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ABSTRACT

This paper deals with the issue of delegation between potential

member countries while forming a Customs Union (CU) under a vertically

differentiated monopoly in a three country world. Under universal market

coverage, CU formation can be sustained with both the member countries

preferring CU over setting tariff unilaterally and non-cooperatively but

differing in the choice of the member being delegated the tariff-setting

power. However, if the country with smaller relative taste diversity is

smaller in size, then CU formation can’t be sustained as a unique NE

since both will prefer to set tariffs unilaterally and non-cooperatively

over delegating the tariff-setting power and form a CU.

Keywords: Customs Union, Delegation, Vertically Differentiated

Monopoly, Endogenous Quality, Taste Diversity.

JEL Classification: F12, F15, L12.
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1 Introduction

Regional trading blocs have proliferated in recent times regardless of
the geographical proximity or neighbourhood effect among member
countries. However, customs unions (CUs) are less in number than free
trade areas (FTAs) given the requirement of greater degrees of
commitment and policy coordination among the member countries1.
This requirement emanates from the fact that CUs unify and align
trade policies of the union members vis-à-vis the rest-of-the-world in
the best interest of the union members as a whole. Such a policy
commitment, say in terms of common external tariff (CET), may be
advantageous for smaller member countries, which may have very
little market power in trade to influence the terms of trade in their
favour by imposing unilateral tariffs.
Such requirement of unified policy decision on part of all the

members of a CU regarding the joint tariff setting exercise (or any
other trade policy decision) raises the crucial question of who sets the
CET – whether such decision should be delegated to a supra-national
agent who maximizes joint welfare or to an aggressive potential
member who maximizes her own welfare. In absence of a
supra-national agent, and more importantly, when side-payments

1 There are 17 CUs and 232 FTAs in force as reported to the WTO till 15th June,
2014. A detailed list of all trade blocs is provided in the WTO RTA Database.
http://rtais.wto.org/UI/PublicMaintainRTAHome.aspx
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among potential CU members are not feasible, delegation issue
becomes a crucial element in the formation of a CU.
In the earlier literature on CU formation, this issue had been

bypassed through the assumption that the members are symmetric or
identical [Krugman (1991), Bond and Syropoulos (1996)]. In Riezman
(1985), Kennan and Riezman (1990) and Kose and Riezman (2002),
one of the partners is ex-ante assigned the role of policy maker (PM) to
choose the common external tariff for the union.
Gatsios and Karp (1991), on the other hand, demonstrated that in a

strategically competitive environment, it may be in the best interest of
a member country to delegate the tariff-setting power to the more
aggressive member. In a homogeneous-good setting with
Cournot-firms belonging to the member countries and producing only
for the export markets in the rest of the world, the aggressive country
emerges to be the one having the more cost-efficient (and hence,
technologically advanced) firm. In an extension of this analysis to a
general equilibrium setting, Gatsios and Karp (1995) used the
framework of an exchange economy to show that the delegation
decision depends on the endowment of the export good of the countries
and whether tariffs are strategic substitutes or compliments.
Syropoulos (2002) further extended the analysis to a
Heckscher-Ohlin-Samuelson (HOS) framework with production and
showed that welfare ranking of CETs, and consequently the optimal
PM, is related to the compensated price elasticities of import demand
functions. The least aggressive union member would be the one with
the largest compensated price elasticity of import demand. Melatos
and Woodland (2007) construct a mechanism for the choice of
common external tariff using the Pareto principle and the assumption
of unanimity. They construct complete utility possibility frontiers
accommodating both “partial” and “super” delegation in addition to
“complete” delegation a la Gatsios and Karp (1991)2. They show that

2 Under “partial” delegation the member countries will partially delegate the tariff
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“super” delegation may Pareto dominate “complete” delegation.
Melatos and Woodland (2009) compare welfare levels of countries
under CU and FTA regime and establish that the country with
relatively higher endowment of the export good or that with relatively
inelastic preferences will take the lead role in setting the CET.

Thus, it is evident that the existing literature focused on either cost
(and hence, technology) asymmetry among firms across member
countries [Gatsios and Karp (1991)] or on relative differences in
endowments [Gatsios and Karp (1995), Syropoulos (2002), Melatos
and Woodland (2009)]. However, we believe that technology transfer
is quite commonplace nowadays, not only because of the presence of
multi-national corporations (MNCs) doing business across the globe,
but also due to institutional regulations3 as well. Moreover, in a world
that is predominantly converging towards modular production pattern4,
coupled with ever increasing international mobility of financial capital,
the decisive role of endowments5 has also been somewhat reduced.
However, diversity in consumers’ tastes and preferences still remain an
important factor deciding both volume and pattern of trade. This
demand side of the story has not been explicitly addressed in the
existing literature on delegation in customs union.

This paper makes an attempt to incorporate this demand side of the
problem. In the context of delegation in CU formation, we try to
analyze the crucial role that diversity of consumer tastes might play in
differentiating potential union members. There are several points of

setting power to one of them while under “super” delegation even negative weights
may be assigned to some of the members while the CET is chosen. However, the
concept of “super” delegation is feasible as Melatos and Woodland (2007) do not
rule out the option of side-payments across union members.

3 For example, the Intra-EU Transfer Directive 2009/43/EC, which enables technology
transfer across EU member states, has already been implemented since June 30,
2012.

4 See Krugman (2008).
5 International mobility of labour (particularly) in the high-skill cohort is increasing
rapidly. Net international migration to developed regions has increased from 2.5
million per year in 1990-2000 to 3.5 million per year in 2000-2010 (International
Migration Report, 2013).
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departure from the existing literature in this paper that are intended to
examine the robustness of the results obtained so far. The analyses are
made using a model of vertically differentiated monopoly in a
three-country world economy.

First, we focus on home market characteristics in terms of taste
diversity among consumers both within and across members. To do so,
we assume that population in each country is distributed over two
discrete types of consumers. Allowing for consumer heterogeneity in
all the markets helps us to identify and quantify the welfare differences
that a potential member of the union might face under CU vis-à-vis the
situation where they impose tariffs unilaterally. In fact, the delegation
decision of a potential union member would directly affect the CET
that the union might impose on their imports from the ROW and hence,
the surplus accruing to the consumers located in the member countries
and in turn the respective national welfare levels. Thus, asymmetry in
taste arising from marginal willingness-to-pay differentiates the
potential union members in their respective levels of aggression while
setting the CET. This is in contrast to the cost (and hence, technology)
asymmetry among firms across member countries and export market
focus of Gatsios and Karp (1991) or relative differences in endowment
of Gatsios and Karp (1995), Syropoulos (2002) and Melatos and
Woodland (2009).

Moreover, the presence of heterogeneous consumers allows the
monopolist firm to choose the degree of coverage in its export markets.
Such a decision on the part of the monopolist firm has far reaching
implications for the issue of delegation. For example, when a member
country’s market is partially covered, it can emerge as a more
aggressive tariff-setter because it is no longer concerned with the fact
that higher rates of tariff might be detrimental to the quality of the
commodity it imports (and, that will be binding on the other union
members as well). It could not have ignored such a possibility had its
market been fully covered.
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Second, the model considers a quality differentiated good being
produced in the rest-of-the-world (ROW) which is imported under a
CET by the union members. The level of quality is endogenously
chosen by the producer of that vertically differentiated good (the
monopolist located in the ROW). A higher tariff set by the union acts
as a disincentive to higher quality levels and, hence, creates a tension
between tariff setting power of an aggressive member and welfare of
the union members.

Finally, the paper examines the delegation issue in the context of
deciding whether to form a CU or not. The outside option for potential
member countries considered here is unilateral and non-cooperative
tariffs imposed by them on the import of the quality differentiated good
[similar to the stand-alone situation of Melatos and Woodland (2007)].

The welfare levels attained thereby constitute the reservation
payoffs for countries in the delegation game in formation of the CU.
These issues are examined in a non-cooperative delegation game
between two potential member countries. Each country has two policy
options: setting its own welfare maximizing tariff or delegating the
tariff-setting power to the other member. The point of concern is, once
the CET is set, it is binding on all union members, irrespective of who
sets it. Optimal strategies are chosen simultaneously. Hence, we look
for the Nash Equilibrium of the delegation game. Here, I have used the
results of Ghosh and Acharyya (2012) who examined the feasibility of
forming a CU when a supra-national agent maximizes the union’s
welfare to set the common external tariff.

The main results that are derived here are as follows. Under
universal market coverage, CU formation can be sustained depending
on relative sizes of the potential union members. If the size of the
country with smaller intra-country taste diversity is larger or equal to
that of the country with relatively higher intra-country taste diversity
then, both the member countries will prefer CU over setting tariff
unilaterally and non-cooperatively. However, they will differ in the
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choice of the member being delegated the tariff-setting power.
Otherwise no CU formation can be sustained as a unique NE since
both will prefer setting tariffs unilaterally and non-cooperatively to
delegating the tariff-setting power and form a CU. Under partial
market coverage, formation of a CU by delegating the tariff-setting
power to any union member cannot be sustained.
The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In section 2 we

describe the model and pre-union non-cooperative global equilibrium
in section 3. Section 4 considers the delegation issue and derives the
main results under full market coverage. In section 5 we consider the
other relevant market coverages. Finally, section 6 summarizes the
results followed by appendices.

2 The Model

Consider a three country world – the countries are labeled P, M and R
with population sizes being NP , NM and NR respectively. All the
countries consume and export a homogeneous good X . This good is
produced under constant returns-to-scale technology and perfectly
competitive conditions. It can be treated as the numeraire good. The
constant cost of producing this good is normalized to one. It is traded
freely around the world with marginal utility equal to one. These
countries also consume a quality differentiated good Z , produced and
exported by a monopolist in country R. The quality of this good,
indexed by s, is developed by the monopolist by investing an amount c
in research and development (R&D). This R&D cost is sunk in nature
and is convex in the level of quality being developed:

c =
1
2

s2 (1)

Population in each country is distributed over two discrete types of
consumers6. The types are defined by the taste parameter or the
6 This assumption of heterogeneous consumers is the source of intra-country taste
diversity [see Ghosh and Acharyya (2012)].
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marginal willingness-to-pay (MWP) for the quality differentiated
good. In particular, let α1 j and α2 j with α2 j > α1 j ( j = P, M, R)

denote the two types of buyers in country- j . The number of buyers of
each type is ni j (∀ i = 1, 2; j = P, M, R), such that, n1 j + n2 j = N j .
Each buyer buys, if at all, only one unit of the good and derives gross
utility of u(αi j , s). Following the literature on endogenous quality
choice [Tirole (1989), Mussa and Rosen (1978), Acharyya (1998,
2005)], suppose the “net” utility derived from consuming the good is
additively separable in quality and price. To obtain closed form
solutions we further assume a quasi-linear specification:

Vij = αi j s − Pj (2)

where, Pj is the price charged by the innovator in country- j .
We assume that taste parameters vary across countries7 and parallel

import of the quality differentiated (one can assume that to be
protected by patent) good Z is not allowed8 . This creates scope for the
monopolist belonging to country-R to price discriminate across
different country markets. However, since there are no production
costs whatsoever and the R&D cost is sunk, following Acharyya
(1998), there is no scope for quality discrimination. Hence, a uniform
quality will be offered to all countries, though, market in each country
may not be fully covered.
Suppose the reservation utility of each buyer is zero. Hence,

referring back to (2), a buyer of type α1 j will participate in the market
if

Vij ≥ 0 (3)

7 It is sufficient to assume that αP < αM < αR where α j =
ni j
N j

α1 j +
n2 j
N j

α2 j ∀ j =

P, M, R
8 Cross-country price discrimination of price is feasible as parallel import of the
innovated good is not allowed from the low price markets. Else, had parallel imports
been allowed, arbitrage would lead to price convergence across all the markets. See
Maskus (2001) for a survey of parallel imports (distinguished from illegal imports)
in health-care goods and other copyright-protected goods.
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Here the tie-breaking rule that is applied is if a buyer is indifferent
between buying and not buying, then she buys the good.
So far the pricing is concerned, if the monopolist serves both types

in market- j , by the individual rationality constraint (3), it sets a price
Pj = αi j s to extract all surpluses from the low-type buyers. This,
however, leaves the high-type buyers with a strictly positive net surplus
(α2 j − α1 j )s > 0. But, if the firm serves only the high-type, it sets a
price Pj = α2 j s. The monopolist serves both types (in other words,
opts for full market coverage) if9

n1 j

n2 j
>

α2 j − α1 j

α1 j
(4)

We begin with the case of universal full coverage, that is, distribution of
buyers satisfying condition (4) for all markets. The other combinations
of partial and full coverages of markets are considered later.

3 Pre-CU Global Equilibrium

We begin with a global trade scenario where no trading bloc is formed
and the countries unilaterally and non-cooperatively set tariff on
imports. Since, we do not explicitly model the homogeneous good, so
only the tariffs imposed by P and M on imports of the
quality-differentiated good from R are relevant here. Suppose both P
and M impose ad-valorem tariffs at the rates tP and tM respectively on
the import of Z. The profit function of the monopolist is then

π(tP , tM ) = [(1−tP)NPα1P +(1−tM)NMα1M +NRα1R]s∗−
1
2
(s∗)2

(5)

where, s∗ denotes the endogenous level of quality at the
non-cooperative tariff-restricted global trade equilibrium.
Pre-union, countries set their respective non-cooperative tariff rates

by maximizing their respective national welfares. Welfare of country- j
9 See Acharyya (2005), Ghosh and Acharyya (2012).
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is composed of net surplus of the high-type buyers and the tariff
revenue:

W j = (α2 j − α1 j )s + t j N j α1 j ∀ j = P, M (6)

For any given pair of non-cooperative tariffs set by P and M, the
monopolist chooses the profit maximizing quality level s∗(tP , tM ). For
such s∗(tP , tM ), each country maximizes welfare W j (tP , tM ), i �= j ,
given the other country’s tariff. The optimum non-cooperative tariff
rates, quality and welfare levels are as follows10:

t∗P =
1

3α1P NP
[G − 2n2P(α2P − α1P ) + n2M (α2M − α1M )]

(7)

t∗M =
1

3α1M NM
[G − 2n2M (α2M − α1M ) + n2P(α2P − α1P)]

(8)

s∗ =
1
3
[G + n2M (α2M − α1M ) + n2P (α2P − α1P)] (9)

W̃P = W̃M = (s∗)2 (10)

where, G =
∑

j N j α1 j ∀ j = P, M, R.
We now move to the formation of CU under alternative delegation

rules.

4 Formation of CU

Suppose P and M decide about forming a CU which in this framework
imply setting a common tariff on imports of Z from R. Lets define the
welfare of country- j under CU when country-i is the PM as W̃ i

CU, j

and the common external tariff as t̃ i
CU . Therefore, when country M is

chosen as the PM, it sets the CET as the one that maximizes its own
welfare:

10 See Ghosh and Acharyya (2012).
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∂W̃ M
CU,M

∂tM
= 0⇒ t̃ M

CU =
1

2α1M NM γ
[α1M NM (G −m)−mα1P NP ]

(11)
where, m = n2M (α2M − α1M ), γ = (α1P NP + α1M NM ).
If, on the other hand, Country P was chosen as the PM, the CET

would be:

δW̃ P
CU,P

δtP
= 0⇒ t̃ P

CU =
1

2α1P NPγ
[α1P NP (G− p)− pα1M NM ] (12)

where, p = n2P (α2P − α1P).
As shown in the appendix, if t∗CU denotes the CET when a

supra-national agent is delegated the tariff setting power, then tariffs
under alternative delegations can be ranked as t̃ M

CU < t∗CU < t̃ P
CU if the

following condition holds:

(α2M − α1M )

α1M
n2M >

(α2P − α1P)

α1P
n2P

NM

NP
(13)

But if condition (13) is reversed, then we have t̃ M
CU > t∗CU > t̃ P

CU . Thus,
the more aggressive country would be the one having smaller relative
taste dispersion in the sense defined in (13). This highlights the role
of taste diversity and willingness-to-pay in contrast to cost efficiency of
firms [as in Gatsios and Karp (1991)] or endowment of export good [as
in Gatsios and Karp (1995)] in determining an aggressive country. The
size of the populationmatters only when NM < NP . This taste diversity
condition along with population sizes has far reaching implications in
decisions regarding delegation and CU formation.
Now consider the following delegation game. Both the players (in

this case countries P and M) have the same strategy set – propose self
(S) and delegate (D). If both choose S or D, the non-cooperative payoffs
are obtained and hence, CU formation can’t be sustained. However, if
one chooses S and the other chooses D, then, formation of CU can be
sustained with delegation. The country playing strategy S will become
the PM and set the CET that maximizes its own national welfare while
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Figure 1: Pay-off Matrix

the one playing D will accept the CET set by the PM. Countries choose
their strategies simultaneously. The pay-off matrix for simultaneous-
move delegation game is shown in Figure 1.
As evident from the pay-off matrix, when both choose either S or D,

formation of CU with delegation is not feasible and each ends up with
the pay-off W̃i (i = P, M). However, if the strategy pairs (S, D) or (D,
S) are played, then the PM ends up with the pay-off W̃ i

CU,i (i = P, M)

and the other member ends up with W̃ i
CU, j (i, j = P, M; i �= j).

Now, the following welfare rankings under alternative delegation
possibilities and under non-cooperative tariff setting can be verified
from appendix.

W̃ M
CU,M > W̃ P

CU,M (14a)

W̃ P
CU,P > W̃ M

CU,P (14b)

Such a welfare ranking (as given in 14a and 14b) is intuitively
straightforward. If a CU is formed, then either of the countries will be
better off by becoming the PM itself vis-à-vis delegating the tariff
setting power to the other country as the PM country chooses the
common external tariff by maximizing its own welfare. Since,
countries are asymmetric, so a tariff that maximizes country-i ’s
welfare does not maximize country- j ’s welfare. However, the welfare
of country- j under CU (that is both W̃ j

CU, j and W̃ i
CU, j ) may not be
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greater than the welfare under stand-alone situation (W̃ j ). Figure 2
provides some simulation results to illustrate that these welfare
rankings depend on the relative extent of intra-country taste diversity
of the potential CU members. To fix the idea, suppose the extent of
taste diversity in country-M is larger than that in country-P in the
following sense:

n2M (α2M − α1M ) > n2P(α2P − α2P ) (15)

Note that for equal-sized countries (NP = NM ) and the same value of
the lowest taste parameter (α1P = α1M ), condition (13) stated earlier
boils down to condition (15). All the simulation results are based on
this assumption (15). In simulation results we distinguish between
three cases: all countries have the same population sizes, as illustrated
in Figure 2; country-P has a larger population size than country-M (as
illustrated in Figure 4 in the appendix) and country-M has a larger
population size than country-P (as in Figure 5 in the appendix). In all
the cases, however, we assume that α1P = α1M = α1R = 1.
In Figure 2 we plot four curves for relevant welfare rankings:

W̃ M
CU,M = W̃M , W̃ P

CU,M = W̃M , W̃ M
CU,P = W̃P and W̃ P

CU,P = W̃P .
Given assumption in (15), the relevant regions are I, II, III and IV as
being stated.
Given this, what can be observed is that for equal-sized partners, if,

the extent of taste diversity in country-M is slightly larger than the same
in country-P (such that we are in Region III of figure 2), then using
(14a) and (14b) we have the following welfare ranking11:

W̃ P
CU,P > W̃ M

CU,P > W̃P (16a)

W̃ M
CU,M > W̃M > W̃ P

CU,M (16b)

Given (14a), (14b), (16a) and (16b) it is easy to check that CU formation
with country-M being delegated, that is strategy (S, D), turns out to be

11 See appendix A.3.
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Figure 2: Simulated Welfare Rankings (N = 90; NP = NM = NR =

30)

 

the unique NE. The pay-off matrix for Region III of Figure 2 clarifies
this claim.

Such a NE is associated with lower CET than if country-P had been
delegated [as t̃ M

CU < t̃ P
CU given condition (13)]. Consequently, the level

of quality associated is also higher.

However, if the extent of taste diversity in country-M is moderately
larger than that in country-P (such that we are in Region I of Figure 2),
both will prefer delegating the tariff-setting power to the other over
setting it non-cooperatively. We thus have a property of the delegation
game similar to the Battle of Sexes – it is optimal for each country to
accept the tariff set by the other rather than setting its own tariff
non-cooperatively.

When the extent of taste diversity in country-M is even more large
than that in country-P (such that we are in Region II of Figure 2),
strategy (D, S), that is, CU formation with country-P being delegated,
turns out to be the unique NE. Note that in this case the CU results in a
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Figure 3: Pay-off Matrix for Region III

higher common external tariff than when M is delegated the
tariff-setting authority. This would result in a lower quality of the good
since higher tariff lowers the marginal revenue from exports by the
monopolist. Welfare on this account falls for both the potential
members. But, as specified earlier, welfare of the potential members
also have the tariff revenue component. In this instance, the higher
tariff brings in higher revenue that compensates for the welfare loss
from lower quality.
It is worth mentioning here that same results are obtained when we

consider the simulation results using different values of total population
size (N) and its symmetric distribution over the countries.
Turning to the cases of the members being asymmetric in population

size12, similar results are obtained for the case NP > NM . However,
when NP < NM , no CU formation may be sustained as a unique NE.
Detailed results are reported in Table 1 given below.

Proposition 1 Given (15), the CU formation and delegation of tariff-

setting authority depends on both the sizes of the potential members

and the extent to which taste diversity in country-M is larger than that

in country-P. More precisely we have the following results:

(i) NP < NM : No CU will be formed.

12 See figures 4 and 5 given in the appendix.
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(ii) NP ≥ NM : CU may be formed when taste diversity in country-

M is slightly larger than that in country-P, with country-M being

delegated the tariff-setting power. However, when taste diversity

in country-M is moderately or significantly larger than that in

country-P, then at the unique NE, country-P will be delegated.

Proof : Follows from the above discussion and Table 1.

Table 1: Summary of NE and Properties
Relative
Populations
Sizes of the
Potential
Members

Region: Cross-
country Taste
Diversity
Difference
(m − p)

NE and Properties

NP = NM III: Low Unique NE: (S, D) with
lower common external
tariff and higher quality.

I: Moderate Multiple NE: (S, D) and
(D, S).

II: Significant Unique NE: (D, S) with
higher common external
tariff and lower quality.

NP > NM I: Low Unique NE: (S, D) with
lower common external
tariff and higher quality.

II: Moderate Multiple NE: (S, D) and
(D, S).

III: Significant Unique NE: (D, S) with
higher common external
tariff and lower quality.

NP < NM I: Low Unique NE: (S, S) hence
no CU will be formed.

II: Moderate NE does not exist.
m = (α2M − α1M )n2M , p = (α2P − α1P)n2P

5 Robustness

To check robustness, we now consider the cases of partial market
coverage by the monopolist. Two cases are of particular relevance in
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the present context – one is where country-P market is not fully
covered and the other where country-M market is not fully covered.
First, we consider the case where the market of country-P is not

fully covered but that of country-M is fully covered by the monopolist.
Relevant calculations reveal that the following welfare rankings hold
unambiguously:

W̃ M
CU,P < W̃ P

CU,P < W̃P (17a)

W̃ M
CU,M > W̃ P

CU,M > W̃M (17b)

Exactly diametrically opposite results are obtained in the case where the
market of country-M is not fully covered but that of country-P is fully
covered by the monopolist. Here we find that

W̃ P
CU,P > W̃ M

CU,P > W̃P (18a)

W̃ P
CU,M < W̃ M

CU,M < W̃M (18b)

Hence, as evident from the above equations, no NE can be reached in
both the cases of partial market coverage by the monopolist.

Proposition 2 CU formation by delegating the tariff-setting power to

any union member cannot be sustained as a NE under partial market

coverage.

Proof : Follows from (17a)–(18b).

6 Conclusion

Formation of CUs involves greater degree of coordination and
commitment among union members vis-à-vis formation of FTAs. In
the absence of any supra-national agent and possibilities of
side-payments among the union members, delegation of policy
formulation becomes very crucial. This paper analyzes the effect of a
delegation game between potential union members in the context of
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formation of a CU under a vertically differentiated monopoly in a three
country world.

Under universal market coverage, CU formation can be sustained
as a NE of the delegation game depending on the relative sizes of the
potential union members. When the size of the country with smaller
intra-country taste diversity is larger or equal to that of the country
with relatively higher intra-country taste diversity, CU formation with
delegation can be sustained as a NE. The member setting the lower
CET will be delegated the tariff-setting power when its taste diversity
is not significantly higher than that in the other member country. When
its taste diversity is significantly higher then, CU formation with the
other member being delegated can be sustained as a unique NE.
However, both the member countries prefer CU over setting tariff
unilaterally and non-cooperatively but differ in the choice of the
member being delegated. This might raise the possibility of generating
multiple equilibria. Such a result corroborates to the proposition of
Burtraw (1992) who established that in a Nash bargaining model
multiple equilibria result with strategic delegation.

However, if the country with smaller relative taste diversity, as
defined in (13), is smaller in size, then no CU formation can be
sustained as a unique NE since both will prefer to set tariffs
unilaterally and non-cooperatively over delegating the tariff-setting
power and forming a CU.

Under partial market coverage, CU formation by delegating the
tariff-setting power to any union member cannot be sustained.

The above results do indicate that formation of CU with delegation
might be feasible under certain restrictive conditions. Otherwise, there
exist either multiple equilibria (and hence, there does not exist any
unique NE) or formation of CU is not feasible at all. However, such a
finding is not surprising given the overwhelming dominance of FTAs
and miniscule presence of CUs in the global economic order.
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Appendices

A.1 Tariff Rankings

From (11) we have

t̃ M
CU =

1
2α1M NM γ

[α1M NM (G − m) − α1P NP m]

where, p = n2P (α2P − α1P), γ = (α1P NP + α1M NM ) and G =
∑

j N j α1 j ∀ j = P, M, R. From (12) we have

t̃ P
CU =

1
2α1P NPγ

[α1P NP (G − p) − α1M NM p]

where, m = n2M (α2M − α1M ).
Had there been a supra-national agent, the common external union

tariff obtained by joint welfare maximization13 of the union members
turns out to be

t∗CU =
1
2γ

(G − p − m) (A1)

Comparing (11) and (A1) we have

t̃ M
CU − t∗CU =

1
2α1M NM γ

(α1M NM p − α1P NP m) (A2)

Now from (A2) and using (13), we have

t̃ M
CU − t∗CU < 0 (A3)

Similarly comparing (12) and (A1) and using (13) we have

t̃ P
CU − t∗CU =

1
2α1P NPγ

(α1P NP m − α1M NM p) > 0 (A4)

Hence, from (A3) and (A4) we have the unique ranking of tariffs to be

t̃ M
CU < t∗CU < t̃ p

CU (A5)

13 See Ghosh and Acharyaa (2012) for a complete derivation.
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A.2 Proof of (14a) and (14b)

From (11) we have

t̃ M
CU =

1
2α1M NM γ

[α1M NM (G − m) − mα1P NP ]

The ensuing level of quality turns out to be

s̃M
CU =

1
2

(

G +
γ

α1M NM
m

)

(A6)

Hence, the welfare of country-M when it is the PM turns out to be

W̃ M
CU,M = (α1M NM t̃ M

CU+m)s̃M
CU =

[

α1M NM G2

4γ
+

Gm

2
+

γ m2

4α1M NM

]

(A7)

Similarly, the welfare of country-M when country-P is the PM is

W̃ P
CU,M = (α1M NM t̃ P

CU + m)s̃M
CU

=

[

α1M NM G2

4γ
+

Gm

2
+

pmγ

2α1P NP
−

α1M NM γ p2

(2α1P NP )2

]

(A8)

Subtracting (A8) from (A7) yields (14a) as follows

(W̃ M
CU,M − W̃ P

CU,M ) =
γ (α1P NP m − α1M NM p)2

4α1M NM (α1P NP )2
> 0

From (12) we have

t̃ P
CU =

1
2α1P NPγ

[α1P NP (G − p) − α1M NM p]

The ensuing level of quality turns out to be

s̃ P
CU =

1
2

(

G +
γ

α1P NP
p
)

(A9)

Hence, welfare of country-P when it is the PM is
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W̃ P
CU,P = (α1P NP t̃ P

CU + p)s̃ P
CU =

[

α1P NP G2

4γ
+

Gp

2
+

γ p2

4α1P NP

]

(A10)
Similarly, the welfare of country-P when country-M is the PM is

W̃ M
CU,P = (α1P NP t̃ M

CU + p)s̃ P
CU

=

[

α1P NP G2

4γ
+

Gp

2
+

pmγ

4α1P NP
−

α1P NPγ m2

(2α1M NM )2

]

(A11)

Subtracting (A11) from (A10) we have (14b) as follows

W̃ P
CU,P − W̃ M

CU,P =
γ (α1M NM p − α1P NP m)2

4α1P NP (α1M NM )2
> 0

A.3 Welfare comparisons

Let, W̃ P
CU be the total welfare of the customs union when P is being

delegated the tariff-setting power. Hence, from (12) and (A9) we have

W̃ P
CU = W̃ P

CU,P + W̃ P
CU,M

= (γ t̃ P
CU + p + m)s̃ P

CU

=

[(

1
2

G +
1
2

p −
α1M NM

2α1P NP
p + m

)(

1
2

G +
γ

2α1P NP
p

)]

(A12)
Similarly, we denote the joint welfare of the P and M countries by W̃P M

when both the countries set tariffs unilaterally and non-cooperatively.
Hence from (10) we have

W̃P M = W̃P + W̃M =

[

2
9
(G + p + m)2

]

Therefore, simple calculations reveal

W̃ P
CU − W̃P M =

[(

1
2

G +
1
2

p −
α1M NM

2α1P NP
p + m

)

×

(

1
2

G +
γ

2α1P NP
p
)]

−

[

2
9
(G + p + m)2

]
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=
1
36

(G + m)(G − m) +
1
18

Gp +
1
18

(G − 3m)

+
1
18

(p + 2m)

+
α1M NM

4α21P N2P
(2α1P NP m − α1M NM p)p

> 0 (A13)
Let, W̃ M

CU be the total welfare of the customs union when M is being
delegated the tariff-setting power. Hence, from (11) and (A6) we have

W̃ M
CU = W̃ M

CU,P + W̃ M
CU,M

= (γ t̃ M
CU + p + m)s̃M

CU

=

[(

1
2

G +
1
2

m + p −
α1P NP

2α1M NM
m

) (

1
2

G +
γ

2α1M NM
m

)]

(A14)
Proceeding in a similar fashion it can be easily proved that

W̃ M
CU − W̃P M > 0 (A15)

Now, suppose W̃ M
CU,M < W̃M . Then from (A15) and using (10) we

must have

W̃ M
CU,P > W̃P = W̃M (A16)

Similarly, using (A13) and (10) we can show that W̃ P
CU,P < W̃P if

W̃ P
CU,M > W̃M = W̃P (A17)

A.4 Proof of W̃ M
CU > W̃ P

CU

From (A12) and (A14) we have

W̃ P
CU = (W̃ P

CU,P + W̃ P
CU,M )

=

[(

1
2

G +
1
2

p + m −
α1M NM

2α1P NP
p

) (

1
2

G +
γ

2α1P NP
p

)]

W̃ M
CU = (W̃ M

CU,P + W̃ M
CU,M )

=

[(

1
2

G +
1
2

m + p −
α1P NP

2α1M NM
m

) (

1
2

G +
γ

2α1M NM
m

)]
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Hence, using (13) it can be easily calculated that

W̃ P
CU − W̃ M

CU

= −

[

(α1P NP m − α1M NM p)2

2α1P NPα1M NM )2
{(α1M NM )2 − (α1P NP )2}

]

> 0

(A18)

Figure 4: Simulated Welfare Rankings (N = 90; NR = 30;
NP = 40; NM = 20)

Figure 5: Simulated Welfare Rankings (N = 90; NR = 30;
NP = 20; NM = 40)



27

References

Acharyya, R. (1998). Monopoly and Product Quality: Separating or
Pooling Menu? Economics Letters, Volume 61, Issue 2, 187-194.

Acharyya, R. (2005). Product Standards, Employment and Exports: An

Analytical Study. Physica/Springer Verlag: Hiedelberg.

Bond, E. W. and C. Syropoulos (1996). The Size of Trading Blocs
Market Power and World Welfare Effects. Journal of International

Economics, Volume 40, Issue 3-4, 411-437.

Burtraw, D. (1992). Strategic Delegation in Bargaining. Economic

Letters, Volume 38, Issue 2, 181-185.

Gatsios, K. and L. Karp (1991). Delegation Games in Customs Union.
Review of Economic Studies, Volume 58, Issue 2, 391-397.

Gatsios, K. and L. Karp (1995). Delegation in a General Equilibrium
Model of Customs Unions. European Economic Review, Volume 39,
Issue 2, 319-333.

Ghosh, S. and R. Acharyya (2012). Trading Blocs and Endogenous
Product Quality under a Vertically Differentiated Monopoly. Kieo

Economic Studies, Volume 48, 21-46.

Kennan, J. and R. Riezman (1990). Optimal Tariff Equilibria with
Customs Unions. The Canadian Journal of Economics, Volume 23,
Issue 1, 70-83.

Kose, M. A. and R. Riezman (2002). Small Countries and Preferential
Trade Agreements: How Severe is the Innocent Bystander Problem?
Pacific Economic Review, Volume 7, Issue 2, 279-304.

Krugman, P. R. (1991). Is Bilateralism Bad? In E. Helpman and
R. Razin (Eds.) International Trade and Trade Policy. MIT Press:
Cambridge.



28

Krugman, P. R. (2008). Trade and Wages, Reconsidered. Brookings

Papers on Economic Activity, Vol. 2008, (Spring), 103-137.

Maskus, K. (2001). Parallel Imports in Pharmaceuticals: Implications

for Competition and Prices in Developing Countries. Final Report to
World Intellectual Property Organization.

Melatos, M. and A. Woodland (2007). Pareto Optimal Delegation in
Customs Unions. Review of International Economics, Volume 15,
Issue 3, 441-461.

Melatos, M. and A. Woodland (2009). Common External Tariff
Choice in Core Customs Unions. Review of International Economics,
Volume 17, Issue 2, 292-303.

Mussa, M. and S. Rosen (1978). Monopoly and Product Quality.
Journal of Economic Theory, Volume 18, Issue 2, 301-317.

Riezman, R. (1985). Customs Unions and the Core. Journal of Internal

Economics, Volume 19, Issue 3-4, 355-365.

Syropoulos, C. (2002). Optimal Tariffs and Retaliation Revisited: How
Country /size Matters? The Review of Economic Studies, Volume 69,
Issue 3, 707-727.

Tirole (1989). The Theory of Industrial Organization, 2nd Printing. MIT
Press: Cambridge.

United Nations, Department of Economic and Social Affairs,
Population Division (2013). International Migration Report. New
York.



29

Sunandan Ghosh  is Assistant Professor at Centre for
Development Studies, Thiruvananthapuram. His research
interests primarily include delegation games, economics
of regional integration and international economics.

email:  sunandan@cds.ac.in
sunandan@cds.edu



30

PUBLICATIONS

For information on all publications, please visit the CDS Website:
www.cds.edu.  The Working Paper Series was initiated in 1971. Working
Papers from 279 can be downloaded from the site.

The Working Papers published after April 2007 are listed below:

W.P.  458 M.A. OOMMEN D. SHYJAN, Local Governments and the

Inclusion of the Excluded: Towards A Strategic Methodology

with Empirical Illustration. October   2014

W.P.  457 R. MOHAN,  N. RAMALINGAM,  D. SHYJAN,  Horizontal
Devolution  of  Resources  to  States in  India-  Suggestions
before  the  Fourteenth Finance  Commission,  May  2014

W.P.  456 PRAVEENA KODOTH, Who Goes ? Failures of Marital
Provisioning and Women’s Agency among Less Skilled

Emigrant  Women Workers from Kerala,  March   2014

W.P.  455 J. DEVIKA, Land, Politics, Work and Home-life at
Adimalathura: Towards a Local History. January 2014.

W.P.  454 J. DEVIKA, Land, Politics, Work and Home-Life in a City Slum:

Reconstructing History from Oral Narratives, October  2013.

W.P.  453 SUNIL MANI, Changing Leadership in Computer and
Information Services, Emergence of India as the Current
World Leader in Computer and Information Services,

September  2013.

W.P.  452 VINOJ ABRAHAM, Missing Labour Force or

‘De-feminization’ of Labour Force in India ?   May  2013.

W.P.  451  SILVIA MASIERO. Transforming State-citizen Relations
in Food Security Schemes: The Computerized Ration Card
Management System In Kerala December  2012

W.P.  450  K. C. ZACHARIAH, S. IRUDAYA RAJAN, Inflexion In
Kerala’s Gulf  Connection  Report on Kerala Migration Survey

2011, September  2012.

W.P.  449  TAPAS K. SEN Recent Developments in  Kerala State

Finances, July  2012.



31

W.P.  448  SUNIL MANI  AND ARUN  M, Liberalisation of  Technical
Education in Kerala:  Has a Significant Increase in
Enrolment Translated into increase in  Supply of Engineers?
March  2012.

W.P.  447 VIJAYAMOHANAN PILLAI N. Modeling Optimal Time-
Differential Pricing of Electricity Under Uncertainty:
Revisiting the Welfare Foundations, March  2012.

W.P.  446 D. NARAYANA The Pricing Problem of Public Transport in
Kerala, September  2011.

W.P.  445 PRAVEENA KODOTH AND V. J. VARGHESE Emigration
of Women Domestic Workers from Kerala: Gender, State Policy

and the Politics of Movement, September   2011.

W.P.  444  SUNIL MANI The Mobile Communications Services
Industry in India: Has it led to India Becoming a
Manufacturing Hub for Telecommunication Equipments?
April   2011.

W.P.  443 K. C. ZACHARIAH, S. IRUDAYA RAJAN,  From  Kerala
to Kerala  Via The Gulf;  Emigration Experiences of Return

Emigrants. March  2011.

W.P.  442  VIJAY KORRA, Short Duration Migration in India: An
Appraisal from Census 2001. March 2011.

W.P.  441 M.PARAMESWARAN, Financial Crisis and Kerala
Economy. January 2011.

W.P.  440 P.L. BEENA, Financing Pattern of Indian Corporate Sector
under Liberalisation: With Focus on Acquiring Firms Abroad.
January 2011.

W.P.  439 RAJEEV SHARMA  Diversification in Rural Livelihood
Strategies: A Macro-Level Evidence from Jammu and
Kashmir, December  2010.

W.P.  438 APARNA NAIR, The indifferent many and  the hostile few:

An Assessment of Smallpox Vaccination in the ‘Model Native
State’ of Travancore 1804-1941. November  2010.

W.P.  437 VINOJ ABRAHAM, The Effect of Information Technology
on Wage Inequality: Evidence from Indian  Manufacturing
Sector. September  2010.



32

W.P.  436 S. IRUDAYA RAJAN, D. NARAYANA, The Financial Crisis
in the Gulf and its Impact on South Asian Migrant Workers.
August 2010.

W.P.  435 ANUP KUMAR BHANDARI, Total Factor Productivity
Growth and its Decomposition:  An Assessment of the Indian
Banking Sector in the True Liberalised Era. August 2010

W.P.  434 BEENA SARASWATHY, Cross-Border Mergers and
Acquisitions in India:  Extent, Nature and Structure. July  2010.

W.P.  433 VIJAY KORRA, Nature and Characteristics of Seasonal
Labour Migration:  A Case Study in Mahabubnagar District
of Andhra Pradesh. July  2010

W.P.  432 K.C. ZACHARIAH S. IRUDAYA RAJAN, Impact of the
Global Recession on Migration and Remittances in Kerala:
New Evidences from the Return Migration Survey (RMS)
2009. June  2010.

W.P.  431 GARGI SANATI, Integration of India’s Financial
Markets on the  Domestic and International Fronts: An
Empirical Analysis of  the Post-Liberalisation Period,
June  2010.

W.P.  430 SUNIL MANI, Has China and India Become more Innovative
Since the onset of Reforms in theTwo Countries? May  2010.

W.P.  429 T. R. DILIP, School Educational Attainment  in Kerala:
Trends And Differentials.  April  2010.

W.P.  428 SUNIL MANI, The Flight from Defence to Civilian Space:
Evolution of the Sectoral System of Innovation of India’s
Aerospace Industry.  April  2010.

W.P.  427 J. DEVIKA,  V. J. VARGHESE, To Survive or to Flourish?

Minority Rights and  Syrian Christian Community Assertions

in 20th Century Travancore/Kerala. April 2010.

W.P.  426 ANUP KUMAR BHANDARI, Global Crisis, Environmental

Volatility and Expansion of the Indian Leather Industry.
March  2010.



33

W.P.  425 P L. BEENA, HRUSHIKESH MALLICK, Exchange Rate
and Export Behaviour of Indian Textiles & Clothing Sector:
An Enquiry for Major Destination Countries.  March  2010.

W.P.  424 K. C. ZACHARIAH,  S. IRUDAYA RAJAN, Migration
Monitoring Study, 2008 Emigration and
Remittances in the Context of Surge in Oil Prices.
March  2010.

W.P. 423 VIJAYAMOHANAN PILLAI N, Loss of Load Probability
of a Power System: Kerala. February 2010.

W.P.  422 JAYASEKHAR S, C. NALIN KUMAR, Compliance,
Competitiveness and Market Access: A Study on Indian
Seafood Industry. February 2010.

W.P.  421 S. IRUDAYA RAJAN, V.J. VARGHESE, M.S. JAYAKUMAR
Overseas Recruitment in India: Structures, Practices and
Remedies. December  2009.

W.P.  420 V.J. VARGHESE, Land, Labour and Migrations:
Understanding Kerala’s Economic Modernity,
December  2009.

W.P.  419 R.MOHAN, D. SHYJAN Tax Devolution and Grant
Distribution  to States in India  Analysis and Roadmap for
Alternatives, December  2009.

W.P.  418 WILLIAM JOE & U. S. MISHRA Household Out-of-Pocket

Healthcare Expenditure in India Levels, Patterns and Policy

Concerns, October  2009.

W.P.  417 NEETHI P Globalisation Lived Locally: New Forms of

Control, Conflict and Response Among Labour in Kerala,

Examined Through a Labour Geography Lens. October
2009.

W.P.  416 SUNIL MANI High skilled migration from India, An analysis
of its economic implications, September 2009.

W.P.  415 SUNIL MANI Has India Become more Innovative Since
1991? Analysis of the Evidence and Some Disquieting
Features, September 2009.



34

W.P.  414 WILLIAM JOE, PRIYAJIT SAMAIYAR, U. S. MISHRA
Migration and Urban Poverty in India Some Preliminary
Observations, September 2009.

W.P.  413  K. N. NAIR, T.P. SREEDHARAN, M. ANOOPKUMAR, A Study
of National Rural Employment Guarantee Programme in Three
Grama Panchayats of Kasaragod District,  August  2009

W.P.  412 B.S. SURAN, D. NARAYANA, The Deluge of Debt:  Under-
standing the Financial Needs of Poor Households. July 2009

W.P.  411 K. NAVANEETHAM ,  M. KABIR , C.S. KRISHNAKUMAR

Morbidity Patterns in Kerala: Levels and Determinants.
April 2009.

W.P.  410 ARINDAM BANERJEE, Peasant Classes, Farm Incomes
and Rural Indebtedness: An Analysis of Household
Production Data from two States.  March  2009.

W.P. 409 SUNIL MANI, The Growth of Knowledge-intensive
Entrepreneurship in India, 1991-2007 Analysis of its
Evidence and the Facilitating Factors.  February,  2009

W.P. 408 M. S. HARILAL, Home to Market:  Responses, Resurgence
and Transformation of Ayurveda from 1830s to 1920.
November  2008

W.P. 407 HRUSHIKESH MALLICK, Do Remittances Impact the
Economy ? Some Empirical Evidences from a Developing
Economy. October 2008.

W.P. 406 K.C.ZACHARIAH, S.IRUDAYA RAJAN, Costs of Basic
Services in Kerala, 2007, Education, Health, Childbirth and
Finance (Loans)  September 2008.

W.P. 405 SUNIL MANI Financing of industrial innovations in India
How effective are tax incentives for R&D? August  2008.

W.P. 404 VINOJ ABRAHAM Employment Growth in Rural India:
Distress Driven? August  2008.

W.P. 403 HRUSHIKESH MALLICK, Government Spending, Trade
Openness and Economic Growth in India: A Time Series
Analysis. July  2008.



35

W.P. 402 K. PUSHPANGADAN,  G. MURUGAN, Dynamics of Rural
Water Supply in Coastal Kerala:  A Sustainable Development
View, June   2008

W.P. 401 K. K. SUBRAHMANIAN, SYAM PRASAD, Rising Inequality
With  High Growth Isn't this Trend Worrisome? Analysis of
Kerala Experience, June   2008

W.P. 400 T.R. DILIP, Role Of Private Hospitals in Kerala: An
Exploration, June   2008

W.P. 399 V. DHANYA, Liberalisation of Tropical  Commodity Market
and  Adding-up Problem: A Bound Test Approach,  March
2008

W.P. 398 P. MOHANAN PILLAI,  N. SHANTA, ICT and Employment
Promotion Among Poor Women: How can we Make it
Happen?  Some Reflections on Kerala's Experience.
February  2008.

W.P. 397 K.N.NAIR, VINEETHA MENON, Distress Debt and Suicides
among Agrarian Households: Findings from three Village
Studies in Kerala. December  2007

W.P. 396 K.N.NAIR, C.P. VINOD, VINEETHA MENON,
Agrarian Distress and  Livelihood Strategies: A Study
in Pulpalli  Panchayat, Wayanad District,  Kerala
December  2007

W.P. 395 K.C. ZACHARIAH, S.IRUDAYA RAJAN, Migration,
Remittances And Employment Short-term Trends and Long-
term Implications. December 2007

W.P. 394 K.N.NAIR, ANTONYTO PAUL, VINEETHA MENON,
Livelihood Risks and Coping strategies: A Case Study in the
Agrarian Village of Cherumad, Kerala. November 2007

W.P. 393 S. IRUDAYA RAJAN, U.S.MISHRA, Managing Migration
in the Philippines:  Lessons for India.  November 2007.



36

W.P. 392 K.N. NAIR, R. RAMAKUMAR   Agrarian Distress and Rural
Livelihoods, a Study in Upputhara Panchayat  Idukki District,
Kerala. November 2007.

W.P. 391 PULAPRE BALAKRISHNAN, Visible hand: Public policy
and economic growth in the Nehru era. November 2007.

W.P. 390 SUNIL MANI, The Growth Performance of India’s
Telecommunications  Services Industry, 1991-2006 Can it
Lead to the Emergence of a Domestic Manufacturing Hub?
September 2007.

W.P. 389 K. J. JOSEPH, VINOJ ABRAHAM, Information Technology
and Productivity: Evidence from India's Manufacturing
Sector.  September 2007.

W.P. 388 HRUSHIKESH MALLICK, Does Energy Consumption Fuel
Economic Growth In India? September 2007.

W.P. 387 D. SHYJAN,Public Investment and Agricultural Productivity:
A State-wise Analysis of Foodgrains in India.  July  2007.

W.P. 386 J. DEVIKA, 'A People United in Development':
Developmentalism in Modern Malayalee Identity.
June 2007.

W.P.  385 M. PARAMESWARAN, International Trade, R&D Spillovers
and Productivity: Evidence from Indian   Manufacturing
Industry. June  2007.

W.P.  384 K. C. ZACHARIAH, S. IRUDAYA RAJAN Economic and
Social Dynamics of Migration in Kerala,  1999-2004 Analysis
of Panel Data. May 2007.

W.P.  383 SAIKAT SINHA ROY  Demand and Supply Factors in the
Determination or India's Disaggregated Manufactured Exports :
A Simultaneous Error-Correction Approach. May 2007.




