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B ucciegoBaruu paccMaTpUBaOTCA aKTyaJbHbBIE
BOIIPOCHI.

IMens. Ilenbro gaHHOI CTATHU ABJIAETCA IPOBEP-
Ka TUII0Te3hI HKCIIOPTO-OPUEHTUPOBAHHOTO POCTA
nnsa Apmenuu B nepuon 1998-2017 rr.
Sagauu. A MJOCTHKEHHUS STOH IeJU aBTOPBI
paccMaTpUBAIOT MEXaHW3M NPUUYUHHO-CJIEN-
CTBEHHBIN B3amMOCBA3u 3KcmopTa u BBII.
Metomomnorusa. [lyia ncciaegoBaHUSA aBTOPHI IIPO-
BOAUJUN KOPEJIANMUOHHBIA aHAJIN3 U MOKAa3aJu
pes3yJIbTaThl TECTA IPUINHHO-CJIE[CTBEHHON CBA-
su I'pelinmxepa. AHamius IIOCTPOEH Ha KBap-
TanabHBIX HaHHBIX 1998:Q1-2017:Q4. Ananus
IIPOBEJIEH ¢ MOMOINGI0 nmakera Eviews 4.
PesyabraTsl. PesyibraThl TOKAa3bIBAIOT, UTO CY-
II[ECTBYET BBICOKASA KOPPEJIAINUA MEXKIAY dKCIIOP-
Tom u BBII (0,81). Mo:kHO TaK:Ke CKa3aTh, YTO
pocT sKcImopTa B JIOOOM KBapTaJjie BbI3bIBAET
poct BBII B ToMm ke KBapraje, mocie II kBap-
Taja W B IOCJEJAHEM KBapTaje uepe3 2 ropa.
A poct BBII BBI3BIBaET POCT SKCIIOPTA B TEUEHUE
2—7 naros BpemeHu. Pesyabrarsl Tecta I'peiin-
J’Kepa IMOKa3bhIBAIOT, UTO B TeYeHUE HEKOTOPOTO
Ieproa BpeMeHU POCT dKCIIOPTA BIBHIBAET IIPU-
TOK MHOCTPAHHOU BaJIIOTHI, YTO TaK’Ke BHI3BIBA-
eT poct umunopra. VI, HaKOHeI[, Mbl OOHADYKU-
JIA, YTO CYIECTBYeT CUJbHAS ITOJOKUTEJIbHAS
cBaA3b Mexay mMmmoproM um BBII, a Takike MBI
HEe CMOIJIM OTBEPTHYTH THMIOTE3Y «UMIODPT He
BbI3BIBaeT pocta BBII».

BeiBoapl. AHaM3 mMOKa3aJy, 4TO TUIIOTE3a JKC-
IIOPTO-OPUEHTUPOBAHHOTO POCTA IEUCTBYET A
Apwvennnu. BeiABIeH cieqyomuii MeXaHu3M BIUA-
HUS BKCIIOPTAa HAa SKOHOMHUUYECKHH POCT: POCT
9KCIIOPTA BHIBBIBAET IIPUTOK [JOIOJHUTEIHHOU

WHOCTPAHHOII BaJIIOTHI B TeUeHUe 3 MecAIEeB,
YTO BBI3BIBAET YKPEIJIEHWE MECTHOI BaJIOTHI,
a B TeueHUe CIAeAyIOIUX 9 MecsIieB BbIBbIBASA
poct ummopTra (0COOEHHO IJI MMIIOPTA CPEICTB
IIPOW3BOJCTBA U CHIPbA), U, HAKOHEI], PE3YJb-
ratoM saBjsgercsa poct BBII B Teuenue ciuexmy-
omux 3,5 jger. Cieagyer OTMETUTH, UTO ITOT
IIpPOIeCC ABJIAETCA HEIPEPBIBHBIM, IOCKOJIBKY
poct BBII BBI3BIBAEeT pPOCT dKCHOpPTA B CJIEAY-
mux 7 KBaprajaax.

Kawmuesble c106a: 9KCIOPTO-OPUEHTUPOBAHHBIHN
poct; umnopt; BBII; BasmoTHEIN! Kypc; TecT I'peitH-
PKep IPUUYUHHOCTU; YKPEIJIEHUE BaJIIOTHI.

H s murupoanus: Joxonsawn C. B., Capecan JI. H.
BepHa gu nisa ApMeHUU MUIIOTE3a POCTa Ha oc-
HOBe sKcmopTra? // DKOHOMHUKA U yIpaBJeHUe.
2019. N\e 2 (160). C.7-14.

The presented study examines the relevant
problems of Export-led growth hypothesis for
Armenia.

Aim. The study aims to check if the export-led
growth hypothesis is valid for Armenia in term
of 1998-2017 or not.

Tasks. To achieve this aim, the authors exam-
ine the mechanism of the relationship between
export and GDP.

Methods. For this purpose the correlation anal-
ysis is performed, as well as the results of Gran-
ger-causality test are shown.For this analysis,
quarterly data are chosen covering 1998:Q1-
2017:Q4. The analysis is provided by Eviews 4.
Results. The results show that there is a high
correlation between export and GDP (0.81).
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We can state also that the export growth in any
quarter causes GDP growth in the same quarter,
after 2 quarters, and in the last quarter after
2 years. The GDP growth causes export growth
lagged 2—7 periods. The results of the Granger-
causality test show that for some period of time
the rise in export causes the inflow of foreign
currency, which also causes a rise in import.
And finally, we revealed that there is a strong
positive relationship between the import and
GDP, and also we cannot reject the hypothesis
“import does not cause GDP growth”.
Conclusions. The analysis shows that the Ex-
port-led growth hypothesis is valid for Arme-
nia. The identified mechanism of impact of
export on economic growth is the following:
export growth causes an inflow of additional
foreign currency during 3 months, which causes
local currency appreciation and in the next
9 months the growth of import (especially for
import of capital goods and raw materials)
could be caused. And finally, the outcome is
the GDP growth during the next 3.5 years. It
must be noted that this process is continuous,
as GDP growth causes export growth in the
next 7 quarters.

Keywords: export-led growth; import; GDP;
exchange rate; Granger-causality test; cur-
rency appreciation.

Citation: Dokholyan S.V., Sargsyan L.N. Ver-
na li dlya Armenii gipoteza rosta na osnove
eksporta? [Is the Export-Oriented Growth Hy-
pothesis Valid for Armenia?]. Ekonomika i
Upravleniye, 2019, no. 2 (160), pp. 7—14.

Introduction

In the current economic environment, both in-
ternal and external factors, such as exports,
imports, foreign direct investment, and trans-
fers, are very important for ensuring economic
growth.

Since Armenia is a small country, the domes-
tic market cannot ensure long-term sustainable
economic growth. Therefore, external demand
is of vital importance to sustaining future eco-
nomic growth rates. Exports can be the main
driver of economic development, enabling pro-
ducers to benefit from economies of scale.

There are many studies on the impact of ex-
port on economic growth.

How can export impact on economic growth?
This is the main question we attempt to address.

In general, the export growth causes the scale
effect, as well as the inflow of foreign currency.
First of them can bring more effective resource
allocation, while the second can allow importing
raw materials, intermediate goods, technologies,
and etc. As a result, this process will raise the
efficiency of production and finally this will lead
to economic growth [1, p.131-136]. This is the
main mechanism for export to impact economic
growth. So in this analysis, this mechanism of
impact will be tested.

Literature review

The export-led growth hypothesis means that
increase in the export causes economic growth
in the country. It’s already clear that the eco-
nomic growth of any country can be caused by
increasing the resources of production within
the economy, but it can be caused also by export
and import growth.

The relationship between export and economic
growth has been studied by various economists
for many years.

First, this problem was scientifically ex-
plained by mercantilists (Thomas Mills, Thomas
Mann etc.).

The Mercantilists state that powerful state
should be based on a wealthy trading class, and
vice versa, commercial merchants need a strong
state power to secure trade routes and monopoly
rights [2, p. 181].

One of the pivotal ideas of mercantilism was
the positive correlation between economic growth
and wealth accumulation. They found that as a re-
sult of the rise in prices the business has higher
incomes and business activity was expanding.

And as the rise in prices also leads to lower
interest rates and consequently the decline in
credit resources, early mercantilism has claimed
that the state should promote gold and silver
(i.e. money) inflow and prevent their outflow
[3, p.58].

It is clear that mercantilists offered a poli-
tics of protectionism to ensure economic growth
through export. However, mercantilists did not
pay attention to the fact that it is not possible
to provide effectively import substitution policy
in all sectors of the economy. That is why the
policy proposed by them may cause an inefficient
distribution of resources.

The ideas of mercantilists were criticized by
representatives of the classical school of eco-
nomics.

For the first time, the theory of mercantilism
was criticized by the English philosopher Hume,
with the following argument: excess exports
of goods lead to inflow of gold, which is the
basis of the supply of money, and this causes
a price increase. However, the rise in domestic
prices raises the prices of exporting goods and
decreases exports [4, p. 55 —82]. The next critics
are A.Smith and D.Ricardo. In their theories
of absolute and comparative advantages, they
argued that free trade is beneficial for all par-
ties involved, as it brings expansion in global
production and consumption [5, p. 10-38].

As a result, the classical theory radically re-
jected the mercantilist’s ideas, describing Mer-
cantilism as a huge theoretical bubble.

But G.Schmoller and other economists ar-
gued that mercantilism is absolutely accept-
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able as a means of strengthening State power.
Moreover, Keynes concluded that the ideas of
mercantilists, first of all, were explained by the
problem of capital accumulation. When exports
are more than imports, this causes an inflow of
gold, increases the supply of money, which de-
creases the interest rates and thus stimulating
investments and employment [6, p. 208—235].

In fact, the ideas of the mercantilists are
quite justified for the period in which they were
formed, as only trade protection could ensure
the establishment of the State, and also the
strengthening of the economy. Therefore, the
ideas of mercantilists are valid till nowadays.

But the free trade theory is also valid for the
economies, related to their development level.

Free trade theory is developed in nowadays
too. American economist G. Haberler states that
when the country has comparative advantages
in many products, this means that the increase
of production and export for one of them will
cause decrease for the other products [7, p. 78].

Therefore, the theories of absolute and com-
parative advantages are notfree from omissions.
First of all the subject matter of these theories
is compound economies (they only consider the
existence of labor).In the context of these theo-
ries, the country should be specialized in the
production of only one product, which is not
realistic. And also these theories argued that
labor can move between production within the
country, but is not considered the possibility
of moving labor from one country to another.
And finally, these models ignore transport costs.

In the future, the theory of comparative ad-
vantage is developed by the economists of neo-
classical school. They reasoned Ricardo’s theory
by considering the case of double recourses (la-
bor, capital).Besides this, the countries were
not forced to specialize in the production of
only one product.

However, it should be noted that the compara-
tive advantage of countries is conditioned not
only by the relative productivity of resources but
also by the relative abundance of these resourc-
es. This idea has not considered by neoclassic
school and further, it was noted by E. Heckscher
and B.Ohlin [8, p. 25—-28]. Heckscher and Ohlin
argued that the country exports the product,
which is produced by intensive use of its rela-
tively abundant resource. This means that in-
ternational trade is the process of replacement
the relatively abundant factors with relatively
rare factors [9, ch.11-12].

According to a number of economists (P. Sam-
uel, A.Lerner, J.Timbergen), it is possible to
align different levels of development between
the countries through export and import in
the case of sufficient international mobility of
production factors. Initially, the price of fac-

tors is relatively low in those countries where
these factors are abundant and higher in those
countries where they are rare, further the prices
will be equal everywhere, because of export and
import [10, p.40-48].

In 1941 V. Stolper and P. Samuelson showed
that the change in the price of goods in the
model of Heckschers-Ohlin conditioned the
change in real income of resources. They have
shown that trade liberalization leads to an in-
crease in the real income of abundant resources
and a reduction in the real income of a rare
resource: when the country is specialized in
the production and export of goods, which are
produced by intensive use of capital, on a large
scale capital, the demand of capital rises, and
as a result, causing an increase in the price of
capital, which was low before the specialization
[5, p.67-93].

Ribczynski states that if the relative prices of
products are stable, the increase in the supply
of one of resources will raise the production of
the product in which it is intensively used and
the production of other products will decline
[11, p.336—-341].

J.Viner states that international trade and
international division of labor are beneficial
for all participants, including weak developed
countries [12, pp.120-123].

He said that the foreign trade structure is
determined by comparable costs of production
and offered developing countries to shift from
a policy of protectionism to a free trade policy
to achieve greater economic development.

J.Hagelstam considers that countries should
liberalize foreign trade of goods and services
in which they have a comparative competitive
advantage and other sectors should not be pro-
vided with trade liberalization. The tools for
this policy can be customs and other import
duties, which allow protecting the interests of
the local producer [13, pp.95—105]. Therefore
he ignores the possibility of slowing economic
growth because of inefficient resource alloca-
tion, highlighting the problem of employment.

The professor of Harvard University Michael
Porter developed the theory of competitive ad-
vantages. Studying the data of the 10 leading
countries of the world, he said that in order
to ensure a higher level of economic growth,
countries should be specialized not according
to comparative, but competitive advantage [14,
p.112-143].

According to Posner’s theory of the techno-
logical gap, firms have a competitive advantage
not only by providing the cheapest products in
the market, but also when they produce the
good which is not produced by other firms, but
which is necessary for everyone. So he devel-
oped the export-led growth model, and stated
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that the country will get big profits as long
as other countries do not copy this product or
technological innovation for production of this
product [15, p.323—-341].

In his theory of Product life cycle, R. Vernon
states thatafter the product becomes adopted
and used in the world markets, production grad-
ually moves away from the country of origin
andcomparative advantage of this product trans-
fers from one country to another: for exemple
first of all the colored TV was produced in the
USA, but now its producers are Japan, Tayvan,
Korea [16, p.190-207].

S.Linder argues that the economic growth
rates can reach the countries, whose exports and
imports are mainly targeted to the countries
with similar economic development [17, p. 3—-26].

Hausman and all argued that the commodity
produced by the country has impact on economic
growth. These authors point out that economic
growth is reflected not only by the size of GDP
per capita but also by the complexity and diver-
sity of the products produced and exported. That
is why the developing counties must target the
shift from producing easy goods to the produc-
tion of relatively complex goods [18, p.25-2T7].
This process is called structural transformation.

As we see esport-led growth idea is valid for
many. But we want to perform the impact of
trade liberalization on the economic growth.
Many economists argued that there are posi-
tive relation between trade liberalization and
economic growth [19, p.305-321; 20, p.383—
398; 21, p.942-963]. Ben-David said that trade
liberalization reduces the gap among income
the EU countries [22, p. 653—-679]. Pebro states
that trade liberalization policy is most effective
for developed countries. And poor developed
countries can not provide the policy of trade
liberalization in all sectors. Even if these kind
of countries will blindly follow trade liberaliza-
tion policy, they will become economic collonies
for more developed countries [23, chapter 1].

In the early 2000s Rodriguez and Rodrick
sowed that these studies have some disputable
points in calsulation methods [24, p.261-325].
In 2003, Lindert and Williamson,analyzing sta-
tistical data of many countries, argued that even
if trade liberalization does not causes economic
growth, there are no one fact that it reducesthe
economic growth [25, p.23-35]. Many studies
argued that trade liberalization is more effec-
tive policy that protectionism. They showed that
protectionism causes the inefficient resource
allocation and promotes the collapse of the ex-
isting system. For example they pinpointed the
experience of USSR [26, p.114].

There is no doubt that the economic policy
provided by the country can have an impact on
economic growth both positively and negatively.

10

That is why it is necessary to make that impact
as effective as possible [27, p. 8, 9].

Balassa [28, p.181-189], Tyler [29, p.121-
130], Feder [30, p. 59-73], Kavoussi [31, p.241—
250], Ram [32, p.415-425; 33, p.51-63] stud-
ied the relationship between export and output
performance within a neoclassical framework. In
most of these studies exports were included in
an ad hoc manner in the production function,
together with labor and capital. They claimed
that by including exports they were taking into
consideration a broad measure of externalities
and productivity gains generated by this sector
which stimulated the domestic economy. The
majority of these investigations aimed at analyz-
ing DCs by using ordinary least squares (OLS)
on cross-section data and used their results to
demonstrate the advantages of the export pro-
motion strategy in comparison with the import
substitution policy [34, p. 5].

With regard to Armenia, it is argued that
Armenia has a chance to emerge as a platform
for those companies that would like to consider
an option of shifting to or setting up manu-
facturing operations in Armenia to penetrate
both the Eurasian Economic Union (the EAEU)
and Middle Eastern and/or Northern African
markets, and/or to be focused on active phar-
maceutical ingredient (API) manufacturing in
the medium-term [35, p.21-32].

Methods

For this issue the correlation analysis will be
performed, as well as the results of Granger-
causality test will be shown. For this analysis the
data are choosen quarterly 1998:Q1-2017:Q4.
The data used are as followongs: GDP by current
prices in US dollars, export by current prices
in US dollars, FDI in US dollars.The main base
for these data is the electronic database of the
Statistical Committee of RA [36]. The number
of observation is 79. The method for regres-
sion analysis is the least squares method. The
economitric analysis is provided by Eviews 4.

Main results

We want to identify the coefficient of impact of
export on economic growth in the RA. First of
all we must check the existence of correlation be-
tween the variablesused. Table 1 shows that the
correlation coefficient between export and FDI is
0.24, so we can use them in the same regression
model, and the coefficient between export and
GDP is 0.81. It is high, but it doesn’t mean,
that the export causes the economic growth.
We must also check if the export causes the
economic growth in the RA. By Granger causal-
ity test [37, p.696—700] we check the causality
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Table 1
Correlation matrix
DEXPORT | DFDI | DGDP
DEXPORT 1 0.24 | 0.81
DFDI 0.24 1 0.33
DGDP 0.81 0.33 1
Table 2
The results of Granger causality test for export
and GDP

Pairwise Granger Causality Tests

Sample: 1998:3 2017:4

Lags: 8

Null Hypothesis: Obs | F-Statistic | Probability
DGDP does not Granger | 69 | 1.88484 0.08238
Cause DEXPORT
DEXPORT does not Granger 2.83546 0.01087
Cause DGDP
Table 3
Granger-causality test for export and exchange
rate
Pairwise Granger Causality Tests
Sample: 1998:1 2017:4
Lags: 1
Null Hypothesis: Obs | F-Statistic | Probability
DEXPORT does not 78 4.41 0.04
Granger Cause RATE
RATE does not Granger Cause 1.31 0.26
DEXPORT
Table 4
Correlation matrix for export and exchange rate
DEXPORT |DRATE
DEXPORT 1 -0.25
DRATE -0.25 1
Table 5
Granger-causality test for exchange rate and
import

Pairwise Granger Causality Tests

Sample: 1998:1 2017:4

Lags: 3

Null Hypothesis: Obs | F-Statistic | Probability
RATE does not Granger | 76 4.26 0.01
Cause DIMPORT
DIMPORT does not Granger 2.61 0.06
Cause RATE
Table 6
Correlation matrix of import and exchange rate
DRATE | DIMPORT
DRATE 1 -0.31
DIMPORT | —0.31 1

between these two variables. The results are
shown in table 2.

So we can reject the hypothesis “Export
growth does not cause GDP growth” for 8 lags.
It must be noted also that for 0 and 2 lags too
we can reject this hypothesis, but for 1, 3, 4,
5, 6, 7 lags we cannot reject it.

So we can state that the export growth in any
quarter causes GDP growth in the same quarter,
after 2 quarters, and in the last quarter after
2 years. And the GDP growth causes export
growth for 2-7 lags.

As we stated early, the analysis of the best
practices shows that the rise of export causes
inflow of foreign currency, which can provide
the import of raw materials, intermediate goods,
technologies etc. As a result all this process
will cause economic growth for a while. Based
on best practices we have shown the mechanism
of impact of export on economic growth. Now
we want to check if this mechanism is valid for
Armenia, using Granger-causality test.

First of all we must check the impact of ex-
port on inflow of foreign currency. As an in-
dicator of inflow of foreign currency we will
use the exchange rate of Armenian dram (other
things being equal, the inflow of foreign cur-
rency causes local currency appreciation, this
means that exchange rate will go down). In the
table 3,the results of Granger-causality test are
shown. We can reject the hypothesis “the chang-
es in export volume does not cause changes in
rate” for 1 lag, but for 3 lags we cannot reject
it. This means that the changes in export volume
in any quarter causes the changes in exchange
rate in the next quarter.

Therefore we don’t know yet if the changes
in export volume cause the increase or decrease
in exchange rate. We can check it by correlation
matrix. The results are shown in the table 4.

We can see, that the correlation coefficient
between changes in export and changes in ex-
change rate is negative. This means that the
raise of export causes the decrease of exchange
rate. In other words the rise of export causes
the inflow of additional foreign currency, and
the result is the local currency appreciation.
This means that the exchange rate of local cur-
rency decreases.

In the second step we must check the causality
between changes in exchange rate and import.
Table 5 shows these results.

By results of table 5, we can reject the hy-
pothesis “Changes in exchange rate does not
Granger cause changes in import” for 3 lags.
The same situation is for 0 and 2 lags.

But we don’t know yet if the import rise or
decrease after changes in exchange rate. The
correlation matrix of import and exchange rate
is presented in the table 6.

SKOHOMWVIKA 1 YMPABNEHWE - N 2 (160) 2019 11

AKTYANTbHBIE MPOBNEMbBI PA3BUTUA SKOHOMUKN



AKTYANNbHBIE MPOBNEMbBI PA3BUTUA SKOHOMUKIN

The correlation coefficient between import
and exchange rate is negative, that in why we
can state, that the decrease of exchange rate
or appreciation of local currency causes raise
of import. So the analysis shows that for some
time period the raise of export causes the inflow
of foreign currency, which also causes the rise
in imports.
The next step is checking the causality re-
lation between export and import, and finally
between import and GDP.
The results of Granger-causality test for im-
port and export are shown in table 7.
As we see, the hypothesis “changes in export
does not Granger cause changes in import” can
be rejected for 3 lags. It must be noted that the
same results we have also for 0—2 lags. We must
check also if the rise of export causes increase
or decrease of import. If we have the situation,
when the raise of export causes the decrease of
import, so it’s probably that some changes in
economy, for example import substitution policy
can cause replacements of some imported goods
with local production and export. But in case
when the export augmentation causes rise of
import, we can state, that:
1)there are many imported goods, which are
used for production of the exported goods;
2)or the production of any product has de-
creased, because of inefficiency, bringing the
rise of import of this good, and the recourses
from this sector was replaced with the ex-
ported sector, bringing rise of export;

3)or there is some combination of cases above.

The results of correlation analysis are shown
in the table 8.

The correlation coefficient means that the ex-
port rise causes growth of import. Additionally
we want to note, that during this period in the
RA, more than 45% of import is capital goods and
raw materials. So we can state that our case is
the 2-nd point noted above (the production of any
product has decreased, because of inefficiency,
bringing the rise of import of this good, and the
recourses from this sector was replaced with the
exported sector, bringing raise of export).

And the last step is checking if the import
growth is Granger-cause for GDP growth. The
results of Granger-causality test for GDP and
import are shown in table 9.

The changes in import cause changes of GDP
for 14 lags. The same situation is for 1-13 lags.
So finally we must check if the import rise causes
growth or decrease of the GDP. Table 10 shows
the results of correlation analysis for import
and GDP.

The correlation coefficient is not only posi-
tive, but also it is higher, than 0.5. This means
that there is strong positive relation between
import and GDP.

12

Table 7
Granger-causality test for import and export

Pairwise Granger Causality Tests
Sample: 1998:1 2017:4
Lags: 3
Null Hypothesis: Obs | F-Statistic | Probability
DEXPORT does not 76 4.38 0.01
Granger Cause DIMPORT
DIMPORT does not Granger 2.18 0.10
Cause DEXPORT
Table 8
Correlation matrix of import and export
DIMPORT | DEXPORT
DIMPORT 1 0.80
DEXPORT 0.80 1

Table 9
Granger-causality test for import and GDP

Pairwise Granger Causality Tests
Sample: 1998:1 2017:4

Lags: 14
Null Hypothesis: Obs | F-Statistic | Probability
DGDP does not Granger |65 1.42476 0.19192
Cause DIMPORT
DIMPORT does not Granger 2.10470 0.03635
Cause DGDP

Table 10

The correlation matrix for import and GDP

DIMPORT | DGDP
DIMPORT 1 0.81
DGDP 0.81 1

Conclusion

The analysis shows that Export-led growth hy-
pothesis is valid for Armenia. The revealed mech-
anism of impact of export on economic growth
is the following: export growth causes inflow of
additional foreign currency during 3 months,
which causes local currency appreciation and
in the next 9 month causes growth of imports
(especially for import of capital goods and raw
materials), and finally the result is GDP growth
during next 3.5 years. It must be noted that this
process is continuous, as GDP growth causes
export growth in the next 7 quarters.1.

The domestic market of the RA is too small,
and export has a significant role for ensuring
the economic growth in the RA. And the fact,
that export-led growth hypothesis is valid for
Armenia, is a big plus for our country. So we can
state that nowadays the export promotion, di-
versification and competitiveness in the foreign
market must be the main direction of foreign
economic policy, provided by the RA.
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