were not specialized in agro-food 

trade with respect to World markets, mostly because of the differences in the sizes of the markets 

of Balkans and the World market as a whole. Lately, the estimates for the correlation between 

indices confirm that the study was worth to be performed.  

 

                5-10 Correlation estimates for the indices.  

Correlation B-index RTA Ln B RC SRCA 

      B-index 1.0000     

RTA 0.2138 1.0000    

Ln B 0.3037 0.0543 1.0000   

RC 0.2261 0.3356 0.7342 1.0000  

SRCA 0.3366 0.0664 0.8665 0.6536 1.0000 

              Source: Own composition based on own calculations. 

 

In the next Chapter, the estimation and the results for the survival rates of the Balkans will be 

presented, which will broaden the image of Balkans agro-food trade and the duration of the 

revealed comparative advantages at country and product level.  
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Chapter 6 – STABILITY AND DURATION OF COMPARATIVE 

ADVANTAGE 

 

 6.1. Stability of comparative advantage 

  

In the previous Chapters, the main concern was the specialization of Balkan countries in agro-

food trade with the World. In this Chapter, the principal interest is to discover the stability of the 

revealed comparative advantage of the countries and how persevering is the agro-food trade 

composition across time. In order to obtain the results, the index of RSCA advantage was 

employed instead of the classical Balassa (RXA) index, as the SRCA index is more suitable for 

econometric purposes because of its nature to be symmetric around zero. A regression was run 

on the SRCA (dependent variable) at time , for sector i in country j, all that against SRCA in 

the year : 

                                             (6.1) 

 

In the equation,  and  are the usual parameters of the linear regression, and  is the residual 

term. According to Bojnec and Fertő (2008) , when = 1 it is a situation of unchanged trade 

pattern of the SRCA index between the two periods, implying that the  specialization level in 

agro- food  trade of Balkan countries has not been changed. But then, when  > 1, it entails 

stronger specialization of the Balkan countries, i.e. the initial low level of specialization  leads to 

low level of specialization in the last period as well. This is known as   divergence. 

Furthermore, if    0 <  < 1, it implies that product groups with low B-index at the beginning 

show a growth across time, and it is the so-called  convergence.  A change in terms of the sign 

of the index might be observed when  < 0. Dalum et al. (1998), do not do not give much 
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credibility to    > 1 as a state of growth, holding that shape of a particular distribution is 

unaltered right when the  coefficient is equal to the correlation coefficient R. The notion of 

Dalum et al. (1998) is depicted by the /R ratio in Table 6.1. 

 

Table 6-1 Stability of Comparative Advantage for Balkan Countries.  

Source: own calculations, based on WITS trade database. 

 

 

Lags α β p-value R2 R β/R N 

1 -0.0422 0.9056 0.000 0.8238 0.9076 0.9978 45429 

2 -0.0621 0.8584 0.000 0.7442 0.8627 0.9950 41019 

3 -0.0728 0.8272 0.000 0.6925 0.8322 0.9941 37100 

4 -0.0840 0.7974 0.000 0.6462 0.8039 0.9920 33470 

5 -0.0963 0.7696 0.000 0.6062 0.7786 0.9885 30166 

6 -0.1048 0.7467 0.000 0.5722 0.7564 0.9871 26908 

7 -0.1120 0.7252 0.000 0.5418 0.7361 0.9852 23416 

8 -0.1184 0.7050 0.000 0.5148 0.7175 0.9826 20020 

9 -0.1311 0.6816 0.000 0.4846 0.6961 0.9791 16820 

10 -0.1365 0.6691 0.000 0.4684 0.6844 0.9777 13847 

11 -0.1416 0.6542 0.000 0.4484 0.6696 0.9769 11108 

12 -0.1531 0.6351 0.000 0.4244 0.6515 0.9749 8321 

13 -0.1614 0.6187 0.000 0.4074 0.6383 0.9693 5501 

14 -0.1639 0.6086 0.000 0.3929 0.6268 0.9710 2717 
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The main results point out the state of  convergence for Balkan countries as 0 < < 1, meaning 

that the agro-food trade patterns have been notably changed over the analyzed period. It might be 

observed that as the number of lags increases, the value of   decreases, from 0.9056 for the first 

lag, to 0.6086 for the last lag (lag 14). In other words, it explains that the low values of the B-

index have increased, while the high values decreased, which emphasizes the declining level of 

trade specialization of Balkans in agro-food trade for the period 1999-2013.   

 

 6.2. Duration of comparative advantage 

 

To investigate the duration of the comparative advantage of Balkan countries during the 

analyzed 15 years, the non-parametric Kaplan-Meier product limit estimator is applied in order 

to estimate the survival function. The estimation is performed as it follows. There is an 

assumption that a sample consist of n independent observations noted as ( ; ), i=1, 2..., n, 

where  represents the survival time, and  is a censoring indicator variable C (taking value of 1 

if there is a failure, and 0 otherwise) of observation i. It is also assumed that there are m < n 

recorded times of failure. The rank-ordered survival times are indicated as t (1) > t (2) < … t (m). 

Furthermore,  indicates the number of subjects at risk of failing at t (j), and  the number of 

observed failures. Then, we obtain the Kaplan-Meier estimator of the survival function as 

already mentioned in the methodology section (Bojnec and Fertő, 2008):  

 

                                             (6.2) 

 

The check the equality of the survival functions for the revealed SRCA index, two non-

parametric tests are used: Log-rank test and Wilcoxon test.  
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Table 6-2 Survival rate estimates for Balkan countries.  

Source: own calculations, based on WITS trade database. 

 

The summary for the survival rates is displayed in Table 5.2. The survival function estimation 

shows that the comparative advantage of Balkan countries in agro-food products is not persistent. 

For each country, there is a steadily decreasing trend of the survival rates over time, indicating 

the inability of the Balkan countries to retain the revealed comparative advantage in agro-food 

products in any following year. At the end of the analyzed period, it is difficult to decide which 

country faced the greatest or smallest decline, since the survival rates for all of them are 

remarkably low, explicitly in the interval between 0.0149 as the lowest survival rate, and 0.0628 

as the highest observed survival rate value. At the outset of the analysis (year 1999), there is not 

much difference in the survival rates, as all of them are approximately same. The total survival 

Survival 

rates 

Total  Albania Bulgaria Bosnia Croatia Greece Macedonia Montenegro Romania Serbia  Turkey  

1999 0.9581  0.9720  0.9573   0.9532 0.9463 0.9457   0.9612 0.9620 0.9464 

2000  0.9141 0.9407  0.9008    0.9058 0.8923 0.8951   0.9236 0.9223 0.8917 

2001  0.8667  0.8954  0.8446   0.8567 0.8353 0.8386   0.8851 0.8701 0.8350 

2002  0.8203  0.8618  0.7890   0.8021 0.7812 0.7896   0.8426 0.8133 0.7850 

2003  0.7733  0.8166  0.7341 0.9422 0.7468 0.7273 0.7319   0.7870   0.7322 

2004  0.7165  0.7605  0.6752  0.8729 0.6887 0.6705 0.6695   0.7299 0.7576 0.6745 

2005  0.6595  0.7230 0.6174  0.8035 0.6316 0.6114 0.6049   0.6720 0.6992 0.6140 

2006  0.5968  0.6776  0.5579  0.7378 0.5703 0.5492 0.5344 0.9147 0.6114 0.6314 0.5534 

2007  0.5324 0.6205  0.4922  0.6691 0.5078 0.4874 0.4693 0.8176 0.5490 0.5650 0.4926 

2008  0.4706 0.5659  0.4275 0.5959 0.4444 0.4224   0.7343 0.4747 0.4922 0.4305 

2009  0.3988  0.4974 0.3600 0.5176 0.3755 0.3535 0.3937 0.6499 0.3950 0.4155 0.3669 

2010  0.3223  0.4141  0.2896  0.4299 0.3051 0.2814 0.3147 0.5580 0.3106 0.3327 0.2982 

2011  0.2402   0.3193  0.2141 0.3266 0.2297 0.2060 0.2295 0.4574 0.2195 0.2520 0.2235 

2012  0.1459  0.2049 0.1262  0.2129 0.1422 0.1238 0.1408 0.2883 0.1249 0.1524 0.1358 

2013  0.0292  0.0628 0.0234 0.0589 0.0295 0.0219 0.0303 0.0529 0.0149 0.0317 0.0300 

Log-rank test    0 

Wilcoxon test    0 
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rate for Balkan countries has declined from 0.9581 in the first year of the analysis to 0.0292 at 

the last year, which a considerable decline.  

 

 

 6.3. Preliminary conclusion 

 

To summarize this Chapter, what should be stated is that there has been a trade pattern change of 

Balkan countries, characterized by a convergence, and a weakened specialization of the countries 

in agro-food trade for the analyzed period of fifteen years. In terms of persistence of the revealed 

comparative advantage, the countries have a decreasing tendency, which is confirmed by all the 

more decreasing values of the survival rates over the years.  
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                                  Chapter 7 - CONCLUSIONS 

 

 

 

The thesis investigated the agro-food trade competitiveness of Balkan countries in the World for 

the period of 15 years (1999-2013). The analysis was performed into few parts and using distinct 

methods, using trade data at a six-digit level for obtaining the results. The first section was 

represented by the export and import performance, and trade balance of Balkan countries. The 

second part was associated with the specialization of Balkans in agro-food trade, and the last part 

refers to the stability and the persistence of the comparative advantage of the countries across 

time. For the agro-food products, I referred to the HS2 product classification, which makes a 

division of the products into 24 product groups (1-24). The first part of the study was organized 

with the application of WITS trade data for the 10 countries and 24 product groups. The rest of 

the study was executed by using the STATA software (STATA 12 Package). 

Foremost, this study was something novel for the Balkan countries, as for majority of the 

countries no scientific research was done heretofore. In the future, I would like extend the study 

and enrich it in terms of policy recommendations. Next, the appropriate literature framework in 

terms of competitiveness and comparative advantage was presented, which describes the past 

developments of both notions, and different contemplations of authors linked to them, supported 

by a scientific research conducted in the domain of agriculture by using the same concepts as 

well as methods. The methodology and data, and the authors who have dealt with those methods 

were presented severally.  

Afterwards, my main focus was to investigate the competitiveness of the ten Balkan countries in 

agro-food trade in the entire World markets. The analysis was performed by country and by 

product group for the period of 15 years. My main findings suggest that Balkan countries are 

mainly exporters of agro-food raw materials, while importers of agro-food processed products, 

emphasizing the lack of competitiveness of the food processing industries on the Balkan. This 
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finding gives credibility to my second hypothesis. Several countries have a significantly 

declining trend of exports in the World markets. What is important is that most of the countries 

import more than they export. In terms of trade balance, 3 countries have shown a positive trade 

Balance at the end of the analyzed period: Turkey, Bulgaria and Serbia (starting from 2005), 

while initially those countries were Turkey and Bulgaria. Romania shifts from trade deficit to 

trade surplus at the end of the analyzed period, which is year 2013. The other countries are 

facing a situation of trade deficit. At the beginning of the analyzed period, the countries with the 

biggest trade deficit were Greece, Romania, Albania and Croatia, whilst at the end of the 

analyzed period those are again, Greece, then Bosnia and Herzegovina, and Croatia. 

Furthermore, regarding the revealed comparative advantage of the countries, it was observed that 

all the countries reveal a comparative advantage in particular product groups, with a total mean 

value superior to one for each Balkan country. The question whether the countries exploit their 

comparative advantage has been also answered. The results point out that, in fact, some countries 

do not focus on exporting products with a comparative advantage, yet they export more 

profitable products, which brings them returns in a short-run. In particular, this was the case with 

Serbia and Turkey, which do not realize export for Product group 14 (Vegetable plaiting 

materials, vegetable products not elsewhere specified or included), for which they both have a 

comparative advantage. Moreover, all of the countries have shown to have a revealed trade 

disadvantage in agro-food products. What is more, they all find it difficult to stay competitive in 

the World market during the analyzed period, and none of them was found to be efficient in 

import specialization. It equivalently means that Balkan countries, during the period 1999-2013 

were not specialized in agro-food trade with respect to World markets, fact that might be 

attributed to the differences in Balkan countries market sizes and the World market as a whole. 

In terms of stability of the comparative advantage of the countries, the results indicate a trade 

pattern change of Balkan countries, a state of convergence, and a weakened specialization of the 

countries in agro-food trade for the analyzed fifteen years. Regarding the duration of the revealed 

comparative advantage, the countries show a decreasing tendency, which is confirmed by the 

steadily decreasing values of the survival rates over the years. Eventually, the question about 

which country has shown the best performance and which the least, is difficult to be answered, as 

the countries are trading different products, have different sizes, and they differ in terms of the 

number of observations. On the whole, Balkan countries, with an exception of few countries 
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showing satisfying results, are not found to be competitive, with an attenuated integration and 

difficulties to hold their competitive position in the World market.  

 

In spite of the thoroughly detailed results, the study has its own limitations, largely because of 

the features of the methods. By stating these limitations, I do not affirm that the results are 

wrong, but I highlight the omission of some important determinants. 

 Here are some of them. In real world, values are generally influenced by quotas, export 

subsidies, tariffs and other kinds of barriers, mostly administrative.  The international trade data 

does not include those trade distortive measures, and so the calculations are made in US dollars, 

without taking into consideration from where these values stem from.  

As Krugman and Obstfeld (2000) suggested, the notion of comparative advantage is difficult to 

apply to the new trade forms, and in general case which is based on costs. Moreover, the 

comparative advantage concept neglects the existence of the externalities, economies of scale 

and transactional costs among countries, assumes full employment, contemplate the long- term 

growth as a consequence of a short-term efficiency, ignores the demand, while focusing on the 

supply, and the assumption is a full specialization, which is a quite unrealistic. Besides, the 

methods ensure only a provision at a sector level, and not at the level of the whole national 

economy.  

Another limitation is the choice of the base year for the analysis. Any year’s results depend on 

the local and World market order and arranged trade relations, so therefore the importance of the 

base year, which implies that it is good for an analysis to be performed for a broader time period.  

In order to avoid this limitation, my analysis was conducted for 15 years, which has contributed 

for better observing and following the changes in terms of Balkan agro-food competitiveness in 

the World. 

The last limitation is with respect to the dataset per se. It is of a great importance to choose a 

proper database, which is quite difficult, since all the databases expose different data. It also 

should be stressed that different classifications and databases cannot be consistent. I managed to 

avoid this problem by choosing the widely accepted WITS trade database, supplier of huge 

number of datasets, with appropriate classifications. I choose data at a six-digit level, and I made 

use of the HS2 product classification.  
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Besides the limitations of the methods I applied in my thesis, I believe that the results are 

relevant in depicting the actual situation of Balkan countries in terms of their agro-food 

competitiveness in the World, and I aspire that I offered something new and distinct in regard to 

the scientific research of the Balkan. 

At the very end of my thesis, I would like to allude to my future ambitions. My first aim is to 

extend the study with respect to policy implications and recommendations, and the external and 

internal changes in the agro-food trade of Balkan countries. My second aim is to discover the 

major trade partners of the Balkan countries. The third one is to perform the same study after 

several years, and to make a comparison between the results, in order to follow whether the 

competitiveness of the Balkan agro-food sector has improved or aggravated compared to the 

previous period.  
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Appendix A - Product group HS2 Classification 

 

Table A.1.  HS 2 Classification of product groups (1-24). 

Product group by HS2 Classification  Code 

Live animals       1 

Meat  and edible meat offal 2 

Fish and crustaceans, mollusks and other aquatic invertebrates                                                                                    3 

Dairy products, birds’ eggs, natural honey, edible products of animal origin not elsewhere specified or included 4 

Products of animal origin, not elsewhere specified or included    5 

Live trees and other plants, bulbs, roots and the like, cut flowers and ornamental foliage 6 

Edible vegetables and certain roots and tubers 7 

Edible fruit and nuts, peel of citrus or melons 8 

Coffee, tea, mate and spices 9 

Cereals     10 

Products of the milling industry, malt, starches, inulin, wheat gluten 11 

Oil seeds and oleaginous fruits, miscellaneous grains, seeds and fruit, industrial or medicinal plants, straw and fodder 12 

Lac, gums, resins and other vegetable saps and extracts 13 

Vegetable plaiting materials, vegetable products not elsewhere specified or included    14 

Animal or vegetable fats and oils and their cleavage products, prepared edible fats, animal or vegetable waxes 15 

Preparations of meat, of fish or of crustaceans, mollusks or other aquatic invertebrates     16 

Sugar and sugar confectionery     17 

Cocoa and cocoa preparations     18 

Preparations of cereals, flour, starch or milk, pastry cooks’ products 19 

Preparations of vegetables, fruit, nuts or other parts of plants 20 

Miscellaneous edible preparations   21 

Beverages, spirits and vinegar   22 

Residues and waste from food industries, prepared animal fodder 23 

Tobacco and manufactured tobacco substitutes 24 
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