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ABSTRACT

The central objective of the present study is to analyze the present

status of trade in four major plantation commodities (Black Pepper, Tea,

Coffee and Cardamom) and identify the issues for further research. Due

to growing domestic demand  and emergence of new low cost producers

like Vietnam on the one hand and emergence of European countries in

exporting value added products in the international market on the other,

India is losing export competitiveness in the international market.

However, India has the opportunity in exporting value added pepper,

tea and coffee in the international market, especially in European market.

ASEAN countries are source of low priced pepper, tea and coffee. There

is high possibility that Vietnam may increase its exports to India. Is it a

concern for India’s plantation economy? Can India re- export by

importing low priced pepper, tea and coffee from ASEAN? The paper

makes the case for enabling policy interventions specific to commodities

and thereby the development of infrastructure which would encourage

value addition and re-exports.
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1. Introduction

 Though plantation products are not a major item in India’s export

basket, it is the source of livelihood for millions of small and marginal

farmers and provides employment for millions of plantation workers

(Joseph 2009). During 2008-09, the export share of major plantation

commodities in India’s total export was 1.7 per cent. Plantation crops

are mainly grown in Kerala, part of Karnataka, Tamil Nadu, West Bengal

and North Eastern states of India. Plantation sector has played an

important role in the socio-economic development of these regions and

provided employment for millions of people. With the growing

economic integration among the countries of the world in recent years,

like any other sector of the Indian economy, the plantation sector of

India is also exposed to heightened international competition. In an

open economy,  competitiveness of a product is not only important from

export point of view, it is equally important to survive in the domestic

market as well,  as there is always threat of entry of cheaper products

from the international market into domestic market. In such a scenario,

where does an India’s plantation product stand in the global market?

Hence, it is important to analyze the competitiveness of a product in the

international market comparing with major suppliers   of the world.
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Along with the price competitiveness of a product in the

international market, there is also need to analyze the supply side factors

like trend in production, productivity, domestic demand among major

suppliers and consumers of a product at domestic and global level

(Nagoor and Kumar 2010). Due to growing economic integration among

the countries of the world through multilateral and regional trade

agreements, the direction of trade is also changing. There is need to

analyze the changing direction of trade in different commodities. Former

USSR was major trading partner of India earlier. With changed economic

relations of India and Russian Federation in a liberal trade regime, India

lost the market of Russian Federation for its most of traditional products

including plantation products (Nagoor 2008). With establishment of

Common market of Eastern and Southern Africa (COMESA) in 1993

India lost Egypt to Kenya for its tea market (Nagoor 2009). Egypt and

Kenya are members of COMESA. In such a changed scenario, how the

plantation products of India are able to find new markets. There are

apprehensions that the Free Trade Agreements between Association of

South East Asian Nations (ASEAN) and India will affect Indian plantation

sector adversely, as ASEAN are source of low priced plantation products.

Producers are concerned about the entry of cheaper products from such

trading partners. Are there any advantages of import of such low priced

products? Can India make value addition for such low priced imported

products and re-export as European countries are doing? Where is market

for value added plantation products? Thus there is a need to assess

impact of FTA through dynamic approach rather simple static analysis

(Joseph 2009).

In this backdrop, the present study makes an attempt to study the

trade aspects like international competitiveness, direction of trade and

trade facilitation issues by analyzing the trend in export, import, demand,

prices and other relevant factors. The study also looked into some of the

supply side aspects like production and productivity. Selected plantation

commodities like black pepper, tea, coffee, and cardamom.
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1.1 Sources of data, research design and methodology

The study is based on secondary data. The international data on

production, yield, area under cultivation, export, and import for pepper, tea

and coffee of major producing, and exporting countries of the world are

sourced from FAO. For data on trade direction and variety wise export of

pepper, tea and coffee, we collected from UNCOMTRADE. Domestic price

and international price are sourced from various commodity boards of India.

In case of cardamom, data on production, yield, and area under cultivation,

domestic price, export, and import of India are sourced from Spice Board of

India. International data on major cardamom exporting countries and India’s

cardamom trade direction sourced from UN COMTRADE  For comparison

with domestic price, the dollar value of  export unit value and import unit

value converted into Indian rupee by multiplying the respective year  India’s

annual average exchange rate. The various years’ annual average exchange

rates are taken from Reserve Bank of India.

In order to measure the competitiveness of a product in the global

market, Revealed Comparative Advantage (RCA)1 and Asia –Pacific

Research and Training Network on Trade (ARTNeT) competitiveness

1 Balasa (1965) was the first to coin the term ‘Revealed comparative Advantage’.

His measures contained only export data and the relative export share
measure of RCA is defined as RCAiw

am
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a
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m
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Where Xs refers to export supply, i to the home country, W to the world
and a to any particular commodity and m to all commodities. This measure
is based on the assumption that commodity pattern of exports reflects
relative costs as well as differences in non-price factors and that comparative
Advantage can be expected to determine the structure of exports. An
index value greater than unity indicates an economy’s international
competitiveness in that commodity while a lower value would place a
country at a relatively disadvantage position with respect to export of a
particular commodity.
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index2 are used. We also make use of Export unit value (EUV)3 , Import

unit value (IUV)4, domestic and international prices for measuring price

competitiveness. We also looked at trade potentiality of a product in the

international market. Along with comparing India’s unit price of selected

exportable plantation products with other major exporting countries’

unit price of exportable plantation products, the  trend in domestic

production, productivity, domestic demand, export, import, domestic

price of India , are  analyzed for trade potentiality of a selected product.

For certain data, we have calculated annual average of total.

Since each commodity has diverse characteristics, analysis of all

products together for entire study does not give clear picture; commodity

wise analysis is made in the following sections. After detailed analysis

of each product, comparison is made with each product at the end.

 The study is divided into seven sections. Sections 2, 3, 4 and 5,

deal with trade aspect of –Pepper, Tea, Coffee and Cardamom. In these

sections, trade aspects of a product  is viewed in terms of export

2 According to Asia –Pacific Research and Training Network on Trade
(ARTNeT),   “Competitiveness in trade is broadly defined as the capacity of
an industry to increase its share in international markets at the expense of its
rivals. The competitiveness index is an indirect measure of international
market power, evaluated through a country’s share of world markets in
selected export categories”. It defines “the index as the share of total exports
of a given product from the region under study in total world exports of the
same product”. It takes a value between 0 and 100 per cent, with higher
values indicating greater market power of the country in question.

3 Export unit value represents the price at which commodity is exported.

In our study we have calculated EUV by taking ratio between export value
and quantity (EUV= Export Value/ Export Quantity).  In certain cases, the
world export unit value is considered as international price.

4 Import unit value represents the price at which country imports from foreign
countries, which includes transportation and insurance costs but excludes
tariffs. In our study we have calculated IUV by taking ratio between import
value and quantity. ( IUV= Import Value/ Import Quantity).
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orientation of the product and role of domestic market, export

competitiveness in the global market and trade direction. Issues relating

to trade facilitation are dealt in Section- 6 and Section-7 is the

conclusion. In the subsequent section, analysis is made for each selected

product separately.

2. Black Pepper

From the available secondary data, we mainly focused on change

in export orientation of black pepper and role of domestic market and

export competitiveness of Indian black pepper in the global market. As in the

case of other commodities, in case of black pepper also, we looked at trade

potentiality of black pepper considering both advantages and disadvantages.

In the analysis, we inter change used pepper instead of black pepper.

2.1 Export orientation of pepper and role of domestic market

During 1960s, with 25 per cent share in world production and 20

per cent share in world export, India was the major producer and exporter

of pepper in the world. During the period 2001 to 2008, India’s share in

world production and export has come down to 17 per cent and 8 per

cent respectively (Table-1).  Though production  increased by nearly

three times i.e. from annual average 25.54 thousand tonnes during 1961-

1970 to annual average 70.89 thousand tonnes during 2001 - 2008, it

was unable to meet the growing domestic demand. The domestic

consumption of pepper has increased from an annual average of 4.84

thousand tonnes during 1961-1970 to annual average of 60.50 thousand

tonnes during 2001-2007.  However, during 2007, domestic consumption

of pepper was 34.84 thousand tones. Year 2007 seems to be an exceptional

year as domestic consumption of pepper was very low compared to

previous years. With increase in domestic consumption, and inability of

additional domestic production to meet growing demand, the share of

pepper export from domestic production has come down from 82.16 per

cent during 1961-70 to 35.31 per cent during 2001-07. India’s pepper

which was more export oriented during the earlier period, has became
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more domestic oriented. And, imports registered 9.90 per cent growth

per annum during 2001-07. India’s pepper import share in world import,

which was less than one per cent until 1990, increased to 1.21 per cent

during 1991-2000 and to 5.32 per cent during 2001-07.  In absolute

terms, India’s pepper import has increased from annual average of less

than one thousand tones until 1990 to annual average of 14.47 thousand

tones during 2001-07. With increasing domestic demand for pepper,

Indian export unit value of pepper has increased (Table-2), leading to

decline in export competitiveness.

In recent years, India allowed duty free import for value addition

and re-export.  However, pepper producers raised the concern for duty

free import for value addition and re-export; as such imports depress

domestic prices, if rules of origin are weak. In 2009-10 India’s estimated

pepper imports jumped 63 per cent to 17,500 tonnes, while exports fell

22 per cent to 19,500 tonnes (Thomson Reuters, 2010). It follows that

India’s pepper import dependency is continuously increasing and pepper

producers dependency on domestic market is also increasing

continuously. This raises important questions. i) The impact of import

on domestic prices ii) Is imported product competes with domestically

produced product?

 India imports pepper mostly from Indonesia (35%), Sri Lanka (33%)

and Vietnam (30%) (Table-11). These countries are source for low priced

pepper (Table- 2) and especially Vietnam expanding its pepper export,

production, area under pepper cultivation and productivity rapidly (Table-

3,14,15 and 16 ). With further reduction in tariffs under India- ASEAN

FTA, India’s pepper import from Vietnam would increase. Here question

comes, does cheaper pepper import from Vietnam affect the India’s domestic

price of pepper. Can India make value addition to such low priced pepper

product and re-export? India has given concession to these countries

under FTA and special concession is given to Indian export oriented

businesses for processing, value addition and re-exports. This raises the
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role of duty free pepper imports for re-export. There is need to investigate

the impact of duty free pepper imports on domestic prices and the share of

duty free imported pepper in re-exports of pepper. Due to lack of secondary

data, the present study is not in a position to assess the impact of duty free

pepper imports on domestic prices and re-exports.

Pepper is not a homogeneous product. Since there are many

varieties, trade analysis of pepper according to varieties is required.

Though, variety wise pepper trade data is available in UNCOMTARDE,

there are limitations for domestic comparison, as domestic pepper is

classified differently.  In Indian domestic market, pepper is classified as

black pepper and white pepper, where as UNCOMTRADE classifies as

Pepper (Piper), crushed or ground Capsicum, Pimenta (HS 904).  HS 904

is aggregate pepper, which includes all varieties such as pepper of the

genus piper, whole (HS 90411), pepper of the genus piper, crushed or

ground (90412) and capsicum or pimenta dried, crushed or ground (HS

90420). However, capsicum or pimenta dried, crushed or ground (HS

90420) variety is not included in the Indian black pepper basket.  For

the present study, we have taken pepper of the genus piper, whole (HS

90411), pepper of the genus piper, crushed or ground (90412), as these

two together constitute black pepper.

 The variety wise Indian pepper export shows that (Table- 4), the

percentage share of export of pepper of the genus piper, whole (HS

90411) has comedown in recent years.  On the other hand the percentage

share of pepper of the genus piper, crushed or ground (90412) has

increased. During 1991, the percentage share of pepper of the genus

piper, whole (HS 90411) in Indian total pepper export was 99.94 per

cent. During 2009, it has come down to 62.84 per cent. In the case of

pepper of the genus piper, crushed or ground (90412), until 1996 its

share was less than one per cent and it has increased to 37.16 per cent

during 2009. The emergence of Vietnam as a major pepper exporter of

the world in pepper of the genus piper, whole (HS 90411) variety segment
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(Table-5) in recent years might have reduced the percentage share of

India pepper of the genus piper, whole (HS 90411) in its overall pepper

exports. During 2001-2007, Vietnam exported 89.61 thousand tones of

pepper to the world, representing 29.39 per cent of world pepper export.

Majority of Vietnam pepper export (91 per cent during 2009) consists of

pepper of the genus piper, whole (HS 90411).  Variety wise Indian pepper

imports shows that, during 2009, 97.66 per cent of Indian  pepper import

consists of pepper of the genus piper, whole (HS 90411) (Table-4). It

follows that pepper import from Vietnam competes with India’s pepper of

the genus piper, whole (HS 90411) variety segment. Under India –ASEAN

FTA, India has kept pepper of the genus piper, whole (HS 90411) variety

segment in special product category. Under the agreement, special product

category comes under tariff reduction commitment. Where as pepper of

the genus piper, crushed or ground (90412) kept under exclusion list.

2.2 Export competitiveness of Indian black pepper in the global
market

 Looking at the Revealed Comparative Advantage (RCA) of Indian

pepper (Table-1.a), it shows that the commodity has international

competitiveness to export, as RCA index value is greater than one from

the year 2001 to 2007.   India’s domestic price of pepper is lower than

international price of pepper (Table-6). This indicates, India has price

advantage to export in the international market. The analysis of data

from 2001 to 2007, shows that India is in an advantageous position in

exporting pepper. However, compared to other countries such as Vietnam,

Indian pepper has lesser export competitiveness in the international

market.  In Table -2, export unit value of major pepper exporting countries

of   the world is shown.  Export unit value shows the price at which

commodity is being exported. Table-2 reveals that, except for the year

2007, Vietnam pepper export unit value is lowest compared to other

major pepper exporting countries of the world. This shows Vietnam

pepper is cheapest in the world compared to other major pepper

exporting countries of the world. We also compared Vietnam pepper
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export unit value with India’s domestic pepper price during 2005, 2006

and 2007. Except for the year 2007, during 2005 and 2006, the export

unit value of pepper of Vietnam, compared to India’s domestic pepper

price, is lower by 6.6 per cent and 26.57 per cent respectively (Table-6).

This causes concern for India’s pepper economy. It is important to note

that India has signed FTA with ASEAN members; Vietnam is a member

of ASEAN. There is high possibility that Vietnam may increase its low

priced pepper export to India.  There is need of study to assess the

impact of India-ASEAN FTA on Indian pepper economy. Looking at

recent trend in India’s pepper production, domestic demand, import and

availability of low priced pepper in the international market, there may

be further increase in import of pepper in Indian market.

 Asia–Pacific Research and Training Network on Trade (ARTNeT)

competitiveness index is captured in Table -1.  Over the years, India’s

percentage share in world pepper exports has come down from 23.40 per

cent during 1961-70 to 13.42 per cent during 1991-2000 and further

declined to 8.39 per cent during 2001-07. Vietnam, which was exporting

1.38 per cent of world pepper exports during 1981-1990, increased its

share to 24.17 per cent during 2001-07(Table - 3). The other pepper

exporting countries, Netherland, Germany, Sri Lanka and USA together

exporting less than one per cent of world pepper exports during 1961-

70,  increased their percentage share to 12.46 per cent during 2001-07.

It follows that, India has been loosing its pepper export competitiveness

to these countries. Netherland, Germany, and USA do not produce pepper,

however together those countries exported 10.34 per cent of world

pepper export during 2001-07(Table-3). These countries mainly import

low priced pepper from Indonesia, Vietnam, Brazil and India, which are

major pepper producing countries of the world. As evident from Tables-

2 and 8,  Netherland, Germany, and USA  are able to make value addition

to imported pepper and export to other countries, including major pepper

producing countries  of the world.  It follows that there is more scope for

value added pepper export in the international market. It is also evident
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from Table –2 that, the export unit value of pepper of Netherland,

Germany, and USA is quite high compared to other major pepper

exporting countries of the world.

 From UNCOMTRADE data, variety wise pepper export

competitiveness of India is shown in Table-8. This is done through

taking export unit value (EUV) of all varieties of pepper under HS trade

classification. Comparison is made with other major pepper exporting

countries of the world.  It reveals that   Indian pepper export unit value

(EUV), including all varieties (HS 90411 and HS 90412), is much lower

than any other major pepper exporting countries of the world. Here

question comes, why India’s pepper export has been declining. Along

with price of exportable commodity, availability of domestic supply,

domestic demand and domestic price of exportable product are also

important. This is captured in Tables- 1 and 9. From Table-1 and Table-

9, we find that with continuous increase in domestic demand; the

domestic pepper price has increased. The annual average price of

domestic pepper has increased from Rs 76.36 per k.g during 2003 to Rs

131.21 per k.g during 2009. The domestic price of pepper is higher than

Indian export unit value (EUV) of pepper. Even variety wise also, except

export unit value (EUV) of Pepper of  the genus piper, whole  (HS 90411)

during the year  2003, 2004, 2005 and 2006, compared to other variety

shown in Table-9, the domestic price of pepper (Black pepper, MG-1) is

at a higher side. This shows domestic market is more attractive than the

international market for India’s pepper. However, there are two limitations

for such analysis. Firstly, the pepper classification under UNCOMTRADE

and Indian domestic pepper (Black pepper, MG-1) are not identical.

However, such analysis gives some rough idea, as domestic and

international price data are not available for comparison of identical

varieties. Secondly, there is large data variation in FAO trade data and

UNCOMTRADE data. From FAO trade data, export unit value of pepper

(piper spp) is calculated in Table-2.  Table – 2, indicates that except

during 2007, Vietnam export unit value (EUV) was lower than Indian
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export unit value. This shows that Vietnam pepper is more competitive

of Indian pepper. However, according to UNCOMTRADE data (Table-

8) Vietnam export unit value (EUV) of pepper was much higher than

Indian export unit value (EUV). Even for all varieties (HS 90411 and HS

90412), Vietnam export unit value (EUV) is much higher than that of

Indian export unit value (EUV) for HS classification.

2.3 Indian Pepper Trade Direction

During 1991, former USSR (47.2%) and USA (20.7 %)) were the

major destination for India’s pepper exports (Table-10). Around 68 per

cent of India’s pepper was exported to these countries.  In recent years,

India’s pepper export is scattered. India lost former USSR market and

share of USA has increased to 44.4 per cent during 2009.  It is evident

from USA pepper import direction that (Table-12), India is facing

competition from Vietnam and Indonesia. During 1996, 31.38 per cent

of USA pepper import demand was met by India and it came down to

18.16 per cent during 2006 and further declined to 16 per cent during

2009. Since 2001, Vietnam share in USA pepper import has been

increasing. Vietnam increased its share from 4.57 per cent during 2001

to 12.06 per cent during 2006 and further increased to 13.59 per cent

during 2009 in USA total import of pepper. As Vietnam increased its

share in USA pepper import, India’s share in USA pepper import has

come down.  It is to be noted that USA is the major pepper importer of

the world. During 2001-07, USA imported 22.42 per cent of the total

world pepper import (Table-13).  In the case of import, India’s more than

98 per cent of import demand is met by Indonesia, Sri Lanka and Vietnam

and in absolute terms also it has been increasing (Table-11).

 It follows from the above discussion that due to domestic demand

pressure for pepper, emergence of Vietnam as a major producer and

exporter of pepper in the international market and emergence of

Netherland, Germany, and USA in exporting value added pepper in the

international market, India is loosing its pepper export competitiveness
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in the international market. India has opportunity in exporting value

added pepper in the international market, especially in European market.

There is a need to equip pepper producers for making use of this

opportunity in the international market. There is a need to investigate

the impact of duty free pepper imports on domestic prices and the share

of duty free imported pepper in re-export of pepper.  There is high

possibility that Vietnam may increase its low priced pepper export to

India and therefore it is important to assess the impact of India-ASEAN

FTA on Indian pepper economy.

3. Tea

 The analysis of the trade aspects of tea is presented in this section.

The advantages and concerns for Indian tea in a liberal trade environment

are specified. As in the case of other commodities, the analysis covers

the trade potentiality of tea, considering both advantages and

disadvantages, and also an assessment of the impact of India-ASEAN

FTA on Indian tea trade.

3.1  Export orientation of tea and role of domestic market

India has been a major tea producer and exporter for a long period.

During 1961-70, India’s share in world production was 33.70 per cent

and in export, it was 30.47 per cent.   During 1961-70, Indian tea was

more export oriented with a share of export in domestic tea production

being around 54 per cent.  Though, production has increased from annual

average of 376 thousand tonnes during 1961-70 to annual average of

884 thousand tonnes during 2001-07, domestic consumption increased

from an annual average of 174 thousand tonnes during 1961-70 to

annual average of 726 thousand tonnes during 2001-07. As a result, tea

export has come down from annual average of 202 thousand tonnes

during 1961-70 to annual average of 180 thousand tonnes during 2001-

07.  India’s share in world tea export has come down to annual average

of 12.25 per cent during 2001-07 and its export intensity come down to

21 per cent during 2001-07 from about 54 per cent in the first period
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(Table-1). Indian tea, which was more export oriented earlier, has become

more domestic oriented. On the other hand, since 1992, India’s tea import

is on the increase. Indian tea imports increased from 1.37 thousand

tonnes during 1992 to 19.59 thousand tones during 2007. During 2004,

India’s tea import was as high as 31 thousand tones. It is important to

notice that, India imports low priced tea from Vietnam (Table-18). Since

2000, India is imposing 100 per cent tariff (MFN tariff) on tea. There is

apprehension that low priced imported tea will affect domestic tea prices,

thereby affecting the tea producers. It is evident from Table – 18  that

Indian domestic price of tea is much higher than that of Indian import

unit value of tea from Vietnam, which  represents the price at which

country imports from foreign countries, including transportation cost,

insurance cost etc, but excluding  tariffs.

Tea is not a homogeneous product. Black tea and Green tea are

main varieties, produced and traded around the world.  India basically

produces and exports black tea. Of the total tea imports to India black

tea constitute a major part. During 2009, 96.11 per cent of imported tea

was black tea (Table-19). Most of India’s tea import demand is met by

Nepal, Kenya, Vietnam, Indonesia and Sri Lanka (Table-11). These are

low priced tea exporting countries. India has FTA with Vietnam, Indonesia

and Sri Lanka. India has given preferential market access to Nepal under

Generalized System of Preference (GSP).  And, India imposes zero tariffs

on tea imports, which is used for re-export. Under ASEAN- India FTA,

India kept most of the black tea under special products. Applied MFN

tariff rates on special products will be brought down in a phased manner.

In the case of most of the black tea, it will be brought down from 100 per

cent to 50 per cent by 2019. Reduction of tariffs in case of most of the

black tea under FTA will make Vietnam tea relatively cheaper.

The demand for tea is primarily determined by the income

elasticity of demand, as it is price inelastic and found to be low income

elastic for developed countries and high income elastic for developing

countries (Bhattacharya 2004; Dindsa 1981; Nayyar 1976). Since 1991,
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India’s per capita income has increased by many folds, leading to an

increase in the domestic demand for tea. It is evident from Table-1 that,

India’s domestic consumption of tea has increased over the years.

Looking at the increasing domestic demand for tea in India, the low

growth rate in tea production, decline in yield, stagnation in the area

cultivated, and availability of low priced tea in the international market,

it can be stated that India would import tea in large quantities. If

protection is not given, there may be import surge of tea in the Indian

market. This is a concern for India’s tea economy.

Another important development in the international tea market is

that Vietnam has been increasing its tea exports in the world and it is

expanding production rapidly (Tables 3, 14, 15 and 16). As indicated in

Table -2 and 18 Vietnam is a source for low priced tea.  India’s domestic

price of tea is much higher than Vietnam tea.  Compared to Vietnam tea

price, during 2006 and 2008, India’s domestic price of tea was higher by

47 per cent and 32 per cent respectively (Table-18). This is a major

concern for Indian tea economy.    Vietnam being a member of ASEAN

may increase its low priced tea export to India. A detailed study to assess

the impact of India-ASEAN FTA on Indian tea economy would provide

more relevant details.

According to the Ministry of Commerce (2002), Govt of India,

the import of plantation commodities of tea, coffee and rubber, the import

of the commodities for re-export has not affected the domestic industry

for the following reasons. “In the case of tea, M/s. Hindustan Lever Ltd.,

which is also a 100% Export Oriented Unit (EOU) is the only

multinational company importing tea into India for the purpose of re-

export after making some value addition. No tea imported by the

company is sold in the domestic market. Import of tea for re-export has

been allowed in order to increase the price competitiveness of Indian tea

in the international market and also to cater to the requirements of

international buyers which will help in boosting the Indian tea export. The

imported teas have also to conform to the quality parameters as prescribed
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under the Prevention of Food Adulteration Act (PFA)”. This shows that duty

free tea imports for re-exports may not affect the Indian tea sector. Due to

lack of secondary data, the present study could not assess the impact of duty

free tea imports on domestic prices and re-exports.

 3.2 Export competitiveness of Indian tea in global market

The Revealed Comparative Advantage (RCA) of Indian tea (Table-

1.a) shows that tea has international competitiveness to export, as RCA

index value is greater than one during 2001 to 2007.  India’s domestic

price of tea is lower than that of international price of tea (Table-20).

Even in dollar terms, Indian domestic price of tea is lower than that of

major international tea market such as Sri Lanka tea at Colombo Auction

price and African tea at Mombassa Auction (Table-21). This indicates

that India has price advantage to export in the international market.

From the analysis of data from 2001 to 2007, it can be noticed that India

is in an advantageous position in exporting tea to the world. However,

compared to export unit value (EUV) of other major tea exporting

countries such as China, Indonesia, Kenya and Vietnam, Indian tea during

2001-07, has lesser export competitiveness in the international market

(Table-2). Export unit value which represents the price at which

commodity is being exported reveals that, among major tea exporting

countries of the world, Vietnam and Argentina low priced tea producers

in the world  as their export unit value is lower compared to that of other

major exporting countries of the world.

As in the case of pepper, the Asia –Pacific Research and Training

Network on Trade (ARTNeT) competitiveness index was obtained for tea

also. The competitiveness index is reported in Table – 1. It indicates that

over the years, India’s share in world tea exports came down from 33.50 per

cent during 1961-70 to 15.40 per cent during 1991-2000 and further declined

to 11.47 per cent during 2001-07.  It follows that over the years, India is

loosing its tea export competitiveness to other tea exporting countries.

Kenya, which was exporting 3.7 per cent of world tea exports during 1961-
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1970,  increased its share to 16.3 per cent during 2001-07. China and

Vietnam also have significantly increased their tea export (Table-3).

The other tea exporting countries, U.K, Germany, Belgium and

France, together exporting five per cent of world tea exports during

1961-70, have increased their share to 13.60 per cent during 2001-07.

India is loosing its tea export competitiveness to these countries.

Interestingly, U.K, Germany, Belgium and France do not produce tea

(Table-14), however together exported 13.60 per cent of world tea export

during 2001-07. U.K and Germany, mainly import tea from Kenya, China,

India, Indonesia, and Sri Lanka, where as France and Belgium import

tea from China, U.K, and Germany. In Europe, large value addition for

tea takes place. U.K, Germany, Belgium and France are able to make

value addition to imported tea and export to other countries. These

countries mainly export to other European countries. It follows that

there is more scope for value added tea export in the international market.

It is also evident from Table -2, that the export unit values of tea from

U.K, Germany, Belgium and France are higher than the other major tea

exporting countries of the world.

Black tea and Green tea are two varieties, which are mainly traded

in the world. Using UNCOMTRADE data, variety wise tea export

competitiveness of India is obtained by taking export unit value (EUV)

of all varieties of tea under HS trade classification (Table- 22).

Comparison with other major tea exporting countries of the world

indicates that in the international market, Indian black tea mainly

competes with Kenya, Sri Lanka, Vietnam, Indonesia and Argentina

(Table-30).  Export of black tea from Germany, U.K, Belgium and France,

is branded and qualitatively higher than tea from India, Kenya, Sri Lanka,

Vietnam, Indonesia and Argentina tea. Except Sri Lanka, Indian export

unit value of black tea is higher compared to its main competing countries

Kenya, Vietnam, Indonesia and Argentina. It follows that India is loosing

its tea competitiveness mainly to Kenya, Vietnam and Indonesia.
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3.3  Changing Direction of Trade

Former USSR, U.K, Iran, Egypt and Germany were the major

markets for Indian tea. During 1991, these countries together imported

around 78 per cent of India’s tea export but it has come down to 39 per

cent during 2009 (Table-24).  This has made it necessary for India to

search for new market for tea. Earlier Indian tea export was more

concentrated towards major tea importing countries of the world. In

recent years, tea export has been scattered among many countries. With

the emergence of Kenya and Vietnam as major tea exporters of the world

and increase in value added tea exports from U.K, Germany, France and

Belgium, India lost its traditional tea markets.  For instance, during

1991, India was exporting 48.07 per cent of tea exports to former USSR

(Table-24). Though, tea import of Russian Federation has increased

since 1991, during 2009 India’s tea export to Russian federation has

come down to 16.79 per cent of the total tea exports.  During 1997, India

met 58.80 per cent of Russian federation tea import demand. It has come

down to   22.63 per cent during 2009. India is loosing its Russian market

to Sri Lanka, Kenya, China, Indonesia and Vietnam. These countries

together met 73 per cent of the imports to Russian federation during

2009 compared to 32 per cent during 1997 (Table-25). India lost its

market in Egypt for tea to Kenya (Table-26). United Kingdom, USA,

Pakistan and Japan are other major tea importing countries of the world.

India’s tea export share in these countries’ import is low (Tables-27, 28

and 29). Kenya has captured U.K and Pakistan market, during 2009,

Kenya met 54.34 per cent of U.K import demand; where as share of India

is only 14.1 per cent. In the case of Pakistan, Kenya met 63.05 per cent

of Pakistan import demand; where as share of India is only 3.69 per cent.

It follows from the above discussion that due to domestic demand

pressure for tea, emergence of Kenya and Vietnam as a major producers

and exporter of tea in the international market and increase in value

added tea export from U.K, Germany, France and Belgium, India lost its

traditional tea markets. India is loosing its tea export competitiveness
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in the international market. India has opportunity to manufacture value

added and branded tea and export in the international market, especially

in European market. There is high possibility that Vietnam may increase

its low priced tea export to India. A more of detailed study to assess the

impact of India-ASEAN FTA on Indian tea economy may throw more

light on this issue.

4. Coffee

An analysis of the trade aspects coffee was carried out using

available secondary data, with special reference to the advantages and

concerns for Indian coffee in a liberal trade regime. As in the case of

other commodities, trade potentiality of coffee was assessed in relation

to India’s advantages and disadvantages.

4.1  Export orientation of coffee and role of domestic market

India is neither major producer nor an exporter of coffee in the

world. India has been producing only around 4 per cent of world output

of coffee and exporting around 4.5 per cent of world coffee extract

(Table -1). Though, most of domestically produced coffee is consumed

within the country, in recent years, Indian coffee is becoming more trade

oriented. Until 1990, not much coffee was traded since, 99 per cent of

produced coffee was consumed domestically. However, during 2007,

the share of coffee export (including re-export) in domestic production

has increased to 10 per cent. Demand for coffee is income elastic and

with increase in per capita income in India since 1991, the domestic

demand for coffee has increased. During 2001-07, domestic consumption

for coffee has increased by 9.38 per cent per annum. With increase in

domestic demand and inability of domestic production to meet the

growing demand, imports registered 53.89 per cent growth per annum

during 2001-07. Until 1990, India had no coffee import. Since 1991,

India’s coffee import has been increasing continuously. India’s coffee

import share in world import, which was less than one per cent until

2000, had increased to 3.86 per cent during 2007. There is a need to
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examine whether growing India’s coffee import is concern for coffee

economy of India or not.  India’s import unit value of coffee is much

higher than the export unit value of coffee (Table -.31). It is evident that

India is importing expensive coffee. It also indicates that there is a

growing market for value added quality coffee within the country – a

potential to be exploited.

Arabica and Robusta are two varieties of coffee mainly produced

and traded in the world. During 1950s, the production shares of Arabica

and Robusta in India were 82.10 per cent and 17.90 per cent respectively.

By 2009-10, the share of production of Arabica and Robusta has changed

to 32.67 per cent and 67.33 per cent respectively (Table-32). In India’s

coffee export basket, the export share of Instant coffee and Robusta

parchment is increasing. During 2009, around 80 per cent of Indian

coffee export was Instant coffee, Robusta parchment and Robusta cherry

(Table-33). In the international market Robusta group coffee is cheaper

than that of Arabica group (Table-34). During 2006 and 2007,

international Robusta group coffee price was lower than that of Indian

domestic price of coffee (Table-35). It follows that, if international prices

are not attractive and lower than domestic market price, the exporters

will look for domestic market and, imports will increase. Another worry

in international coffee market is that international prices are highly

fluctuating. During 2000-2004, international coffee prices were very

low (Table-34). Further international coffee prices were highly

fluctuating during 1998-2009, with a high C.V value of 37.09. Indian

coffee growers badly affected by the lower international coffee prices.

Another important development in the international coffee market

is that, Vietnam has become second largest producer of coffee in the

world and it is expanding its coffee export, production, area under coffee

cultivation and productivity rapidly (Table- 3, 14, 15 and 16). Vietnam

is a source of lower priced coffee. During 2007, Vietnam’s exports unit

value was US $ 198 per quintal, which was much lower than the

corresponding to Indian export unit value of $ 439 per quintal. Vietnam
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is a member of ASEAN. There is high possibility that Vietnam may

increase it low priced Coffee export to India. Here again is a need to

assess the impact of India-ASEAN FTA on Indian coffee economy’.

The study also analyzed the possible impact of duty free coffee

imports, which is used for value added re- exports.  India’s re-exports of

coffee consists only instant coffee (Table-36) and re-export of instant

coffee is increasing. Indian re-export of instant coffee increased from Rs

25.21 thousand lakh during 2006 to 38 thousand lakh during 2009. The

share of re- exported instant coffee in India’s total instant coffee export

is 56 per cent and in India’s total coffee export, it is 20 per cent. A

detailed study is required to assess the impact of duty free coffee import

for re-exports on India’s domestic price of coffee and competitiveness of

its coffee export, even though the Ministry of Commerce (2002), Govt

of India, observed that “In the case of plantation commodities tea, coffee

and rubber, the import of the commodities for re-export has not affected”.

Variety wise export of coffee from India shows that since 1999,

more than 99 per cent of exported coffee consists of Coffee, not roasted,

not decaffeinated (HS 90111) (Table-38). Further, 99 per cent of India’s

coffee import consist of same variety i.e, Coffee, not roasted and not

decaffeinated (90111) (Table-39). It shows that imported coffee competes

with domestically produced and exported coffee. However, in India’s

total coffee export, 20 per cent is re-exported coffee.

4.2 Export competitiveness of Indian coffee in global market

Looking at the Revealed Comparative Advantage (RCA) of Indian

coffee exports (Table-1.a), it shows that coffee has international

competitiveness to export, as RCA index value is greater than one from

the year 2001 to 2007. India’s export unit value (EUV) is less than that

of export unit value of other major coffee exporting countries of the

world (Table-2) which indicates that India has price advantage to export

in the international market. Analysis of data from 2001 to 2007, indicates

that India is in advantageous position in exporting coffee.
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Asia–Pacific Research and Training Network on Trade (ARTNeT)

competitiveness index, indicates that,   over the years India’s percentage

share in world coffee exports has increased  from less than one  per cent

until 1980s to 4.34 per cent during 2001-07.  It follows that over the

years India has increased its coffee export competitiveness.

It is also interesting to note that Germany does not produce coffee,

but in terms of value it is number one exporting country in the world

(Table-3). It seems that value addition is most important in coffee exports.

Looking at the export unit value of major coffee exporting countries

(Table-2), the export unit values in Germany, U.K, Spain, France,

Netherland, and Switzerland are much higher than the Indian coffee

export unit value indicating their higher position in the coffee value

chain. Though, Indian coffee is cheaper in the international market, it is

unable to compete with other major exporting countries to capture export

market. What emerges from this analysis is that in coffee exports quality

and value addition matters. India has to look for a strategy to export

more value added coffee. It is also interesting to note that major coffee

exporters of the world do not produce coffee and most of their export

demand is met through import of coffee from other countries like Brazil

and India. The possibility of accessing technology from these countries

through FDI may also be explored through further research.

4.3 Coffee Trade Direction of India

 This section presents an analysis of the changing direction of

trade in coffee. The analysis also covers the coffee trade direction of

major coffee exporting and importing countries of the world.  Former

USSR, Germany, Czechoslovakia, and Italy were major market for Indian

coffee.  During 1991, these countries together imported around 66 per

cent of India’s coffee export which has come down to 52 per cent during

2009 (Table-40). During 1991, Russian Federation was importing 37.69

per cent of India’s total coffee exports. By 2009, India has completely

lost the market of Russian Federation. While during 1996, India met
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29.33 per cent of Russian Federation coffee import demand, it had come

down to 12.44 per cent during 2001 and further down to 6.4 per cent

during 2006. During 2009, Russian Federation coffee import from India

is negligible (Table-41). This has made it necessary for India to search

for new market for coffee export. During 1991, India was exporting 9.23

per cent of its coffee to Italy, and by 2009, it had been increased to 33.69 per

cent. India lost its Russian Federation market to Brazil and Vietnam. The

loss of Russian Federation is substituted by Italy for Indian coffee in the

international market.  India also lost Czechoslovakia and USA coffee market.

India lost Czechoslovakia market to Poland and Germany (Table-42).

The data on import of coffee by India indicates that bulk of its

coffee import demands is met by Vietnam and Indonesia. During 2009,

86 per cent of India’s import demand was met by Vietnam and Indonesia

(Table-11).  This is concern for Indian coffee, as Vietnam and Indonesia

are source for low priced coffee in the world. At present India imposes

100 per cent tariff on imported coffee. Under India ASEAN FTA, India

has kept coffee, not roasted, not decaffeinated (HS 90111) in special

product category. Special product category comes under tariff reduction

commitment.  Tariffs on HS 90111 will be reduced in a phased manner.

This is concern for India, as 99 per cent of India’s coffee import consist

of coffee, not roasted and not decaffeinated (90111) (Table-39)

It follows from above the discussion that increased income since

1991 has created a   domestic demand pressure for coffee resulting in

increased coffee imports there was also increased re-export of instant

coffee. In this context it is relevant to assess the impact of duty free

import of coffee for re- export on domestic price of coffee and export

competitiveness, especially related to instant coffee. It seems that, India

is mainly competing with Brazil and Vietnam in the international market.

India’s   coffee import from Vietnam and Indonesia has increased and it

is necessary to analyze this dependence, India heavily depends in the

interests of domestic coffee sector. It is also worth considering the

possibility of re-export by importing low priced coffee from Vietnam
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and Indonesia. It appears that the strategy of import liberalization as

envisaged in the ASEAN India FTA, without building adequate capacity

for value addition and export not only has the threat of foregoing the

opportunities for generating employment and additional export earning

but has the effect of heightened import competition for the domestic

growers.  This proposition, however, needs more detailed enquiries to

reach a definite conclusion.

5. Cardamom

There are two varieties of cardamom – small and large. In the

context of limitations of data, the analysis is confined to a few years in

the recent past.

5.1 Cardamom (small)

In case of cardamom small, India increased its export from 0.86

thousand tones during 2002 to 1.98 thousand tones during 2006. As

indicated in Table -.45, we find that area under cultivation under

cardamom (small) has almost remained stagnant during 2002-06.

Though, production has declined during this period, with decline in

domestic consumption, share of export in production has increased.

Import of cardamom (small) has also declined during this period.  Looking

at the domestic price of India Cardamom (small graded and  ungraded)

and India Import Unit Value (IUV) of Cardamom,  it can be noted that

domestic prices of Indian Cardamom (small graded and  ungraded) are

much higher than the Indian Import Unit Value (IUV) of Cardamom(

Table-43 and 44).

5.2  Cardamom (large)

In case of cardamom large, with stagnant area under cultivation

and decline in yield, the production has declined from 53 thousands

tonnes during 2002 to 43 thousands tonnes during 2006. This has made

it necessary to increase in import at the rate of 8.20 per cent per annum
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during 2002-06 (Table-1). A detailed study is required to assess the

impact of trade on cardamom economy of India, especially, the impact

of India-ASEAN FTA on cardamom economy of India.

5.3  Indian cardamom export competitiveness

Among the major cardamom exporting countries of the world

such as Guatemala, India and Indonesia, the cardamom export unit value

of Indonesia is the lowest since 2001. This indicates, the Indonesia is

source for low priced cardamom export in the world. From Table -46, it

can be observed that the cardamom export unit value of India has been

increasing continuously since 1996 from US $ 2.93 during 1996 to US

$8.09 during 2009.

5.4 Cardamom Trade Direction of India

Historically, former USSR was the traditional market for Indian

cardamom. In recent years, India lost Russian federation market and

Saudi Arabia has emerged as the major export market for Indian

Cardamom. During 2009, India exported 47.75 per cent of cardamom

export to Saudi Arabia. The other major countries importing cardamom

from India are U.A.E and Pakistan (Table-47).  Most of India’s cardamom

import demand is met by Nepal. During 2009, India’s 92.58 per cent of

cardamom import demand has been met by Nepal (Table-48). Nepal, not

being a major producer, this has to be seen as export of other producing

countries through Nepal, a major concern for the Indian growers for

long time. Nepal, not being a major producer, this has to be seen as

export of other producing countries through Nepal, a major concern for

the Indian growers for long time.

6.  Trade facilitation – macro level policy considerations

Concerns related to trade facilitation of plantation commodities

(tea and coffee) could be located at different levels; in the value chain

framework and the macro-open economy policy framework.  Indian tea

has a huge domestic market whereas coffee is an export intensive



29

commodity.  Tea and coffee have longer value chains and thereby invite

higher transaction costs, and on the other hand, more values added. So,

for exports to become competitive and earn higher unit value, transaction

costs must be reduced. Electronic commerce and paperless trading have

the potential to reduce transaction costs to a large extent. In the open

economy context, the free trade agreements with ASEAN and the

European Union (EU), invited lot of concerns on tariff reductions. In the

context of ASEAN India FTA, trade facilitation concerns assume more

importance from the point of view of both commodity trade and the

likely gains from a liberalized trading regime. In the case of EU FTA,

more focus should be on non-tariff measures. Though the skepticism on

the FTA is apparently legitimate and is simplistic to attribute the price

fall of farm commodities to the increase in imports as a result of tariff

reduction under FTA, trade statistics and recent empirical studies do not

support this proposition. On the other hand, the already existing duty

free import regime is seen as an opportunity. Imports also assume equal

importance and the arrival of duty free raw materials for further processing

and value addition enables more employment generation, higher income

for stakeholders, and forward movement in the value chain. In the context

of re-exports, quality and quantity are more important parameters and

an enabling policy regime is a prerequisite. As tariffs do not account for

a substantial influence on the course of trade and price of many farm

commodities, the attention has to turn towards the enabling policy regime

specific to commodities and thereby the development of infrastructure

which would encourage value addition and re-exports.

India’s export markets for tea and coffee are limited. Due to export

price advantage, Thailand, Vietnam and Indonesia may increase their

tea exports to India. Relevant data also show that possibility to enhance

India’s tea export in ASEAN countries is very weak. In the case of coffee,

India’s contribution is around 4 percent of the world exports. However,

it is not just the tariffs that matters, but there should be proper

consideration of factors such as cost of production, productivity,
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domestic consumption and market pressures, non-tariff barriers, etc.  In

the case of coffee exports, Vietnam contributed only one percent of

world exports in 1990, but now that figure stands at around 15 percent,

making it the second largest exporter. The government policy support

on high input cultivation helped raise small holder productivity which

is among the highest in the world. More lessons could be learned from

international commodity experiences.

Another serious challenge in the case of commodity trade is

information asymmetry. In the plantation sector, the challenge is to

estimate the stock of commodities which would give right signal for the

requirements of exports in the case of surplus or imports in case they fall

short. However, often, the stock projections become controversial or far

from the realistic scenario. A major reason could be information

asymmetry wherein the traders and stockiest do not disclose the true

stock due to a variety of reasons. As a result, stocks are miscalculated

due to information problem and which in turn gives wrong indications

on the status of production-consumption-trade in plantation based

products.

It is only recently that trade policy has became gender sensitive.

Sensitiveness of trade policy with regard to plantation crops is to be

more meticulously examined. In this area, though trade can have positive

impact on women, this was not the case with regard to plantation

commodities, particularly tea and coffee. Liberalized trade regime had a

particularly negative outcome in the tea and coffee sectors as far as

women workforce is concerned. Thus, though sectors such as handicrafts,

textiles and fishery experienced positive gender effects of trade

liberalization, the experiences of tea and coffee sectors were negative in

terms of gender impact.

At the level of the WTO, there are greater concerns on the

Agreement on Sanitary and Phyto Sanitary (SPS) standards, Trade

Facilitation and Rules of Origin. Though tea and coffee are relatively
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free from food safety issues which come under SPS, there are some

overlapping issues between SPS and provisions of trade facilitation. For

instance, the real issue may not be linked to non-compliance with food

safety regulation but linked to lack of access to timely information on

food safety regulations. This is also an area where elaborate studies are

required.

There could be questions on rules of origin, especially in the

ASEAN India FTA context. Of course, there are many lower cost producers

and exporters of tea and coffee in ASEAN. Apart from this, Chinese

beverages can come via ASEAN through the deficient rules of origin.

India Sri Lanka FTA adds further to the complex scenario. If such practices

encourage (apart from the duty free regime, quality is again a

determinant) value addition and re-exports, these possibilities should

be looked into. However, more macro work is needed in this area and it

also depends on reliable statistics on re-exports. There could be certain

infirmities with regard to trade policy, as reflected in the doing business

database indicators, which would affect plantation commodities as well.

So, macro level trade policy reforms will have a stronger positive impact

on plantation commodities as well.

When it comes to the issue of ease of trading across borders, India

does not give a promising picture. As far as data on Doing Business say

about South Asia, trade transaction costs are relatively on the higher side

when compared to similar countries in other regions. Doing Business

indicators reflect a country’s regulatory regime and especially identifies

those factors which enhance business activities and those which constrain

them. Table -49 the major such indicators for South Asian countries.

As indicated in Table- 49 there are no perfect correlations between

the overall Doing Business rank and the specific trade facilitating

indicator values. It also indicates the heterogeneity of South Asian

economies in terms of the costs they incur on various heads. Plantation

sector generally faces a mixture of food safety and logistic challenges
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and the costs are on the higher side. Policy reforms which would streamline

trade procedures are to go along with South Asian integration. This is

important for two reasons. First, its win-win potential in terms of overall

gains from trade. Secondly, the producers are capable of moving forward

in the value chains and move further in terms of integration into the

export markets. So far international initiatives at facilitating trade,

especially that of the United Nations Conference on Trade and

Development (UNCTAD) have changed the way many countries

processed customs declaration data. Now regional trade agreements take

up and accentuate this task, and further developments are expected in

India as well.

Thus, export propensity should therefore increase as trade costs

fall. Second, less productive firms at the fringes of the export market

will find that it becomes profitable to start exporting. Lower export

costs can therefore facilitate entry of small and medium enterprises

(SMEs) into export markets, thereby expanding the number of people

and firms that are in direct contact with the world market. Third, lower

trade costs tend to promote the reallocation of resources from low-

productivity to high-productivity firms. The overall effect will be to

increase the economy’s level of productivity, which may have important

implications for future growth prospects. However, the degree to which

these factors affect Indian plantation sector in the wake of the FTAs

requires much detailed inquiries.

7. Conclusions

It follows from the discussion above that, due to growing domestic

demand and emergence of new low cost producers like Vietnam on the

one hand and emergence of European countries in exporting value added

products in the international market, India is losing export

competitiveness in the international market. Over the years, India’s

dependency on import and domestic market of pepper, tea and coffee

has been increasing. These products are increasingly becoming domestic
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oriented. India’s trade integration with ASEAN created concern for these

products. In case of pepper and coffee, there is high concern, as Vietnam

pepper and coffee competes with domestically produced pepper and

coffee and India’s import dependency on Vietnam for these products is

high and it is on rise. In the international market also India is competing

with Vietnam.  In case of tea India is competing with Kenya also. And, in

case of coffee, India is competing with Brazil. Can India make value

addition for such low priced imported products from Vietnam and re-

export as European countries are doing? India has the opportunity in

exporting value added pepper, tea and coffee in the international market,

especially in European market. In the initial stage, support by the

government is very important to push Indian exporters in global value

added supply chain. The value addition   in supply chain is important

for the sustainability of the plantation sector of India. Since, small and

marginal farmers contribute major part of production of plantation sector

in India, and such farmers are not well equipped to make value addition

to their produced products, and cater the market for value added products.

Though, this sector is potential for private investment especially value

addition in supply chain, the private sector investment is not taking

place in a big way.  In this respect,   state initiation   is important. So that

Indian value added plantation products such as Pepper, Tea, Coffee and

Cardamom can access the European and other developed countries

market. The plantation products of India are constrained by logistic

problems there by experiencing higher transaction cost affecting the

export competitiveness. Government need to intervene in a large scale

to address such issues. So that Indian plantation sector can become

globally competitive.
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Table 1.a: Revealed Comparative Advantage (RCA) of  pepper, tea
and coffee in India.

Year Pepper Tea Coffee

2001 11 18.00 6.47

2005 6.69 10.43 3.31

2007 11.81 10.92 2.77

 Source: Estimation based on FAO Statistics



40
Ta

bl
e 

 2
: E

xp
or

t u
ni

t v
al

ue
 o

f p
ep

pe
r,

 te
a 

an
d 

co
ff

ee
 o

f m
aj

or
 e

xp
or

ti
ng

 c
ou

nt
ri

es
 (U

S 
$ 

   
pe

r 
qu

in
ta

l)
Pe

pp
er

Te
a

C
of

fe
e

C
ou

nt
ry

/
C

ou
nt

ry
/

C
ou

nt
ry

/

Y
ea

r
20

01
20

04
20

07
Y

ea
r

20
01

20
04

20
07

Y
ea

r
20

01
20

04
20

07

V
ie

tn
am

16
0

13
5

32
7

In
di

a
20

7
21

6
24

3
G

er
m

an
y

72
2

87
3

10
26

In
do

ne
si

a
18

8
17

2
34

5
C

hi
na

14
2

16
1

21
2

B
ra

zi
l

31
8

37
3

60
5

In
di

a
21

2
17

4
27

1
In

do
ne

si
a

10
0

11
8

15
1

U
K

58
6

70
7

10
15

B
ra

zi
l

14
5

36
8

73
2

Sr
i L

an
ka

23
2

24
5

28
6

Sp
ai

n
50

1
60

7
91

9

Si
ng

ap
or

e
20

5
19

9
41

7
K

en
ya

21
6

16
3

18
7

Fr
an

ce
66

8
78

6
10

70

M
al

ay
si

a
19

3
16

0
36

1
V

ie
t N

am
11

5
93

11
5

N
et

he
rl

an
ds

10
79

99
1

13
32

N
et

he
rl

an
ds

38
0

23
4

40
8

Tu
rk

ey
85

11
6

16
5

Sw
itz

er
la

nd
66

0
10

59
12

82

G
er

m
an

y
37

2
29

0
45

1
Ja

pa
n

15
96

18
13

16
51

C
ol

om
bi

a
64

6
65

1
98

2

Sr
i L

an
ka

27
6

19
0

32
8

A
rg

en
tin

a
72

60
74

Po
la

nd
31

0
39

7
68

0

U
S

A
31

1
27

0
41

7
Ir

an
63

87
73

Si
ng

ap
or

e
25

5
21

8
29

7

W
or

ld
19

4
17

3
34

2
G

er
m

an
y

41
8

60
9

71
9

In
di

a
37

7
34

1
43

9

U
K

62
1

90
8

12
13

W
or

ld
45

8
49

0
68

4

B
el

gi
um

67
6

81
0

86
1

Fr
an

ce
96

6
13

47
16

96

M
al

aw
i

93
10

2
10

2

W
or

ld
19

5
20

1
24

0

So
ur

ce
: 

E
st

im
at

io
n 

ba
se

d 
on

 F
A

O
 s

ta
tis

tic
s



41
T

a
b

le
 3

: 
M

a
jo

r 
p

ep
p

er
, t

ea
 a

n
d

 c
o
ff

ee
 e

x
p

o
rt

in
g
 c

o
u

n
tr

ie
s 

o
f 

th
e 

w
o
rl

d
 (

A
n

n
u

a
l a

v
er

a
g
e 

in
 U

S
 0

0
0
 d

o
ll

a
rs

)

Pe
pp

er
Te

a
C

of
fe

e

C
ou

nt
ry

A
vg

A
vg

A
vg

A
vg

A
vg

A
vg

19
61

-1
97

0
20

01
-2

00
7

C
ou

nt
ry

19
61

-1
97

0
20

01
-2

00
7

C
ou

nt
ry

19
61

-1
97

0
20

01
-2

00
7

 V
ie

tn
am

0 
   

   
   

(0
)

15
1.

81
(2

4)
In

di
a

23
3.

7 
(3

3)
37

9.
2 

(1
1)

G
er

m
an

y
8.

07
  

(1
1)

55
5.

65
(1

9)

In
do

ne
si

a
11

.5
5 

 (
16

)
 8

6.
71

 (
13

)
C

hi
na

41
.0

 (
6)

46
1.

2 
(1

4)
B

ra
zi

l
13

.7
2 

(1
8)

31
5.

75
(1

1)

In
di

a
16

.7
0 

 (
23

)
52

.6
9 

  (
8)

In
do

ne
si

a
16

.9
(2

)
11

4 
  (

3)
U

.K
5.

26
  

(7
)

16
4.

10
 (

6)

B
ra

zi
l

5.
05

   
 (

7)
71

.6
7 

 (
11

)
Sr

i L
an

ka
22

0.
2 

(3
2)

65
5.

6 
(2

0)
Sp

ai
n

0.
77

  
(1

)
14

6.
38

 (
5)

S
in

ga
po

re
20

.0
8 

 (
28

)
51

.4
9 

  (
8)

K
en

ya
25

.7
 (

4)
54

5.
9 

 (
16

)
Fr

an
ce

3.
47

  
(5

)
13

2.
25

 (
5)

M
al

ay
si

a
12

.5
0 

 (
18

)
39

.8
3 

  (
6)

V
ie

t N
am

2.
4 

(.
3)

93
.4

  
(3

)
N

et
he

rl
an

ds
8.

44
  

(1
1)

11
2.

46
 (

4)

N
et

he
rl

an
ds

0.
01

   
 (

.0
2)

26
.9

6 
 (

4)
Tu

rk
ey

1.
0 

(.
1)

5.
7 

(.
2)

Sw
itz

er
la

nd
2.

50
  

(3
)

93
.9

8 
(3

)

G
er

m
an

y
0.

11
   

 (
.1

5)
24

.7
3 

 (
4)

A
rg

en
ti

na
6.

4 
(.

9)
44

.2
 (

1)
C

ol
om

bi
a

0.
09

  
(.

1)
11

1.
33

 (
4)

Sr
il

an
ka

0.
31

   
 (

.4
3)

13
.4

1 
 (

2)
G

er
m

an
y

0.
5 

(.
1)

12
3.

8 
(4

)
Po

la
nd

0.
00

  
)

81
.2

6 
(3

)

U
.S

.A
0.

22
   

 (
.3

1)
13

.1
2 

 (
2)

U
K

30
.7

 (
4)

24
0.

4 
(7

)
Si

ng
ap

or
e

0.
20

  
(.

3)
11

5.
20

 (
4)

W
or

ld
71

.3
6

62
7.

99
B

el
gi

um
52

.2
 (

2)
In

di
a

0.
44

  
(0

.6
)

91
.9

1 
 (

3)

Fr
an

ce
0.

1
39

.6
 (

1)
W

or
ld

75
.6

4
28

60
.8

7

M
al

aw
i

11
.1

 (
2)

42
.9

  
(1

)

W
or

ld
69

6.
4

33
34

.1
So

ur
ce

: E
st

im
at

io
n 

ba
se

d 
on

 F
A

O
 S

ta
tis

tic
s

N
ot

e:
i)

 F
ig

ur
es

 in
 b

ra
ck

et
s 

sh
ow

s 
pe

rc
en

ta
ge

 s
ha

re
 in

 th
e 

w
or

ld
 e

xp
or

t
ii

) 
F

ig
ur

es
 in

 b
ra

ck
et

s 
ar

e 
ro

un
de

d 
of

f



42

 Table 4: Black pepper export and import* of India   (According to
HS classification)(Percentage share in value)

    Year Pepper of  the genus Pepper of  the genus
piper, whole (90411) piper, crushed or

 ground (90412)

1991 99.94     (100) 0.06

1996 99.54   (100) 0.46

2001 89.77   (99.91) 10.23  (0.09)

2006 77.01  (100) 22.99

2009 62.84   (97.66) 37.16 (2.34)

Source:  Estimation based on UNCOMTRADE data

Note: *   Figures in the bracket show import share

Table 5: Vietnam black pepper export (According to HS
classification) (Percentage share in value and quantity)

Year Pepper of  the Pepper of  the

genus piper, genus piper, crushed

whole (90411)  or ground (90412)

Value Qty Value Qty

2000 99.84 99.89 0.16 0.11

2003 99.22 99.46 0.47 0.24

2006 97.92 98.43 2.08 1.57

2008 90.99 92.97 9.01 7.02

 Source: Estimation based on UNCOMTRADE data
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 Table 7: Domestic price of Indian pepper and import unit value (IUV)
of pepper (Price in Rs per kg)

       Year India domestic India IUV of Price
 pepper price  pepper difference

2005 65.16 61.30 -5.93

2006 88.22 85.23 -3.40

2007 122.16 137.92 12.90

 Note: i ) India domestic  pepper price is taken from Spice Board
of India Statistics

 ii) India IUV— India Import Unit Value represents the unit
price at which India imports  from respective countries.

                iii) The dollar Import Unit Value converted into Indian rupees
by multiplying respective year Indian exchange rate

iv) Price difference — (Ratio of India Import Unit Value (IUV)

of Pepper to Domestic price of   Indian pepper *100)-100

Table 8:  Export unit value (EUV) of major pepper exporting countries
of the world during the year 2009 (US $ per quintal)

Country Pepper of  the genus Pepper of  the genus
piper, whole (90411)  piper, crushed or

ground (90412)

Viet Nam 352.70 457.66

Indonesia 276.61 339.50

India 251.63 229.73

Brazil 255.65 472.37

Singapore 315.97 438.68

Malaysia 307.97 588.72

Netherlands 500.82 499.90

Germany 390.08 541.70

Srilanka 410.55 504.22

USA 302.51 341.31

Source:  Estimation based on UNCOMTRADE data.    According to  HS
classification
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Table 9: Indian domestic price of pepper VS India export unit value
(EUV) of pepper Rs / k.g

Year India Domestic EUVPepper EUVPepper of the

Black Pepper of the genus genus piper, or

(MG-1) price   piper, whole crushed or

(HS90411)  ground(HS90412)

2003 76.36 92.23(20.78) 65.21(-14.60)

2004 70.52 87.91(24.66) 64.35(-8.75)

2005 65.84 82.03(24.59) 56.45(-14.26)

2006 88.22 97.01(9.96) 74.35(-15.73)

2007 133.26 108.60(-18.51) 92.08(-30.90)

2008 129.30 131.14(1.42) 110.73(-14.36)

2009 131.21 121.86(-7.13) 111.22(-15.23)

Source: Estimation based on UNCOMTRADE data, HS classification

Note:  i ) India domestic  pepper price is taken from Spice Board of
India Statistics

ii) The dollar Value UNCOMTRADE, HS classification
converted into Indian rupees by multiplying respective
years Indian exchange rate.

iii) Figures in the bracket shows the price difference
iv)  Price difference ——   (Ratio of EUV of  pepper to Indian

domestic price of Pepper  *100)-100
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Table 18: Domestic price of Indian tea and Indian import unit value
(IUV) of Tea from Vietnam (Price in Rs per quintal)

Year All India India IUV of Price
domestic tea price  tea from difference

Vietnam

2004 6454 3490 -46

2006 6601 3507 -47

2008 8699 5908 -32

Source: i) All India domestic tea price is taken from Tea Board of
India Statistics

               ii) India Import Unit Value (IUV) of Tea from Vietnam is
estimated from UN COMTRADE Database

Note: a) India IUV— India Import Unit Value represents the unit
price at which India imports   from respective countries.

          b) The dollar Import Unit Value converted into Indian rupees
by multiplying respective year Indian exchange rate

          c) Price difference ——   (Ratio of India Import Unit Value
(IUV) of Tea from  Vietnam to domestic price of Indian

tea *100)-100

Table 19:  India’s tea import according to HS classification (figures
show percentage share in value)

Year Tea (902) Tea, green Tea, black

(90210+90220)   (90230+90240)

1992 100.00 11.73 88.27

1995 100.00 6.75 93.25

1998 100.00 1.71 98.29

2001 100.00 1.98 98.02

2004 100.00 2.55 97.45

2007 100.00 5.19 94.81

2008 100.00 10.59 89.41

2009 100.00 3.89 96.11

Source: Estimation based on UN COM TRADE data
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Table 20: Domestic and international prices of tea (Rs per kg)

   Year India Domestic International prices
prices (Tea Kenya

 Mombassa prices)

1995 47.99 57.15

2000 61.71 111.50

2004 64.54 89.88

2005 58.05 95.44

2006 66.01 109.56

2007 67.27 87.51

2008 86.99 117.03

2009 105.6 151.80

Source: India domestic price – Tea board of India

International prices (Tea Kenya Mombassa prices)— UNCTAD TRADE
data

Note:  The international price in dollar value converted into Indian
rupees by multiplying   respective year Indian exchange rate

Table 21: Trend in tea prices in major producing and exporting
market of the world (US dollar per K.G)

 Year Indian tea at Srilanka tea at African tea at
 Indian Auction   Colombo Mombassa

Auction  Auction

2000 1.37 1.75 2.02

2003 1.2 1.54 1.54

2004 1.42 1.78 1.55

2005 1.32 1.84 1.47

2006 1.46 1.9 1.93

2007 1.62 2.51 1.66

2008(p) 1.99 2.83 2.18

Source:  India domestic price – Tea board of India
                  (p)- Provisional
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Table 22: India’s Tea export unit value (US $ Per k.g) according to
HS classification

Year Tea  (902) Tea, green Tea, black

(90210+90220)  (90230+90240)

1991 2.26 1.000 2.26

1994 2.03 1.000 2.02

1997 2.59 1.000 2.61

2000 2.05 0.999 2.05

2003 1.90 0.999 1.89

2006 2.31 1.000 2.31

2009 2.80 1.000 2.79

Source: Estimation based on UN COM TRADE data

Table 23:  Export unit value of major tea exporting countries of the
world during 2009(US dollar per K.G)

Country Green tea Black tea

India  1.0 2.26

China 2.36 2.23

Indonesia 2.69 1.75

Sri Lanka 7.50 3.91

Kenya 3.24 2.39

Vietnam 1.47 1.37

Argentina 8.29 1.03

Germany 9.35 6.76

United Kingdom 20.26 9.21

Belgium 6.83 10.69

France 13.85 13.55

Source: Estimation based on UN COM TRADE data

Note:   For Vietnam, Kenya, Sri Lanka it is  year 2008
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Table -34 International coffee prices in US dollar per k.g
    Year Arabica  Robusta Composite Arabica  Robusta   Composite

indicator RS per kg  Rs per kg indicator
price   price rs

Per kg
1992 1.40 0.96 1.17 36.27 24.88 30.42
1993 1.54 1.18 1.36 48.47 37.01 42.63
1994 3.25 2.63 2.96 102.06 82.46 92.80
1995 3.29 2.79 3.05 106.53 90.44 98.73
1996 2.63 1.81 2.25 93.02 64.15 79.55
1997 4.07 1.77 2.95 147.81 64.39 107.00
1998 2.91 1.85 2.40 120.04 76.16 98.91
1999 2.23 1.49 1.89 96.18 64.07 81.20
2000 1.87 0.93 1.41 84.13 41.64 63.52
2001 1.36 0.60 1.00 64.30 28.34 47.34
2002 1.33 0.68 1.05 64.61 32.96 51.04
2003 1.41 0.84 1.14 65.67 39.34 53.20
2004 1.76 0.82 1.37 79.86 37.15 61.96
2005 2.51 1.17 1.97 110.89 51.78 86.71
2006 2.51 1.55 2.11 113.64 70.09 95.49
2007 2.70 1.90 2.37 111.65 78.59 97.82
2008 3.04 2.34 2.73 132.14 101.56 118.70
2009 3.12 1.70 2.54

CV 35.41 45.14 37.09

Source : Coffee Board of India
Note: i)  (Annual averages, US cents per lb) converted into dollar per kg
          ii)  The international price in dollar value converted into Indian

rupees by multiplying  respective year Indian exchange rate

Table 35: Coffee prices in India (Auction Prices Secured in ICTA
(Bangalore) Auctions for Major Grades of Clean Coffee
(Rs /50kg)

Year Plnt. ‘A’ Arb.chy. Rob.Pmt. Rob.Chy.
‘AB’ ‘AB’ ‘AB’

2006 5492 4349 3454 3151

2007 5635 4756 4414 3789

2008 6563 5677 6042 4843

2009 8766 5343 6603 4058

Source: Coffee Board of India



68
Ta

bl
e 

36
:  

R
e-

ex
po

rt
s 

of
 c

of
fe

e 
fr

om
 I

nd
ia

 (i
n 

R
s 

00
0 

L
ak

h)

Y
ea

r
P

la
n
t

A
r.

C
h
y

R
o
b
.P

m
t

R
o
b
.C

h
y

In
st

a
n

t
R

o
a
st

e
d

G
ro

u
n
d

T
o
ta

l

20
06

0
0

0
0

25
.2

1
0.

00
0.

00
25

.2
1

20
07

0
0

0
0

14
.8

7
0.

00
0.

00
14

.8
7

20
08

0
0

0
0

23
.1

5
0.

00
0.

00
23

.1
5

20
09

0
0

0
0

38
.0

0
0.

03
 0

.0
2

38
.0

5

S
o

u
rc

e:
 C

o
ff

ee
 B

o
ar

d
 o

f 
In

d
ia



69
Ta

bl
e 

37
:  

C
of

fe
e 

ex
po

rt
s 

of
 I

nd
ia

 ( 
in

 R
s 

in
 0

00
 L

ak
h)

Y
ea

r
P

la
nt

A
r.C

hy
R

ob
.P

m
t

R
ob

.C
hy

In
st

an
t

R
oa

st
ed

G
ro

un
d

 T
ot

al

20
06

50
.2

4
10

.3
7

18
.4

8
66

.9
9

46
.6

6
0.

22
0.

13
19

3.
10

(2
6.

02
)

(5
.3

7)
(9

.5
7)

(3
4.

69
)

(2
4.

17
)

(0
.1

1)
(0

.0
7)

(1
00

)

20
07

34
.3

2
11

.1
4

17
.4

3
65

.3
0

62
.0

8
0.

14
0.

38
19

0.
78

(1
7.

99
)

(5
.8

4)
(9

.1
3)

(3
4.

22
)

(3
2.

54
)

(0
.0

7)
(0

.2
0)

(1
00

)

20
08

49
.4

7
11

.8
9

21
.2

9
86

.5
2

66
.6

1
0.

21
0.

22
23

6.
20

(2
0.

94
)

(5
.0

3)
(9

.0
1)

(3
6.

63
)

(2
8.

20
)

(0
.0

9)
(0

.0
9)

(1
00

)

20
09

28
.7

9
12

.0
0

16
.9

9
66

.3
2

67
.7

1
0.

28
0.

26
19

2.
34

(1
4.

97
)

(6
.2

4)
(8

.8
3)

(3
4.

48
)

(3
5.

20
)

(0
.1

4)
(0

.1
4)

(1
00

)

So
ur

ce
: C

of
fe

e 
B

oa
rd

 o
f 

In
di

a

N
ot

e:
 F

ig
ur

es
 i

n 
br

ac
ke

t 
sh

ow
 p

er
ce

nt
ag

e 
sh

ar
e 

in
 t

ot
al



70
Ta

bl
e 

38
: 

In
di

a’
s 

co
ff

ee
 e

xp
or

t 
ac

co
rd

in
g 

to
 H

S 
cl

as
si

fi
ca

ti
on

 (
fi

gu
re

 s
ho

w
s 

pe
rc

en
ta

ge
 s

ha
re

 in
 v

al
ue

)

Y
ea

r
C

o
ff

ee
,

C
o

ff
ee

, 
n

o
t

C
o

ff
ee

, 
n

o
t

C
o
ff

ee
,

 C
o
ff

ee
,

 C
o
ff

ee
C

o
ff

ee

co
ff

ee
 h

u
sk

s
ro

as
te

d
, 

 n
o

t
ro

a
st

e
d

,
 r

o
as

te
d

, 
n

o
t

 r
o

as
te

d
,

 h
u

sk
s 

an
d

 s
u

b
st

it
u

te
s

an
d

 s
k

in
s 

an
d

d
ec

af
fe

in
at

ed
d

ec
af

fe
in

at
ed

 d
ec

af
fe

in
at

ed
d

ec
af

fe
in

at
ed

sk
in

s(
9
0
1
3
0
)

 c
o

n
ta

in
in

g

co
ff

ee
 (9

0
1
1
1
)

(9
01

12
)

(9
01

21
)

(9
01

22
)

co
ff

ee
 (
9
0
1
4
0
)

su
b

st
it

u
te

s (
9

0
1

)

19
91

10
0

89
.0

0
 

4.
03

3.
44

0.
17

3.
36

19
96

10
0

95
.2

1
0.

92
0.

39
1.

61
1.

87

20
01

10
0

98
.0

1
0.

97
0.

29
0.

15
0.

58

20
06

10
0

99
.6

3
N

o
0.

29
0.

01
0.

06

20
09

10
0

99
.1

4
0.

01
0.

51
0.

07
0.

27

S
o

u
rc

e:
 E

st
im

at
io

n
 b

as
ed

 o
n

  U
N

 C
O

M
 T

R
A

D
E

 d
at

a

 N
o

te
: 
   

C
o

ff
ee

 h
u

sk
s 

an
d

 s
k

in
s 

(9
0

1
3

0
) 

D
at

a 
av

ai
la

b
le

 u
p

 t
o

 1
9

9
1

 o
n

ly
.



71
Ta

bl
e 

39
: 

In
di

a’
s 

co
ff

ee
 im

po
rt

 a
cc

or
di

ng
 t

o 
H

S 
C

la
ss

if
ic

at
io

n 
(f

ig
ur

e 
sh

ow
s 

pe
rc

en
ta

ge
 s

ha
re

 in
 v

al
ue

Y
ea

r
C

o
ff

ee
,

C
o

ff
ee

, 
n

o
t

C
o

ff
ee

, 
n

o
t

C
o
ff

ee
,

 C
o
ff

ee
,

 C
o
ff

ee
C

o
ff

ee

co
ff

ee
 h

u
sk

s
ro

as
te

d
, 

 n
o

t
ro

a
st

e
d

,
 r

o
as

te
d

, 
n

o
t

 r
o

as
te

d
,

 h
u

sk
s 

an
d

 s
u

b
st

it
u

te
s

an
d

 s
k

in
s 

an
d

d
ec

af
fe

in
at

ed
d

ec
af

fe
in

at
ed

 d
ec

af
fe

in
at

ed
d

ec
af

fe
in

at
ed

sk
in

s(
9
0
1
3
0
)

 c
o

n
ta

in
in

g

co
ff

ee
 (9

0
1
1
1
)

(9
01

12
)

(9
01

21
)

(9
01

22
)

co
ff

ee
 (
9
0
1
4
0
)

su
b

st
it

u
te

s (
9

0
1

)

19
91

10
0

10
0.

0
 

 
 

 

19
96

10
0

80
.8

14
.5

7
0.

16
 

4.
47

20
01

10
0

47
.2

 
3.

67
0.

74
48

.3
6

20
06

10
0

99
.2

 
0.

56
0.

05
0.

14

20
09

10
0

99
.1

0.
69

0.
00

0.
22

So
ur

ce
: E

st
im

at
io

n 
ba

se
d 

on
  U

N
 C

O
M

 T
R

A
D

E
 d

at
a

 N
ot

e:
   

 C
of

fe
e 

hu
sk

s 
an

d 
sk

in
s 

(9
01

30
) 

D
at

a 
no

t a
va

ila
bl

e



72
Ta

bl
e 

40
: 

 I
nd

ia
’s

 c
of

fe
e 

ex
po

rt
 d

ir
ec

ti
on

 a
cc

or
di

ng
 t

o 
H

S 
cl

as
si

fi
ca

ti
on

 (
90

1)

19
91

19
96

20
01

20
06

20
09

C
o

u
n

tr
y

%
S

h
ar

e
C

o
u

n
tr

y
%

S
h
ar

e
C

o
u

n
tr

y
%

S
h
ar

e
C

o
u

n
tr

y
%

S
h
ar

e
C

o
u

n
tr

y
%

S
h
ar

e

W
o

rl
d

10
0

W
o

rl
d

10
0

W
o

rl
d

10
0

W
o

rl
d

10
0

W
o

rl
d

10
0

F
m

r U
S

S
R

37
.6

9
It

al
y

16
.1

1
It

al
y

19
.8

9
It

al
y

31
.0

3
It

al
y

33
.6

9

G
er

m
an

y
9.

54
G

er
m

an
y

15
.7

2
G

er
m

an
y

17
.2

9
G

er
m

an
y

15
.5

5
G

er
m

an
y

8.
24

C
ze

ch
os

lo
va

ki
a

9.
53

R
u

ss
ia

n
4.

18
B

el
g
iu

m
7.

10
B

el
g
iu

m
8.

03
B

el
g
iu

m
6.

78

F
ed

er
at

io
n

It
al

y
9.

23
U

S
A

9.
49

U
S

A
7.

01
S

p
ai

n
5.

18
S

p
ai

n
4.

61

U
S

A
7.

31
Ja

p
a
n

6.
14

S
p
ai

n
5.

77
Ja

p
a
n

3.
43

Jo
rd

an
4.

31

F
m

r Y
ug

os
la

vi
a

4.
65

B
el

ar
u
s

4.
43

S
w

it
ze

rl
an

d
4.

63
S

lo
v
en

ia
3.

12
K

u
w

ai
t

3.
29

S
au

d
i A

ra
b

ia
2.

20
B

el
g
iu

m
-

R
u

ss
ia

n
4.

25
G

re
ec

e
2.

58
G

re
ec

e
3.

12

L
u
x
em

b
o
u
rg

2.
93

F
ed

er
at

io
n

P
o

la
n

d
2.

16
S

p
ai

n
2.

83
U

n
it

ed
 A

ra
b

2.
75

K
u
w

ai
t

2.
35

S
w

it
ze

rl
an

d
2.

82

E
m

ir
at

es

Ja
p

a
n

1.
55

N
e
th

e
rl

a
n

d
s

2.
79

S
lo

v
en

ia
2.

47
R

u
ss

ia
n

F
ed

er
at

io
n

2.
27

C
ro

at
ia

2.
49

R
ep

. o
f 

K
o

re
a

1.
55

P
o

la
n

d
2.

56
N

e
th

e
rl

a
n

d
s

2.
43

F
ra

n
ce

2.
05

S
lo

v
en

ia
2.

44

S
o

u
rc

e:
 E

st
im

at
io

n
 b

as
ed

 o
n

 U
N

 C
O

M
 T

R
A

D
E

 d
at

a



73
Ta

bl
e 

41
: 

R
us

si
an

 F
ed

er
at

io
n 

co
ff

ee
 im

po
rt

 d
ir

ec
ti

on
 a

cc
or

di
ng

 t
o 

H
S 

cl
as

si
fi

ca
ti

on
 (

90
1)

19
96

20
01

20
06

20
09

C
ou

nt
ry

%
Sh

ar
e

C
ou

nt
ry

%
Sh

ar
e

C
ou

nt
ry

%
Sh

ar
e

C
ou

nt
ry

%
Sh

ar
e

In
di

a
29

.2
3

V
ie

t N
am

26
.3

4
V

ie
tn

am
24

.3
0

B
ra

zi
l

21
.4

4

B
ra

zi
l

12
.5

2
In

do
ne

si
a

16
.6

7
B

ra
zi

l
13

.9
5

V
ie

tn
am

15
.0

1

S
in

ga
po

re
9.

62
In

di
a

12
.4

4
It

al
y

13
.7

4
In

do
ne

si
a

12
.8

2

G
er

m
an

y
7.

67
It

al
y

7.
29

In
di

a
6.

40
It

al
y

11
.9

6

F
in

la
nd

4.
76

B
ra

zi
l

5.
19

C
ol

om
bi

a
5.

93
F

in
la

nd
5.

17

S
w

it
ze

rl
an

d
4.

57
C

ôt
e 

d’
Iv

oi
re

4.
14

F
in

la
nd

5.
56

C
ol

om
bi

a
3.

74

N
et

he
rl

an
ds

3.
26

F
in

la
nd

3.
12

Fr
an

ce
3.

13
S

w
it

ze
rl

an
d

3.
73

P
ol

an
d

3.
06

Fr
an

ce
2.

61
In

do
ne

si
a

2.
68

U
ni

te
d 

R
ep

.
of

 T
an

za
ni

a
2.

77

Is
ra

el
2.

75
G

er
m

an
y

2.
37

E
th

io
pi

a
2.

33
G

er
m

an
y

2.
15

U
SA

2.
61

U
ga

nd
a

1.
99

G
er

m
an

y
2.

21
U

ga
nd

a
2.

11

W
or

ld
10

0
W

or
ld

10
0

W
or

ld
10

0
W

or
ld

10
0

So
ur

ce
:  

E
st

im
at

io
n 

ba
se

d 
on

 U
N

 C
O

M
 T

R
A

D
E

 d
at

a.



74
Ta

bl
e 

42
: 

C
ze

ch
 R

ep
ub

lic
 c

of
fe

e 
im

po
rt

 d
ir

ec
ti

on
 a

cc
or

di
ng

 t
o 

H
S 

cl
as

si
fi

ca
ti

on
 (

90
1)

19
96

20
01

20
06

20
09

C
ou

nt
ry

%
Sh

ar
e

C
ou

nt
ry

%
Sh

ar
e

C
ou

nt
ry

%
Sh

ar
e

C
ou

nt
ry

%
Sh

ar
e

In
di

a
27

.4
9

V
ie

tn
am

24
.1

9
A

us
tr

ia
21

.1
8

P
ol

an
d

22
.4

4

U
ga

nd
a

10
.9

7
B

ra
zi

l
11

.5
9

G
er

m
an

y
19

.4
9

G
er

m
an

y
14

.2
0

H
on

du
ra

s
7.

90
A

us
tr

ia
10

.9
0

P
ol

an
d

12
.6

6
B

ra
zi

l
8.

77

C
ol

om
bi

a
6.

36
G

er
m

an
y

6.
92

B
ra

zi
l

7.
71

A
us

tr
ia

8.
61

B
ra

zi
l

5.
24

C
ol

om
bi

a
5.

10
V

ie
tn

am
7.

50
S

lo
va

ki
a

7.
20

G
er

m
an

y
4.

15
In

di
a

4.
63

It
al

y
5.

06
It

al
y

7.
03

Pe
ru

3.
72

It
al

y
4.

30
C

ol
om

bi
a

4.
15

U
ni

te
d 

K
in

gd
om

5.
77

M
ad

ag
as

ca
r

3.
63

P
ol

an
d

3.
98

S
lo

va
ki

a
3.

66
V

ie
tn

am
4.

01

E
l 

Sa
lv

ad
or

3.
48

H
on

du
ra

s
3.

91
Pe

ru
2.

73
In

do
ne

si
a

3.
49

N
ic

ar
ag

ua
3.

38
In

do
ne

si
a

3.
40

H
on

du
ra

s
2.

53
H

un
ga

ry
3.

02

W
or

ld
10

0
W

or
ld

10
0

W
or

ld
10

0
W

or
ld

10
0

So
ur

ce
: E

st
im

at
io

n 
ba

se
d 

on
 U

N
 C

O
M

 T
R

A
D

E
 d

at
a.



75

Table 43: Domestic price of India cardamom (small ungraded) and India
Import Unit Value (IUV) of cardamom (Price in Rs per kg)

Year Domestic price of India (IUV) Price
cardamom (small)  of cardamom  Difference

2004 231.02 111.85 -51.58

2005 231.88 98.95 -57.33

2006 290.24 91.36 -68.52

2007 457.57 99.20 -78.32

2008 539.22 171.61 -68.17

Source: Estimation based on Spice Board of India Statistics

Note:  a) India IUV— India Import Unit Value represents the unit price
at which India imports  from the world.

b) The dollar Import Unit Value converted into Indian rupees
by multiplying respective  year Indian exchange rate

c) Price difference ——   (Ratio of India Import Unit Value
(IUV) of cardamom to Domestic price    of Indian  cardamom
(small ungraded ) *100)-100

Table 44: Domestic price of India cardamom (small graded) and
India Import Unit Value (IUV) of Cardamom (Price in Rs
per kg)

Year Domestic India (IUV)  Price
 price of cardamom of cardamom  Difference

 (small)

2004 302 111.85 -62.96

2005 331.5 98.95 -70.15

2006 393.63 91.36 -76.79

2007 562.52 99.20 -82.37

2008 644.06 171.61 -73.35

Source:   Spice Board of India Statistics
Note: a) India IUV— India Import Unit Value represents the unit price

at which India imports   from the world.
b) The dollar Import Unit Value converted into Indian rupees

by multiplying respective year Indian exchange rate
c) Price difference ——   (Ratio of India Import Unit Value

(IUV) of cardamom to Domestic  price of Indian  cardamom
(small graded) *100)-100
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Table 46: Major cardamom exporting countries export unit value
according to HS 1992 classification (In US $ per k.g.)

Year India Guatemala Indonesia

1996 2.93 1.83 3.47

2001 6.45 6.38 1.76

2006 4.08 2.68 1.31

2009 8.09 12.83 1.21

Source: Estimation based on UN COM TRADE data
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Table 48:  India’s Cardamom import direction according to HS 1992
classification (90830)

2001 2006 2009

Country  %share Country %share Country %share

Nepal 87.46 Nepal 67.27 Nepal 92.58

Singapore 3.79 Guatemala 29.23 Guatemala 6.78

Pakistan 3.05 UAE 1.15 Areas, nes 0.49

Guatemala 1.54 Bhutan 1.02 Singapore 0.10

Bhutan 1.36 Singapore 0.89 Sri Lanka 0.06

USA 0.95 China 0.42 U.K 0.00

World 100 World 100 World 100

Source: Estimation based on UN COM TRADE data
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