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Preface

The IMF seminar on trade policy issues, held in Washington on
March 6-10, 1995, afforded senior officials from member countries,
academics, and officials of the IMF, the World Bank, and the World
Trade Organization (WTO) an opportunity to discuss recent develop-
ments and current issues in trade policy in industrial, developing, and
transition economies, the achievement and impact of the recently con-
cluded Uruguay Round, the role of the WTO, the post-Uruguay
Round agenda, and the role of the Fund in the trade area.

As indicated in the welcoming remarks of Mr. Ouattara, Deputy
Managing Director, one of the IMF's mandates, as defined in its Arti-
cles of Agreement, is "to facilitate the expansion and balanced growth
of international trade, and to contribute thereby to the promotion and
maintenance of high levels of employment and real income and to the
development of the productive resources of all members as primary
objectives of economic policy." A major theme of the seminar was that
further trade liberalization, supported by appropriate macroeconomic
policies and reforms, would foster growth of the new global economy
and benefit the industrial, developing, and transition countries alike.

While recognizing that concluding the Uruguay Round represented
a significant achievement, participants agreed that many issues re-
mained, both in the implementation of the Round and in further liber-
alization in some difficult areas, such as agriculture, textiles, trade-re-
lated investment measures, and services (especially financial services).
In addition, new issues such as competition policy, technology policy,
labor standards, and environmental considerations were emerging
that needed to be dealt with. There was general agreement on most of
the issues discussed, but there were also a few on which no consensus
was reached.

We are particularly indebted to our colleagues in the IMF, the World
Bank, and the WTO, who participated in the seminar and contributed
to the publication of this volume. Special thanks are due to Patrick B.
de Fontenay, who was Director of the IMF Institute at the time of the
seminar, to Chorng-Huey Wong and Naheed Kirmani, who organized
the seminar and served as its moderators, and to Emma Aguiluz and
Sher Sandusky, who typed the manuscripts. Juanita Roushdy of the
External Relations Department provided editorial assistance and coor-
dinated the publication process. Needless to say, the seminar would

v
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VI

not have been successful without the keen interest and active partici-
pation of all the participants.

Jack Boorman, Director
Policy Development and Review Department

Mohsin S. Khan, Director
IMF Institute
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Overview

Chorng-Huey Wong and Naheed Kirmani

The 14 chapters in this volume are either papers presented or re-
marks made at a seminar on "Trade Policy Issues/' organized by the
Fund's Policy Development and Review Department and the IMF In-
stitute and held in Washington on March 6-10, 1995. The seminar cov-
ered a wide range of topics such as the design and implementation of
trade reform; trade liberalization issues in industrial and transition
economies; regional trading arrangements; the results of the Uruguay
Round; institutional matters related to the World Trade Organization
(WTO); and the post-Uruguay Round agenda.

Design and Implementation of Trade Reform

There was general agreement among participants that an outward-
oriented strategy and liberal trade would foster both economic
growth in individual countries and global prosperity. This was par-
ticularly important in a world economy that was becoming increas-
ingly integrated. The main issue related to designing trade reform in
a manner that minimized short-term dislocations of output and em-
ployment. Some participants were of the view that, within the context
of general trade liberalization, key industries with future potential
needed to be protected on infant industry grounds; others cautioned
that the historical evidence was that such an approach might be
costly. Participants agreed that prudent macroeconomic policies,
including particularly those geared to avoiding real exchange rate ap-
preciation, were necessary complements to trade reform. The evi-
dence from a number of developing countries and transition
economies was that real exchange rate appreciation, brought about by
large capital inflows or other reasons, could adversely affect the au-
thorities' efforts to pursue further trade liberalization or might even
cause partial reversals in such liberalization. Participants also recog-
nized that fiscal reform aimed toward reducing reliance on trade
taxes as a revenue source was necessary for effective implementation
of tariff reforms.

1
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2 Chorng-Huey Wong and Naheed Kirmani

Trade Liberalization in Industrial Countries
In discussing trade liberalization in industrial countries, partici-

pants recognized that in the post-World War II period these countries
had significantly reduced tariffs and other trade barriers, although
there were a number of sectors, such as agriculture and textiles and
clothing, where protection levels remained high, causing difficulties
for developing and transition economies that had a comparative ad-
vantage in those areas. Participants were concerned about the exten-
sive use of antidumping measures by industrial countries. Reform in
this area was thus a matter of crucial importance. Also discussed was
the issue of whether industrial countries should continue to pursue the
historical policies of reducing at-the-border trade barriers ("shallow
integration") or seek to harmonize national differences in domestic
policies that could have implications for market access ("deeper inte-
gration"). Most believed that harmonizing domestic policies among
different countries would remain very difficult due to a variety of rea-
sons including cultural differences. Another question was whether in-
dustrial countries should pursue further global liberalization by a
"multitrack" (i.e., unilateral, bilateral, regional, or multilateral) ap-
proach or only through multilateral channels. Some participants were
critical of the use by some industrial countries of unilateral and bilat-
eral approaches to market opening in partner countries, because this
effectively put the stronger economic power in a better bargaining po-
sition. While most participants favored the multilateral approach to
further liberalization under the auspices of the WTO, it was pointed
out by some that seeking agreement on multilateral liberalization
among the large group of members of the WTO could entail time-con-
suming compromises.

Particular Issues in Transition Economies
There was general agreement that economies in transition needed to

reduce further state intervention, particularly restrictions on exports.
Participants agreed that removal of export barriers should be an inte-
gral part of overall price liberalization, and that well-functioning for-
eign exchange markets needed to be established. A number of partici-
pants expressed concern about antidumping measures by industrial
countries against economies in transition. Furthermore, resort to an-
tidumping measures was also increasing in the economies in transition
themselves as in other developing countries (antidumping petitions
were often initiated by multinational firms). This again pointed to the
need for stronger multilateral disciplines to contain the abuse of an-
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Overview 3

tidumping as an instrument of protection in all types of economies.
Ideally, antidumping policies should be placed in a competition policy
framework; short of this, antidumping policy should be reoriented
from its current sectoral perspective toward a national perspective, re-
quiring stricter provisions in national antidumping legislation, careful
consideration of the costs to the economy of antidumping measures,
and assigning a formal role to antitrust authorities in commenting on
the competition effects of proposed antidumping actions.

Regionalization of World Trade
The motivation and impact of the proliferation of regional trading

arrangements, including the European Union (EU), North American
Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), and Asia-Pacific Economic Coopera-
tion Council (APEC), were reviewed. Most participants were of the
view that the trend toward increased regional trading arrangements in
recent years had net trade-creating effects and thus far had been com-
plementary to multilateral trade liberalization. Nevertheless, a num-
ber of participants expressed concern that growing regionalism could
ultimately adversely affect countries that were left out of the major re-
gional arrangements. To avoid this, it was important that multilateral
liberalization accompany or precede the formation of regional trading
arrangements. Some participants thought that further efforts were
needed to implement transparent and liberal rules of origin and that
future multilateral liberalization should address the issue of regional
barriers to trade and investment, including in the form of technical
standards.

Impact of the Uruguay Round and the Role of WTO
Participants generally welcomed the conclusion of the Uruguay

Round, which would have positive effects on global incomes. It was
pointed out that the benefits of the Round would be largest for those
countries who had liberalized the most. Some participants commented
that, while the envisaged full integration of agriculture and textiles
and clothing into multilateral disciplines was an important achieve-
ment, liberalization in these areas was rather modest or heavily back-
loaded. Recent studies indicated that potential losses for least devel-
oped African countries were likely to be small in terms of preference
erosion and food import costs. Even so, some participants felt that ad-
equate attention should be given to short-term disruptions that could
be experienced by these countries. At the same time, they emphasized
the importance of appropriate domestic policy responses to maximize
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4 Chorng-Huey Wong and Naheed Kirmani

the net benefits of the Uruguay Round. A number of participants
called upon the international organizations—the Fund, the Bank, and
the WTO—to assist developing countries, particularly the least devel-
oped countries, to identify the transitional costs of implementing the
Uruguay Round in individual countries and advise on appropriate ac-
tions in terms of both adjustment and financing. Participants also
noted that the strengthening of rules, particularly with regard to dis-
pute settlement following the establishment of the WTO, would have
significant, though nonquantifiable, benefits.

Post-Uruguay Round Issues
Participants welcomed further steps toward broadening the bene-

fits of a rule-based global trading system. Subjects identified in the
post-Uruguay Round period as meriting further liberalization in-
cluded agriculture, textiles and clothing, trade-related investment
measures, and services (especially financial services). Some partici-
pants were of the view that new issues such as competition policy,
technology policy, labor standards, and environment needed to be
addressed as part of the post-Uruguay Round agenda. While there
was agreement that attention to these issues would inevitably in-
crease in the future, many participants cautioned against linkages be-
tween trade and labor standards and trade and the environment be-
cause of concerns that this could be used as a cloak for protectionism.
A number of them preferred that issues not directly related to trade
be considered in forums other than the WTO. Participants agreed
that, to build consensus on the pursuit of further liberalization, poli-
cymakers and the public would need to better appreciate the benefits
to the domestic economy of trade liberalization, rather than perceiv-
ing it merely as a "concession" to be exchanged with other countries'
"concessions."
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Opening Address 1

Alassane D. Ouattara

It is indeed my pleasure to welcome you to this seminar on Trade
Policy Issues organized by the IMF Institute, headed by Patrick de
Fontenay, and the Policy Development and Review Department of the
Fund, headed by Jack Boorman. I am very pleased that you have been
able to take time from your busy schedules to come to Washington for
this seminar.

The seminar is timely because, as you know, the World Trade Orga-
nization (WTO) has just been established and there are many issues to
be discussed regarding the implementation of the Uruguay Round, its
economic effects, and the post-Uruguay Round agenda. More gener-
ally, this is a unique opportunity for you to exchange views among
yourselves, and with the staffs of the Fund, the Bank, and the WTO, on
current issues in trade in industrial, developing, and transition
economies.

What is the role of the IMF in the trade area? We could say that the
IMF, the World Bank, the WTO, and the United Nations (UN) system
are the four pillars of the institutional structure of multilateral cooper-
ation for global development, with each having essential and interde-
pendent roles to play. The IMF's direct responsibilities mainly concern
macroeconomic policies, international payments, and exchange rela-
tions, rather than trade relations, which are more the responsibility of
the WTO. But why has the IMF been given the responsibilities it has?
Part of the answer is the objective of promoting international trade.
This is clear from Article I of our Articles of Agreement, which states
that one of the purposes of the Fund is "to facilitate the expansion and
balanced growth of international trade, and to contribute thereby to
the promotion and maintenance of high levels of employment and real
income and to the development of the productive resources of all
members as primary objectives of economic policy." The Fund has
pursued the purpose of facilitating the expansion of international
trade in four principal ways. First, by promoting the adoption by its
member countries of macroeconomic policies conducive to sustainable
growth. Second, by providing temporary financial assistance to coun-
tries with balance of payments difficulties, thereby (and I quote again
from Article I) ". . . providing them with the opportunity to correct

5
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6 Alassane D. Ouattara

maladjustments in their balance of payments without resorting to
measures destructive of national or international prosperity." Among
such measures to be avoided are certainly trade and exchange restric-
tions. Third, the Fund has promoted the convertibility of currencies,
which has been essential to the development of a multilateral system
of payments and therefore also to multilateral trade relations. And
fourth, the Fund, in collaboration with the General Agreement on Tar-
iffs and Trade (GATT), and now the WTO, has promoted trade liberal-
ization in the context of Fund-supported adjustment programs and
Fund surveillance.

The WTO is now responsible for developing and safeguarding the
multilateral trading system, while the Fund remains responsible for
developing and safeguarding the multilateral payments system. The
two roles are complementary, and the two institutions will necessarily
continue to work hand in hand.

The benefits of liberal trade and exchange regimes in terms of re-
source allocation, growth, and welfare, are well-known—as are the
costs of the alternative—and I am sure that this audience does not
need me to elaborate on them. Let me just refer briefly to experience.

First, in the early postwar decades, following the establishment of
the IMF, the World Bank, and the GATT, there were major reductions
in trade and exchange restrictions. Average tariffs on manufactured
goods in industrial countries were reduced from about 40 percent in
the late 1940s to about 6 percent four decades later. At the same time,
there was a widespread move among the industrial countries toward
current account convertibility. These developments contributed to a
virtually unprecedented growth of both trade and output, providing a
striking example of trade as an engine of growth.

Second, in the past decade or so many developing countries have
taken unilateral action to reduce their trade and exchange restrictions,
often as part of comprehensive adjustment and reform programs sup-
ported by the IMF and the World Bank. The results of these reforms are
illustrated by some global data. Between 1961 and 1975, the volume of
exports of non-oil developing countries grew at half the pace of ex-
ports by the industrial countries; this relationship has since been re-
versed, so that, for instance, between 1986 and 1993 the volume of ex-
ports of non-oil developing countries grew at an average annual rate
of 10 percent, compared with 5 percent for the industrial countries.
Moreover, the growth rates in developing countries have clearly been
influenced by their trade strategies. Thus, since the mid-1980s real
GDP in strongly outward-oriented developing countries has grown
much faster than in other developing countries. In fact, the dynamism
of the outward-oriented, successfully adjusting countries has not only
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1 • Opening Address 7

significantly strengthened the foundations of their own economies but
has also provided crucial support for global growth during the recent
period when the industrial world experienced weak activity. This was
most striking in 1993, when these countries accounted for virtually the
whole of global growth.

Third, in the countries in transition from central planning to market-
based economic systems, where trade and payments have been liber-
alized, and where this has been accompanied by effective macroeco-
nomic stabilization and by other reforms required for markets to work,
positive results have become visible. In fact, positive output growth,
led to a significant extent by exports, was recorded last year in a num-
ber of countries in Central and Eastern Europe, including Estonia,
Hungary, and Poland among the countries represented here today. Im-
pressive progress has also been made by a number of countries in tran-
sition in Asia, notably China, on the basis of outward-oriented
strategies.

So the lessons of experience are clear. Nevertheless, over the last
decade prior to the conclusion of the Uruguay Round, we have seen,
especially in industrial countries, a proliferation of new nontariff bar-
riers, including quotas and voluntary export restraints, as well as an
increased tendency toward countervailing and antidumping mea-
sures. Regional initiatives have proliferated, and there has been a
growing tendency to manage trade relations through unilateral and bi-
lateral approaches. These trends have no doubt been encouraged by
periods of weak growth, by persistently high unemployment in in-
dustrial countries, and by new competitive challenges arising from
globalization and the dynamic trade performance of some developing
countries. Unfortunately, we have been learning again that while de-
fensive trade policies feed on economic weakness, economic weakness
is exacerbated by the ensuing protection.

The eventual conclusion of the Uruguay Round was a testimony to
the commitment of participating countries to check these protectionist
trends and to strengthen the liberal trading order. During the next few
days, you will discuss the agreements reached by, and the likely im-
pact of, the Uruguay Round, as well as trade policy issues for the
1990s. Here, I would just mention a couple of points.

First, trade liberalization in any country needs to be supported by
appropriate macroeconomic and other structural policies. Sound fiscal,
monetary, and exchange rate policies can help ensure that a country's
balance of payments and reserves are sufficiently strong to withstand
the short-term pressures that may arise as a result of liberalization.
This point becomes increasingly important as capital markets are glob-
alized, because the balance of payments position and the exchange
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8 Alassane D. Ouattara

rate can change dramatically within a short period of time, as a result
of changes in foreign investors' confidence. The recent financial crisis
in Mexico is a case in point.

Among the structural policies that are complementary to freer trade,
I would emphasize labor market policies. In many industrial countries
where structural unemployment has grown to unacceptable levels
over the past two decades, there is now greater recognition of the need
to take action to improve labor market flexibility and to ensure that
new jobs can replace old ones that inevitably will surrender to the
forces of competition.

The second point I would like to make is that unilateral trade liber-
alization and regional trade agreements can realize their full benefits
only in the context of a liberal, rule-based, multilateral trading system.
As I mentioned earlier, many developing countries and economies in
transition in recent years have benefited from unilateral trade liberal-
ization. But these countries also need access to markets in other coun-
tries to ensure the success of their adjustment efforts, and this can be
gained through multilateral agreements that remove protectionist mea-
sures. Similarly, regional trade agreements can provide their members
with benefits through trade creation and the creation of new opportu-
nities for economies of scale. There is also the serious risk, however,
that they divert trade away from third countries by discriminating
against them. A strong multilateral system is necessary to ensure that
regional agreements remain outward-oriented and are consistent with
and complementary to the objective of global free trade.

The conclusion of the Uruguay Round will lead to significant
progress in many respects, but I would like to emphasize that many
obstacles to free trade remain and new issues, such as labor standards
and environmental considerations, are emerging that could affect the
trading order. The Fund will be collaborating closely with the WTO to
seek to ensure that appropriate policies are pursued at the national and
global level to keep the world economy open and strong.

©International Monetary Fund. Not for Redistribution



Introduction 2
Jack Boorman

As Mr. Ouattara's remarks have suggested, we in the Fund have
been devoting increasing attention to structural reforms as a necessary
complement to macroeconomic stabilization in the design of Fund-
supported adjustment programs, and more generally in the advice that
the Fund provides to member countries in the context of its surveil-
lance responsibilities. Over recent years, in fact, the most successful
Fund-supported adjustment programs have been those that have had
a medium-term focus with corresponding emphasis on structural re-
forms, including in that context trade reforms, which are crucial. To
further that effort, the Fund, the World Bank, and the new WTO must
increasingly complement each other in assisting countries in their
trade liberalization efforts. The Fund's own perspective in such efforts
is to integrate trade reform with comprehensive macroeconomic ad-
justment programs, taking account of the many links between trade
and macroeconomic policies. We all know that inappropriate macro-
economic (including exchange rate) policies can constrain an econ-
omy's ability to compete abroad and could also generate protectionist
pressures at home. Trade policies, in turn, can affect macroeconomic
policies through their impact on fiscal balances, on the balance of pay-
ments, and on the exchange rate. The fact is that exchange and trade
restrictions often operate as substitutes, and progress in one area can
be hampered by developments in the other.

We hope this seminar will provide an occasion for us to share our
rich and diverse experiences concerning the design and implementa-
tion of trade reforms. We very much look forward to a productive ex-
change of views from the different perspectives that all of you bring to
the issues and problems involved. By combining analytically sound
economic policy with a sharpened appreciation of political and ad-
ministrative realities, we can together come up with good, workable
programs for trade reform.

One of the questions we in the Fund frequently face in the context
of our surveillance discussions with members—and even more so in
the discussions on Fund-supported adjustment programs—relates to
problems of access to foreign markets. This cuts both ways—indus-
trial countries are concerned that the level of trade barriers in devel-

9
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10 Jack Boorman

oping countries remains high, but developing countries themselves
often complain that their efforts to open markets are discouraged by
the impediments they face to access to industrial country markets for
their exports. The Fund does take a keen interest and has an impor-
tant stake in promoting open markets, not only for the sake of world
trade but also for the success of the adjustment efforts of our devel-
oping members and our transition member countries. Anecdotes
abound in this area. In the course of negotiations of Fund-supported
adjustment programs, all too often we hear about the impediments
that developing and transition economies face in trying to expand
their access to industrial country markets. When we raise this issue in
the context of our surveillance discussions with our industrial coun-
try members, we sometimes hear protestations about the openness of
their markets. There is a need to improve the transparency of trade
regimes, and also to bring attention to the inconsistencies in some
country policies in this area—for example, provision of financing and
promotion of adjustment would be more fruitful if the reforming
countries were allowed to freely export their products. That is one of
the perceptions that a dialogue in a seminar of this nature, I think, can
help to foster.

Over the next few days we will also be exploring the effects of the
Uruguay Round on the world economy, including in the areas of mar-
ket liberalization, strengthening of rules and institutions, and extend-
ing rules to new areas. Many of you, we know, are in excellent posi-
tions to monitor the effects of the Round on your own countries and to
advise on the necessary policy measures to maximize the Round's ben-
efits. We are keen to hear your assessment of the areas that require par-
ticular adjustment in light of the Uruguay Round agreements. We in-
tend to devote the necessary attention to monitoring the economic and
financial impact of the Round on individual countries, particularly on
their balance of payments adjustment and financing needs. This is par-
ticularly important in light of the concerns of a number of our member
countries and the potential adverse impact on food import costs and
on the erosion of preferences. In various forums, including the Devel-
opment Committee, there have been calls by individual countries to
consider creation of new facilities to address the potential costs of the
Uruguay Round. At this stage we believe that the Fund is well placed
to assist countries in meeting their possible balance of payments fi-
nancing needs due to the Round. But we are anxious to hear your
analysis of the potential problems in this area, in your own countries,
or more generally. And we are willing to keep an open mind about the
necessary actions that the Fund must take to assist its member coun-
tries, if suggested by future developments.
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2 • Introduction 11

As a result of the Uruguay Round and the establishment of the
WTO, strengthened collaboration between the Fund and the WTO has
acquired greater significance. You will be hearing from representatives
of the WTO during this week. The Fund and the new WTO, which
share common objectives, need to ensure that they give consistent pol-
icy advice to their members and to avoid cross-conditionality and also
to ensure that trade and macroeconomic policies are coherent, mutu-
ally reinforcing, and contribute to a strong and open global economy.
In the months ahead, we in the Fund, together with representatives
from the WTO, will be exploring the cooperative mechanisms that are
needed for the two institutions to achieve these objectives. Of course,
the goal of coherence and consistency also needs to be achieved at the
national level—this topic deserves your particular attention, both at
this seminar and in your work in your own countries. This is reflective,
for example, of the point that I made regarding transparency in trade
systems. You cannot have the trade minister saying one thing and the
aid minister saying another, and still expect to have consistent and co-
herent policies across countries.

While the Uruguay Round has made significant progress in a num-
ber of areas, obstacles to freer trade and investment remain. The low-
ering of these barriers will need to feature in the post-Uruguay Round
work program. In addition, new aspects have emerged concerning the
interface between domestic policies and trade policy objectives—for
example, in the areas of competition policies and the promotion of im-
proved labor and environmental standards and practices. The multi-
lateral system will need to respond effectively to these challenges,
while avoiding exploitation of the new issues by protectionist
interests.

Finally, I hope this seminar will increase our common awareness
and appreciation of the various trade issues—current and prospec-
tive—that need to be addressed, as well as provide guidance on how
best the Fund and its member countries can tackle these issues in the
context of a cooperative framework. I look forward to the active par-
ticipation of all of you in this seminar.
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An Overview of Recent
Trade Policy Developments 3

Naheed Kirmani

This paper gives you an overview of the main topics that we are
going to discuss during the week, against the backdrop of recent de-
velopments in the world trading system. A number of these issues will
be discussed in more detail in subsequent papers.

In the period 1990-94, five main themes can be identified in devel-
opments in international trade policies. First, multilateral trade nego-
tiations under the Uruguay Round were going on. Second, the trend
toward regional integration intensified. Third, unilateral—or what
trade negotiators call "autonomous"—liberalization was being pur-
sued as part of the economic reform efforts of developing countries
and economies in transition (but was relatively limited among indus-
trial countries). Fourth, trade frictions escalated (particularly prior to
the conclusion of the Uruguay Round) both among industrial coun-
tries and between industrial and developing countries; indeed, such
frictions emerged also on a south-south basis among developing coun-
tries. Fifth, as mentioned by the earlier speakers, new issues de-
manded more attention from the international community; these re-
lated to the links between trade policies and domestic policy
issues—such as competition policy, labor standards, and environmen-
tal issues—a harbinger of the shape of future international trade pol-
icy discussions.

I will say more on these themes later on. But before that, it would be
interesting to briefly review the longer-term structural changes that
have been influencing the global trading system, and which have in di-
rect or subtle ways shaped the themes of the 1990s.

A remarkable phenomenon of the past several decades is the global-
ization of production and investment. Globalization means that the
world is getting more integrated, it is getting smaller, and certainly
trading conditions are getting to be much more competitive. As com-
panies go global and intra-industry trade increases, the distinction be-
tween "foreign" and "domestic," or "border" and "nonborder" is not
as simple as it used to be. A company may originate in country "A,"
may locate in country "B," may source its materials from countries "C"
and "D," and may export to countries "E" and "F." Globalization im-
plies that it is difficult for countries to pursue isolationist strategies
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consistent with sustainable growth. The trend toward integrated ex-
change, trade, and capital markets has gone too far to be easily re-
versed without damaging the world economy.

Rapid technological change has facilitated globalization. True, tech-
nological change has always been going on to a certain extent—but its
scope and speed in recent decades has been awesome. It has con-
tributed not only to greater efficiency but also to a more competitive
and riskier environment. If a firm does not keep up, the risk of bank-
ruptcy is much greater than in earlier decades. Rapid technological
change also affects the ability of governments to successfully intervene
in the market. Governments have generally been poor at picking "win-
ners" in the past, but rapidly changing technology has made the selec-
tion even riskier.

Another notable development is the greater diversification in the
world trading structure. This also has been happening gradually, but
the results have become much more striking in this decade and are
likely to become even more so in the next. Many of the advanced de-
veloping countries have turned into economic power bases that as a
group have the capacity to fundamentally affect the course of the world
economy and world trading patterns. Together, these countries are in a
position to mount a strong challenge to the established economic power
base of industrial countries. An interesting element of the new trading
powers is that some of them have become very strong in particular ac-
tivities while continuing to experience low per capita income on an ag-
gregate basis.

I would also mention a particularly important structural change that
is taking place that will have profound effects on the world economy.
I refer, of course, to the major transformation that is going on in the
economies in transition as they shift from the command economy
model to one based on market forces. In Eastern Europe the transfor-
mation started earlier and has made considerable headway. In the
Baltic countries, Russia, and other countries of the former Soviet
Union, it is in process and progress has been uneven. These economies
are coping simultaneously with major institutional and structural
changes and major stabilization efforts—indeed, a whole new way of
doing things is underway. The process involves tremendous difficul-
ties but also holds great promise. No doubt there are still lots of things
to sort out, but once stabilization is in hand and the initial stages of the
transformation are completed, it will become more apparent that the
Baltic countries, Russia, and other countries of the former Soviet Union
and Eastern Europe have tremendous potential; potential that will rep-
resent new challenges to the established players in the world trading
system. Integrating these countries into the multilateral trading sys-
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tern in a manner that is both speedy and smooth is an exciting chal-
lenge to all concerned. The end of the cold war has also brought other
changes in its wake. For example, the United States has decided to give
commercial objectives relatively greater priority over strategic and po-
litical considerations than in the past—this has important implications
for the conduct of its trade policy.

Those are some of the longer-term structural changes that are affect-
ing the world trading system. Coming back now to the five themes
characterizing the first part of the 1990s, let me elaborate a little.

Regarding multilateral liberalization, during 1986-93 the most am-
bitious multilateral trade negotiations in the history of the GATT took
place under the Uruguay Round. This Round was different from other
rounds in the scope and breadth of its coverage. It not only encom-
passed liberalization in traditional areas, such as tariff reductions, but
also addressed seriously some of the old issues that had defied resolu-
tion in the past—specifically agriculture and textiles and clothing.
Normal GATT rules in these sensitive sectors were either nonexistent
or not applied (indeed, GATT actually sanctioned restrictions through
mechanisms such as the Multifiber Arrangement). The Uruguay
Round went even further to cover "new" areas, such as intellectual
property rights and services. In the coming sessions you will have an
opportunity to assess the accomplishments under the Uruguay Round
and its likely economic impact.

In early 1994 when the Fund staff was preparing its assessment of
international trade policies for the Executive Board,1 most quantitative
studies on the Uruguay Round reported aggregate global welfare
gains in a relatively narrow range of about $200-275 billion (at 1992
prices) once the full effects of the Uruguay Round were realized (in
about ten years). During the latter part of 1994 and in early 1995, as de-
tails of the actual commitments of countries became available, new
studies on the Uruguay Round (by the World Bank, the Organization
for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), the GATT Sec-
retariat, and by academicians) produced a much wider range of bene-
fits of global welfare gains ($25-510 billion). The wider range reflects
differences in modeling assumptions. Some of the realized benefits
from actual liberalization will clearly be less than expected earlier (e.g.,
in agriculture). Incorporation of some dynamic effects results in much
larger estimates of welfare gains. Whatever is the "correct" quantifica-

1 Subsequently published in the IMF's World Economic and Financial Surveys series as In-
ternational Trade Policies, Vol. I, The Uruguay Round and Beyond: Principal Issues, Vol. II, The
Uruguay Round and Beyond: Background Papers (Washington, 1994).
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tion, the most important thing to remember is that in the absence of
agreement on the Round, the counterfactual would have been decid-
edly undesirable. Given the escalation of trade frictions that were oc-
curring, there would have been an erosion of confidence, a very sig-
nificant deterioration in the world trading environment, and a possible
slide into inward-looking protectionism and regional blocs.

I will not go into details of the Uruguay Round at this time, but I
would like to mention two issues that many Fund member countries
(particularly our developing country members) are concerned about—
namely, the impact of the Round on the erosion of preference margins
and on the cost of food imports. The Fund staff's qualitative analysis
suggests these costs are not likely to be major, at least in the aggregate.
A closer look at preferences suggests that they are used most by ad-
vanced developing countries, who probably need them the least; in
any case, these countries stand to lose their preferences through the
"graduation'' process. Regarding net food importers, the more recent
studies on this aspect point to very small increases in food import
prices as a result of the Round, and even these changes are spread over
a number of years. While our analysis does not suggest significant
global problems on these two counts, there may well be significant ef-
fects on particular sectors or on particular countries. While we do not
want to be alarmists about the problems, we would neither want to ap-
pear dismissive of the concerns of developing countries. Hence in our
work—and hopefully you will do the same in your own countries—
we need to monitor the impact of the Uruguay Round on individual
countries. We plan to do this in the context of our regular surveillance
activities (through Article IV consultations).

My second theme was the trend toward regional trading arrange-
ments (RTAs). Last year we studied this topic and found to our amaze-
ment that there are close to a hundred RTAs, excluding arrangements
where preferences are nonreciprocal (i.e., one-way arrangements, such
as the Generalized System of Preferences (GSP)). Some RTAs have
been on the books for a long time but are not active. Many others have
been reactivated, and many new ones have been established. When we
think of "regional integration," our minds immediately recall the big-
ger, more well-known RTAs such as the European Union and the
North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA). But there are many
others, some formed between two countries, others by three, four, or
more members.

Does this proliferation of RTAs mean that the world is going re-
gional? If so, should we be worried? These are frequently asked ques-
tions, and the answer may have been less positive in the early 1990s
than it is today. In the early 1990s, there was considerable concern that
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a Uruguay Round agreement might not materialize and the world
would divide into three blocs—one in Western Europe centered
around the European Union, the second in the Western Hemisphere
centered around the United States, and the third in Asia centered
around Japan (although Japan is not currently a member of any RTA
except for the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation Council (APEC)—
which is not strictly a free trade area). The fear was that these three
blocs would "war" with each other on the trading front. And countries
not belonging to any of the three blocs (e.g., the Middle East) would be
left to fend for themselves or, worse, be caught in the crossfire.

With the conclusion of the Uruguay Round, the increase in regional
arrangements appears less threatening. The IMF has analyzed the
growth in RTAs and has not found major shifts toward inward protec-
tionism (the case of the European Union's Common Agricultural Pol-
icy is an exception). Indeed, RTAs have generally developed concomi-
tantly with the growth of trade with nonmembers. This partly reflects
the fact that regional liberalization has proceeded alongside unilateral
liberalization (on a most-favored-nation (MFN) basis), or with GATT-
sponsored multilateral liberalization, or both. For instance, RTAs have
proliferated in Latin America but they were accompanied in the 1980s
and the early 1990s by policies geared toward eliminating quantitative
restrictions and sharp reductions in previously high tariffs, both on an
MFN basis. This reduces the scope for trade diversion and inward in-
tegration behind high protectionist barriers. The economies in East
Asia are integrating naturally, without much reliance on formal RTAs
to bring this about.

While the evidence of the recent past suggests that RTAs have not
inhibited increased world trade and global integration, one cannot
afford to become complacent about regional integration. We need to
continuously monitor how regionalism develops, so that the trade-cre-
ating aspects of RTAs are maximized. We have identified a list of char-
acteristics that should be associated with "good" RTAs. These charac-
teristics call for adherence, at a minimum, to the requirements of GATT
Article XXIV—that is, RTAs should cover substantially all trade and
should not increase restrictions on third countries. We would suggest
that they go beyond this minimum to include other features: for ex-
ample, that MFN liberalization precede or accompany new RTAs and
that they have liberal rules of origin and liberal accession provisions
for potential new members. Good regional arrangements are those that
are a stepping stone toward more global liberalization—the ultimate
goal remaining an open multilateral trading system.

The third theme I had mentioned was unilateral trade liberalization.
Unilateral liberalization has been a hallmark of the reform efforts in
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developing countries and in the economies in transition. This has es-
pecially been the case in Eastern Europe and in Latin America, but also
to a considerable extent in Asia, Africa, and the Middle East. Some of
the aspects of this trend of unilateral liberalization will be discussed in
the session on the design of trade reform. There has been a remarkable
sea change in developing countries' attitudes toward trade reform that
appears rooted less in ideology than in pragmatism. The strategy of in-
ward-looking protectionism, and growth based on import substitu-
tion, proved to have limits. Hence, more and more developing coun-
tries are trying the outward-oriented approach. Unfortunately, only a
few industrial countries (e.g., Australia and New Zealand) have un-
dertaken broad-based unilateral trade liberalization in recent years.
Most other instances of unilateral liberalization in industrial countries
have been in specific sectors or in limited areas, as most industrial
countries have preferred the routes of multilateral or regional
liberalization.

My fourth theme was the escalation of trade frictions. Many of the
cases of trade tensions between the European Union and the United
States in the late 1980s and the early 1990s were testing the ground for
the eventual agricultural agreement in the Uruguay Round. The trade
frictions between Japan and the United States (as well as with the Eu-
ropean Union) were generally of a different nature, related more to
market access problems stemming from competition policy issues or
intangibles such as "attitudes" or "the way of doing business."
Notwithstanding the escalation of disputes in the 1990s, industrial
countries' resort to trade restrictions remained stable, as measured by
the percentage (about 14 percent) of industrial countries' imports sub-
ject to nontariff measures. The fact that this ratio has not risen is en-
couraging but, of course, we would very much want it to decline.

Within the category of nontariff barriers, resort to measures such as
quotas and voluntary export restraints has been declining. However, it
is most discouraging that recourse to antidumping duties has been in-
creasing. The antidumping instrument today can hardly be regarded
as a defense against predatory practices, but rather as an instrument
used in lieu of safeguards. Politicians have often considered that it is
easier to sell liberalization domestically if there is some safety valve re-
maining by which to occasionally appease domestic lobbies—and an-
tidumping has become the preferred instrument for doing so. But the
risk is that the use of the antidumping weapon can get out of hand
fairly quickly. Indeed, we believe such use has already grown too fast.
There is a risk that developing countries will start emulating the un-
fortunate behavior of industrial countries in this respect. In fact, this is
already occurring as many developing countries are trying to set up
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their own antidumping instruments so that, as they liberalize, they
have this particular mechanism ready at hand to play around with. Re-
grettably, the Uruguay Round lost a golden opportunity to reform an-
tidumping rules, although it did bring about some marginal improve-
ments. Current practices regarding antidumping are too complex and
insufficiently transparent to provide reassurance that it is not simply a
mechanism for old-fashioned protection.

Finally, I want to briefly touch upon the post-Uruguay Round
agenda—there is a separate session on the topic in this seminar. As tra-
ditional trade barriers come down, attention is focused on new kinds
of issues affecting market access. This is hardly surprising. If tariffs are
reduced and quantitative restrictions are eliminated, but market access
continues to be impeded, it is only fair to ask whether there are do-
mestic (rather than border) measures that are responsible. Perhaps
competition policy is not being enforced properly, or the appropriate
instruments have not been developed—if so, it is possible that compe-
tition policy is effectively favoring domestic industries over foreign
production. These questions are being increasingly asked as the mar-
ket-access effects of domestic policies begin to be scrutinized. This is
also part of the study of the so-called Japan problem. Japan has few
visible border restrictions, but foreign firms experience difficulties in
entering its market. Hence, the effectiveness of Japanese competition
policy is increasingly being questioned by its trading partners. You
will have a session on industrial countries, and some of these aspects
are likely to be raised. Domestic policies toward foreign investment
also influence market access. Hence, trade-related investment policies
and the need for new multilateral rules on investment (particularly
foreign direct investment) are also issues for the new trade agenda.

Another new issue is the interface between trade and environmen-
tal policies. The world is becoming increasingly sensitive to the need
to preserve the environment—and indeed this should be a subject of
utmost importance. The environment question has become linked
with trade in part because some feel that trade (and growth) can cause
environmental damage, in part because the trade instrument is a po-
tentially handy sanction mechanism to enforce desirable changes in
environmental policies, and in some part because it is a convenient de-
vice to cloak protectionism in the guise of environmental concerns.
How the trade-environment nexus is worked out in the multilateral
arena could have important repercussions on the conduct of future
trade policies. Similarly, issues related to improvements in labor (so-
cial) standards, and the possible role of trade policy in this area, are
being debated in the international community.
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The traditional view ascribed the role of trade policy to affect re-
source allocation and to provide a certain level of protection to do-
mestic producers. In practice, trade policy has been used for other pur-
poses, too—for fiscal reasons, as a source of revenue; for balance of
payments reasons, particularly by developing countries; for income
distribution reasons; and periodically for strategic reasons. Today,
many more motivations are emerging—competition policy, invest-
ment, labor standards, environment, human rights, and so forth. While
each of these issues merits attention in its own right, it is debatable
whether linking these with the use of the trade instrument is an ap-
propriate or even sensible way to proceed. Beyond this question is
whether, in a more competitive world, such multiple purposes for the
trade policy instrument will not increase the risk of its abuse by
protectionists.
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Issues in the Design and Implementation
of Trade Reforms—Experience in

Developing and Transition Economies

Naheed Kirmani

I would like today to discuss selected issues in the design and im-
plementation of trade reforms based on our experience with adjust-
ment programs supported by the use of Fund resources. It would be
useful at the outset to examine the recent record on adoption of trade
reform measures in developing countries and in economies in transi-
tion. We surveyed 78 Fund-supported programs with 59 countries ap-
proved in 1990-93 under Stand-By Arrangements, the Extended Fund
Facility (EFF), the Structural Adjustment Facility (SAF), and the En-
hanced Structural Adjustment Facility (ESAF).1 Measuring trade
regimes, especially quantitative restrictions (QRs), across such a large
group of countries is rather difficult. The assessment of QRs was based
on the import and export coverage and the intensity of the respective
QRs. The tariff regime was specified in terms of average tariff levels in-
clusive of various other duties and charges that add to the cost of im-
ports. The tariff and QR regime was combined to provide an indication
of the overall trade policy stance. Countries were ranked in terms of
whether their trade regimes were relatively open, moderately re-
stricted, or very restricted.

The survey revealed that substantial progress in trade reforms took
place during 1990-93 among program countries. The trend toward
reduced reliance on QRs observed in the 1980s intensified in the
1990s. The greatest progress in eliminating QRs was made by
economies in transition in Eastern Europe and the Baltic countries
where state involvement in trade was reduced sharply, and by pro-
gram countries in the Western Hemisphere. Substantial progress was
made in Africa, particularly where exchange system reforms elimi-
nated QRs used for the allocation of foreign exchange. Progress on
tariff reform was less rapid. Western Hemisphere countries made sig-
nificant progress, as many of them adopted ambitious liberalization

1See Chapter II in IMF, International Trade Policies, Vol. II, The Uruguay Round and Beyond,
Background Papers, World Economic and Financial Surveys (Washington, 1994).
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programs to restructure and open up their economies. Although
many countries in Africa, Asia, and the Middle East lowered tariffs—
in some cases by large magnitudes—the reductions were only in a
very few cases large enough to classify their tariff regimes as "open"
or "moderately restricted." The combined (QR plus tariff) trade
regime showed that at the end of 1990, 53 countries had restricted
trade regimes, 5 were moderately restrictive, and only 1 had a rela-
tively open regime. By the end of 1993, 33 countries were classified as
restrictive, 22 had a moderately restrictive stance, and 4 had rela-
tively open regimes.

The most rapid overall progress in trade reform was recorded in
Eastern Europe and the Western Hemisphere. According to certain
macroeconomic indicators, and without inference of causality, the sur-
vey showed that slower trade reformers as a group initially faced more
difficult macroeconomic conditions (in terms of current account and
fiscal imbalances, reserve levels, and dependency on trade taxes) com-
pared with the faster reformers. The latter countries improved their
fiscal and reserve positions significantly, reduced reliance on trade
taxes while containing the deterioration in current account positions,
and simultaneously undertook trade reform. The group of slower
trade reformers experienced some improvement in their current ac-
count position, but fiscal and reserve positions did not improve, and
reliance on trade taxes declined by only a small amount. The macro-
economic characteristics of the slow and fast reformers suggested that
fast reformers were more willing or able to undertake bolder, more
comprehensive reforms.

Let me now turn to design issues. We have generally found that the
overall trade reform effort is best addressed in the context of a
medium-term strategy with clearly established and announced imme-
diate and medium-term objectives. This helps avoid uncertainty re-
garding the direction of trade policy and provides economic agents
clear signals for decisions on investment and production. Adhering to
preannounced targets establishes the credibility of the reform effort,
which is important for its success. Furthermore, trade reform is likely
to be more successful if accompanied or preceded by complementary
macroeconomic measures (e.g., fiscal, exchange rate) and structural
measures (e.g., exchange system liberalization, price decontrol, priva-
tization, measures to facilitate labor mobility).

Within the trade regime, program design has given priority to elim-
inating QRs early in the reform process, as these are less transparent
and more restrictive than tariffs. A number of countries have consid-
ered a one-step removal infeasible and have opted for a phased reduc-
tion. In such cases, care should be taken not to bunch all of the most
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sensitive items toward the end of the phasing period, as this is often
not credible. Targets for the phased reduction of QRs need to be pre-
cisely defined and monitorible. Fund-supported adjustment programs
have often targeted a declining import-coverage ratio, or the number
of product groups to be subject to QRs at each stage (the choice of an
appropriate base period would be particularly important). When tar-
iffs replace QRs, they should not exceed the tariff equivalents of the
QRs and should be gradually reduced over time.

With regard to tariffs, for most developing countries and economies
in transition that cannot affect the foreign currency prices of their im-
ports, theoretical considerations call for zero tariffs across the board.
In practice, however, we know that governments do not pursue the
objective of pure welfare maximization, and tariffs are used for rev-
enue, income distribution, balance of payments management, and
protecting domestic industries. With the exception of the balance of
payments, these objectives suggest that the theoretically optimal tar-
iff structure should be differentiated. However, practical considera-
tions suggest otherwise. With regard to the protection objective, the
difficulties and pitfalls of targeting suggest that it is preferable to
adopt the alternative approach of broader-based protection with rela-
tively narrow differentiation among sectors. With regard to other ob-
jectives, considerations of political economy, administrative conve-
nience, and lack of information also provide strong arguments against
complex and differentiated tariff structures. In particular, if interest
groups perceive that the authorities are unwilling to provide too
much differentiation in protection, they may refrain from further lob-
bying to secure greater protection, thereby minimizing rent-seeking
costs. Less complex tariff structures can be administered more easily,
avoiding cumbersome paperwork and reducing the incentive to mis-
classify products.

These considerations have shaped the design of tariff reform in
Fund-supported adjustment programs. Such reform aims for simplic-
ity, maximum transparency, and eventually the ideal of a relatively
low and uniform tariff structure. This involves moving from specific to
ad valorem tariffs, amalgamating "other duties and charges" into the
tariff structure, eliminating discretionary and other exemptions, re-
ducing the number of tariff rates to a few, lowering the maximum tar-
iff with only a few exceptions, and reducing the average tariff. In order
to mitigate the antiexport bias due to high tariffs, a duty-drawback
system should be implemented, whereby import duties paid on pro-
ducer inputs that are physically "consumed" in export production are
rebated to domestic manufacturers upon export of the goods physi-
cally embodying those imports. Unfortunately, duty-drawback
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schemes in many developing countries are often administratively
cumbersome and inefficient.

The extent and speed of trade reform would naturally need to take
into account the initial position (degree of distortions) and be tailored
to individual country circumstances. Some countries have opted for
gradually phased reductions of very high tariff levels and dispersion
(e.g., a number of countries in Asia), while others have managed faster
reform (e.g., in Eastern Europe and Latin America). The experience of
successful tariff reformers shows that it is possible within a period of
2-5 years to reduce tariff bands to 3-5, to bring high tariffs (in some
cases, from triple digits) initially to a maximum of 30-35 percent and
then subsequently to 20 percent or less, and to reduce average statu-
tory tariffs to about 15-20 percent initially and to about 10 percent in
the subsequent stage.

Finally, I would like to talk about two particular design issues—fis-
cal and exchange rate—that we have repeatedly encountered in the de-
sign of Fund-supported adjustment programs.

Fiscal considerations (namely, generating and maintaining rev-
enues) are a major determinant in limiting the magnitude of trade re-
forms and the speed of their implementation. Although trade taxes
are not optimal instruments to raise revenues, in practice, developing
countries and economies in transition rely heavily on them. A grad-
ual approach to tariff reform has been adopted in a number of coun-
tries where trade taxes account for a high proportion of tax revenue
(e.g., Bangladesh, Sri Lanka, and Zimbabwe). Since Fund-supported
adjustment programs generally target the central government budget
(and trade taxes tend to accrue to the central government), revenue
considerations can drive tariff policy even when trade taxes account
for less than 10 percent of total tax revenues (e.g., Argentina). But the
concern about the revenue impact of a tariff reform may not be well
founded in all cases. A well-designed tariff reform may actually
improve the import tax collection rate at the same time as statutory
tariff levels come down, at least in the initial stages. This is because in
many cases tax collection rates are below statutory tariffs reflecting
the widespread use of exemptions; and smuggling, tax evasion,
misclassification, and corruption are sometimes encouraged by very
high tariffs.

Even so, there have often been conflicts between short-term fiscal
objectives and medium-term trade reform goals. The lesson from our
experience with Fund-supported programs is that program design
needs to explicitly recognize the link between fiscal and trade policy. It
is essential that tariff reform be coordinated with tax reform so that
revenue effects are anticipated. Tariff reforms can be effectively imple-
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mented and sustained, particularly in cases where the central govern-
ment's budget is restructured early in the reform process to decrease
the relative importance of trade taxes in total revenue. Thus, a clear
timetable for the development of alternative domestic (nontrade) rev-
enue sources is often needed to ensure the success of tariff reforms.

Appropriate exchange policies are essential to ensure that trade re-
forms are consistent with balance of payments objectives. Exchange
and trade restrictions often act as substitutes. A prerequisite, or at least
a complementary measure, of effective trade liberalization is the adop-
tion of liberal exchange systems. The effectiveness of exchange rate
policies is itself enhanced when complemented by the liberalization of
the trade and payments regimes. Where trade restrictions are perva-
sive, the equilibrium exchange rate is likely to be well above its re-
striction-free level. Under such circumstances, trade liberalization may
lead to a deterioration in the current account, as the boost to imports,
including private consumer demand, is likely to be felt more rapidly
than the impact on exports. In the absence of adequate reserves, a sig-
nificant reduction in trade barriers would normally need to be accom-
panied by a devaluation to safeguard the balance of payments. Of
course, if the trade reform improved confidence so as to generate cap-
ital inflows in sufficient amounts, a devaluation may not be necessary,
at least for immediate balance of payments reasons. Domestic indus-
tries, however, will need time to adjust to the new realities of a major
trade reform and a devaluation may still be necessary to avert future
balance of payments problems. Where the initial trade restrictions are
not pervasive, or trade liberalization is confined to specific input sec-
tors, a devaluation may not be necessary provided that the improve-
ments in competitiveness deriving from cheaper inputs are translated
into higher exports quickly enough.

In countries experiencing a real exchange rate appreciation due to
surges in capital inflows, or where the nominal exchange rate serves as
an anchor but inflation remains higher than programmed, pressures
for protection are likely to rise. Ideally, the real appreciation should be
tackled with appropriate monetary and fiscal policies and not by resort
to trade restrictions.

In general, using trade instruments for nontrade objectives is a sec-
ond-best solution. Trade policy needs to be geared to medium-term ef-
ficiency goals. However, there may be emergencies where better alter-
natives are not available and deviations for short-term fiscal and
balance of payments may be needed. If trade restrictions are in-
evitable, they should be limited and kept strictly temporary. The
phased elimination of such temporary restrictions is an important ele-
ment in the design of trade reform.
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Demetris Papageorgiou and Michael Michaely

This paper draws on the findings of an extensive research project
that we co-authored with A. Choksi, on trade liberalization experi-
ences.1 That research suggests criteria for successful—that is, sus-
tained—trade liberalization policies and attempts to assess their short-
term economic consequences. It assesses the potential for success of
the recent wave of trade liberalization in Latin America. For Eastern
Europe, the emphasis is on describing the current trade regime and
outlining the necessary elements for trade reforms.

Most of this paper discusses the process of trade liberalization in
Latin America, which within the last ten years has implemented pro-
found policies to liberalize its trade regime. In this period, several
countries in the region have embarked upon policies of trade liberal-
ization unprecedented in scope and intensity in recent history. Trade
liberalization was only a part of a wholesale reorientation of public
policy toward a market-oriented economic environment, in the midst
of macroeconomic calamity and stagnant economic growth. It was car-
ried out by democratically elected governments with clear popular
support.

In the first part, we summarize the findings of our research: What
are the elements that lead to sustained trade liberalization, and what is
its immediate economic impact? In the second and third parts, we dis-
cuss the evidence of the recent liberalization policies in Latin America
and countries of the former Soviet Union and assess the extent to
which they comply with the findings of the 1991 research. The discus-
sion of Latin American trade liberalization is richer in empirical evi-
dence and different in substance, than that of countries of the former
Soviet Union, because the circumstances are radically different. The
evidence in Latin America is confined to the unilateral trade liberal-
ization and does not cover the several preferential trade agreements in
which some Latin American countries have entered, including
NAFTA, and Southern Cone Common Market (MERCOSUR).

1See Michael Michaely, Demetris Papageorgiou, and Armeane Choksi, Liberalizing Foreign
Trade: Lessons of Experience in the Developing World, Vol. 7 (Oxford, England; and Cambridge,
Massachusetts: Basil Blackwell, 1991). Hereinafter referred to as "the 1991 study."

Note: Throughout this paper the phrase "the former Soviet Union" is used to mean the
Baltic states, Russia, and other countries of the former Soviet Union.
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Successful Liberalizations and Economic Costs
Despite countries' fears that trade liberalization will have high eco-

nomic costs, it has been found that adjustment costs incurred by suc-
cessful trade liberalization are surprisingly small.2

Elements of Successful Liberalizations
The research by Papageorgiou, Choksi, and Michaely was broad in

scope. It analyzed the course of liberalization in 19 countries, all of
them market economies to varying degrees, during 36 distinct
episodes of trade liberalization. It covered, by and large, every attempt
at significant trade liberalization undertaken by developing countries
from World War II until 1984, depending on the country. The results
indicate that despite the complexities of the trade reform process and
the differing circumstances that confronted each attempt at liberaliza-
tion, the successful (sustained) programs shared common elements:

• Momentum. Programs that started boldly and followed through
with further measures proved more durable than ones that took a
more hesitant approach.

• Reduced quantitative restrictions (QRs). Programs that decisively re-
duced or eliminated such direct interventions as import quotas
generally succeeded. Those that did not generally failed. This was
one of the study's clearest findings.

• Competitive real exchange rates. Most of the successful programs
began with a depreciation of the (nominal and real) exchange rate.
Thereafter, no particular trend was clearly associated with suc-
cess—but most programs that lasted avoided sharp fluctuations
of the real rate.

• Prudent macroeconomic policies. In general, the successful reformers
kept their budget deficits smaller in relation to GDP than the oth-
ers. In fact, reversals of trade liberalization were more commonly
associated with poor macroeconomic policies than with any other
factor, including the power of vested interests and short-run
unemployment.

• Proper sequencing of reforms. Programs tended to go wrong when
capital-market liberalization preceded trade liberalization.

• Political stability. Reforms, once introduced, were difficult to sus-
tain against a background of unstable government.

2This section draws liberally from Demetris Papageorgiou, Armeane M. Choksi, and
Michael Michaely, "Liberalizing Foreign Trade in Developing Countries: The Lessons of Ex-
perience" (Washington: World Bank, 1990).
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One of the research's most important findings is that strong pro-
grams at the initial stage lasted longer than weak ones. Nineteen trade
liberalization episodes were classified as strong and 17 as weak.3 Five
of the strong programs (26 percent) and seven of the weak ones (41
percent) were reversed. If anything, these figures understate the supe-
riority of the strong reforms. The research defines episodes of liberal-
ization to exclude those that collapsed within two years. If these un-
successful cases had been included, they would have fallen
overwhelmingly in the weak category. The golden rule of sustainable
reform, therefore, appears to be that bold is best.

The research also found that trade liberalization programs that stay
in place for six years are most likely to be sustained for many years.
This could be because a six-year span normally involves a transition
from one government to the next. Such transition usually presents the
strongest challenge to the reforms. In addition, a new set of vested in-
terests usually emerges from a more efficient economic environment
that provides the needed political resistance to reverse the liberaliza-
tion process.

Almost always, highly illiberal trade regimes use QRs extensively.
Relaxing these restrictions has been the main content of sustained lib-
eralization programs. Might other factors explain the results? For ex-
ample, did the programs that included a major relaxation of QRs also
cut tariffs substantially? The answer is no. Programs with radical QR
reforms varied widely in their tariff reforms: sometimes tariffs were
cut, other times they were raised, and in still others they were left
unchanged.

The link between the depreciation of the real exchange rate at the im-
plementation of trade liberalization and sustained reform seems to be
strong in every case. Most of the trade liberalization episodes that were
fully sustained experienced a real depreciation at the outset of the re-
forms. The remainder experienced no change in the real exchange rate.
In no case did a fully sustained reform start with a currency apprecia-
tion. Most of the partially successful programs also began with a real
depreciation, while those that failed were evenly divided between
those with a rise or fall in the real exchange rate. The association is
only less clear for the trend change in the real exchange rate during lib-
eralization, and at its final stage.

The relevant role of macroeconomic policy in liberalization is to keep
inflation low and thus maintain a real depreciation. One striking fact

3For details of classification, see Michaely, Papageorgiou, and Choksi, Liberalizing Foreign
Trade.
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from the research is that only a single episode of trade reform was fully
sustained after being introduced alongside an expansionary fiscal pol-
icy. But the nature of fiscal and monetary policy at the beginning of
trade reform does not discriminate between the partially sustained
programs on the one hand and outright failures on the other.

The stance of macroeconomic policy at the end of the reform
episodes seems to play a bigger role in the success or failure of reform.
Sustained reform was usually accompanied by either a restrictive or
neutral macroeconomic policy. If fiscal policy was expansionary and
monetary policy accommodating at the end, the programs as a rule
collapsed altogether or, at best, were only partially sustained. The re-
search indicates that expansionary fiscal and monetary policies are the
single most important cause of a reversal of trade reforms.

Countries have embarked on trade liberalization in a wide variety of
economic circumstances. How did these differing initial economic con-
ditions relate to the ultimate outcome of the reforms? At the risk of
oversimplifying, initial conditions might be grouped under three
broad headings: economically distressed, stable, and intermediate
cases. The research findings indicate that liberalization programs that
began under great economic strain tended to be strong, fast, and there-
fore relatively durable. The programs undertaken in more or less sta-
ble economic circumstances, and especially those that followed earlier
successful episodes, also fared quite well. The in-between cases—re-
forms that began amid signs of economic deterioration but not a full-
blown crisis—were the least likely to succeed.

Trade liberalization has usually been undertaken alongside other
sorts of economic reform—deregulation of international capital flows, in
particular. This raises the question of whether the ordering of such a
package of reforms has any effect on its chances of success. The evi-
dence from the research on this question is not as well based as the
findings on trade reform proper for two main reasons. Capital market
liberalization was beyond the main area of the research and few of the
episodes of trade liberalization covered by it have been accompanied
by capital market reforms (which were not very common until re-
cently). The research investigated four such occurrences. This evidence
is narrowly based and far from conclusive. As far as it goes, however,
it supports the presumption that extensive capital market liberaliza-
tion should be left until trade liberalization is well under way, but cer-
tainly should not precede trade liberalization.

Are there other factors that affect the reform not related to the design
of the reform itself or to accompanying economic policies? The re-
search investigated several such factors: economic size and income
level of the countries, geographic size, and resource endowments. In
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this respect one factor does stand out: political stability. The main crite-
rion was political continuity, which need not mean one continuous
government over a long period, or democratic or authoritarian gov-
ernments.4

Short-Term Economic Costs

The short-term economic effects of trade reform are of great concern
to governments. Trade reform will succeed only if it shifts resources
from inefficient uses to new tasks. The bigger the projected long-term
gains, the greater the shift will need to be. And big long-term, expected
gains may require strong, bold trade reforms, with a pronounced effect
on reallocation of resources. But this short-term reallocation carries
economic costs and political risks.

Four major concerns are normally voiced in contemplating trade re-
forms: balance of payments deterioration, fall in national output, rise
of unemployment, and deterioration of income distribution. The re-
search looked in detail at these concerns and found the fears of high
costs misplaced. To a surprising extent, the costs of adjustments are in-
dicated to be very small, even in the short term.

In most liberalization episodes, countries increased their foreign ex-
change reserves in the months immediately following the start of their
program. In most cases, liberalization rescued the country from falling
reserves. Indeed, a rapidly worsening external position was quite often
the reason why the reforms had been implemented in the first place.

In about half of the episodes, imports did increase in the months after
liberalization began. Most of these involved episodes with major relax-
ation of QRs. Except in a few cases, the other half showed no trend, ei-
ther upward or downward; in four episodes, imports actually fell.

Because imports, by and large, either showed no trend or increased,
the overall improvement in balance of payments positions must have
been the result of rising exports. And so it was. Taking an average of
the 31 episodes for which good trade data were available, the annual
growth rate of exports for the three years preceding the liberalization
was 4.2 percent, while the annual growth rate for the year of liberal-
ization and subsequent three years increased to about 11 percent in
constant U.S. dollars. What may be more surprising is that the im-
provement in export performance was both quick enough and big

4The designation of a country as politically stable or unstable refers only to the period fol-
lowing the introduction of trade liberalization.
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enough to bring about an immediate improvement in the balance of
payments. The speed of reaction may partly be the outcome of specu-
lative movements of (recorded) trade flows in response to largely an-
ticipated devaluations.

How did national output fare in the short term? If anything, trade re-
form—especially strong reform—is associated with higher growth
from the beginning. For all episodes, the average growth rate of GDP
in the year preceding the reforms was 4.4 percent and the annual rate
for the period including the liberalization and the three subsequent
years was 5.6 percent. For the strong liberalization episodes, the corre-
sponding rates were 3.5 percent and 5.4 percent, respectively, and for
the weak episodes 5.6 percent and 5.7 percent.

On the short-term effects of liberalization on employment, the data
suggest that they have been small. This evidence is based not on all
episodes, as detailed data were not always available. Nevertheless, in
most countries covered by the research, employment was not lowered
even in broad individual sectors of the economy, such as manufactur-
ing. This suggests that the reallocation of labor was achieved largely
within sectors, causing less disruption than might have been feared.

It could be that the main concern of government in planning for
trade liberalization is the short-term effects of the reforms on income
distribution rather than GDP. The fear is that whatever the costs of ad-
justment, they will fall disproportionately on the poor. This risk would
be great if the short-term costs in lost output and employment were
large. But the evidence indicates that the short-term effect of liberal-
ization on national output was strongly positive, and on employment
at worst neutral.

The evidence on the precise effect of liberalization on income distri-
bution is mixed and fragmentary. It leaves the issue open. There is no
solid evidence that low-income groups gain particular benefits from
liberalization (beyond sharing in the aggregate benefits). Equally, there
is no support for the popular view that reform is bound to make the
poor worse off.

Recent Liberalizations in Latin America
The recent wave of trade liberalization in Latin America began in

1985 with Bolivia and Mexico, followed by Uruguay in 1987, Argentina
and Venezuela in 1989; and by Brazil, Ecuador, and Peru in 1990 (see
Table 1). Several other countries in Latin America have also under-
taken trade liberalization (Costa Rica in 1986, Guatemala in 1986, Hon-
duras in 1990, Jamaica in 1985, Panama in 1991, Paraguay in 1989, and
Trinidad and Tobago in 1985) but their reform process has been slow
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Table 1. Recent Episodes of Trade Liberalization in Latin America

Argentina
Bolivia
Brazil
Colombia
Ecuador
Mexico
Peru
Uruguay
Venezuela

(July 1989-April 1991)
(August 1985-February 1990)
(July 1990-July 1994)
(September 1989-December 1991)
(May 1990-August 1992)
(July 1985-December 1989)
(August 1990-August 1991)
(July 1987-April 1992)
(February 1989-July 1991)

Source: Asad Alam, "Country Trade Profiles: Latin America and the Caribbean" (mimeograph;
Washington: World Bank, 1992).

Note: Dates in parentheses indicate the period of the liberalization, defined to cover the enact-
ment of all major trade reforms.

and uncertain. Furthermore, lack of comprehensive data for these
countries makes it difficult to include their liberalization experiences
in this overview of recent liberalization policies in Latin America.

Of the nine countries covered in this study, five (Argentina, Brazil,
Colombia, Peru, and Uruguay) had attempted to liberalize their for-
eign trade in the 1960s and 1970s. The liberalization policy in Ar-
gentina, Brazil, and Peru collapsed altogether, in Colombia, it was par-
tially reversed, and in Uruguay, it was sustained. For the other four
(Bolivia, Ecuador, Mexico, and Venezuela), it was their first serious
and persistent attempt to liberalize trade and reverse protectionist
policies.

Although historical judgment may not yet be rendered, the several
years that have passed since the implementation of these liberaliza-
tions do make it possible to observe a pattern of development. Could
this pattern have been predicted by the inferences of the 1991 study?

A common thread that runs across most of these liberalizations is the
economic circumstances under which they were implemented. All but
Colombia and Venezuela faced severe macroeconomic problems. And
in all but Colombia liberalization was one of several structural
changes, in addition to macroeconomic stabilization.5 Indeed, trade
liberalization was an integral part of the governments' policies in Latin
America for reducing their role in the economy, privatizing extensively
public assets, and stabilizing their economies.

5For example, deregulation of internal market, privatization, and liberalization of the finan-
cial system.
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Table 2. Policy Elements of Trade Liberalization

Argentina
Bolivia
Brazil
Colombia
Ecuador
Mexico
Peru
Uruguay
Venezuela

Major Relaxation
of Quantitative

Restrictions?

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No2

Yes

Major
Reduction
of Tariffs?

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Depreciation1

No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Sustained?

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Partially

Source: Asad Alam, "Country Trade Profiles: Latin America and the Caribbean" (mimeograph;
Washington: World Bank, 1992).

1Indicates the direction of real effective exchange rate upon the implementation of trade
liberalization.

2Uruguay had eliminated all quantitative restrictions in earlier liberalization.

The focus, in reviewing the evidence from these trade reforms, is
whether they appear to be sustainable in light of the findings of the
1991 research. We shall first examine evidence pertaining to the design
of successful liberalizations, then evidence on short-term economic
effects.

Design of Trade Liberalization
One of the strongest findings of the research by Papageorgiou,

Choksi, and Michaely was that bold, strong trade liberalization at the
initial stage of the reform was strongly associated with its success.
How, then, do these nine reformers compare with those identified in
that study?

Table 2 describes the policy elements that were involved. In all cases
but one, major reduction in QRs were implemented along with sub-
stantial reduction in the level and dispersion of tariff rates. Table 3 pro-
vides a comparison of tariff structures before and at the end of liberal-
ization. The contrast in these structures is remarkable. For example,
Bolivia's tariff range went from zero to 100 percent before the liberal-
ization to only two tariff rates of 5 and 10 percent. Ecuador's tariff
range went from zero to 338 percent before the liberalization to a range
from zero to 20 percent following the liberalization. Even one of the
milder users of these reforms, Venezuela, went from a tariff ranging
from zero to 135 percent before the liberalization to one ranging from

2Uruguay had eliminated all quantitative restrictions in earlier liberalization.
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Table 3. Tariff Structure Before and After Liberalization

Before Liberalization After Liberalization

Source: Asad Alam, "Country Trade Profiles: Latin America and the Caribbean" (mimeograph;
Washington: World Bank, 1992).

zero to 50 percent by 1991. Equally remarkable, these reforms were im-
plemented in a very short time—mostly less than four years, and in
some instances within two years (Argentina, Bolivia, and Peru).

How did these reforms treat quantitative restrictions? The 1991 study
established a close association between sustained liberalization and
drastic reduction in QRs at the initial stage of the reforms. Indeed, in
that study strong liberalization and reduction in QRs were almost syn-

Argentina

Bolivia

Brazil

Colombia

Ecuador

Mexico

Peru

Uruguay

Venezuela

Tariff range from zero to 55
percent. Import surcharges
15 percent. Export taxes on
some goods.

Complex system of tariff
rates with exemption and
high dispersion. Tariff range
from zero to 100 percent.

Tariff range from zero to
105 percent.

Tariff range from zero to
200 percent.

Tariff range from zero to
338 percent. Prior deposits
requirement surcharge.

Tariff range from zero to
100 percent. Use of reference
prices

Tariff range from zero to 84
percent. Some export taxes.

Five-tier tariff structure
ranging from 10 to 55
percent. Additional taxes on
exports. Reference prices.

Tariff range from zero to 135
percent.

Three tariff rates: zero, 11, and
22 percent. Most export
taxes abolished.

Two tariff rates: 5 percent
and 10 percent.

Tariff range from zero to 35
percent with only nine tariff
positions.

Tariff range from zero to 40
percent. But 99.5 percent of
tariff positions are within the
range of zero to 20 percent.

Tariff range from zero to
20 percent.

Tariff range from zero to
20 percent.

Two tariff rates: 15 percent
and 25 percent. Eighty-two
percent of tariff items fall
under the 15 percent rate.

Three-tier tariff structure of
10 percent, 15 percent, and
20 percent.

Tariff range from zero to 50
percent.
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Table 4. The Evaluation of Quantitative Restrictions

Before Liberalization After Liberalization

Source: Asad Alam, "Country Trade Profiles: Latin America and the Caribbean" (mimeograph;
Washington: World Bank, 1992).

onymous. Table 4 summarizes the initial conditions with QRs and
what was left of them at the end of the liberalization. All countries,
with the exception of Uruguay, which had removed all QRs in its ear-

Argentina

Bolivia

Brazil

Colombia

Ecuador

Mexico

Peru

Uruguay

Venezuela

Extensive quantitive
restrictions (QRs). Import
licensing covering 42 percent
of local production.

Extensive coverage with QRs.

Extensive import licensing.
Foreign exchange allocation
controls. Reservation of
Brazilian markets for local
production for several
products.

Import prohibition. Import
licensing (together they
covered 99 percent of tariff
positions).

Extensive import controls.
Prohibition list for 9.5 percent
of local production, import
licensing, permit requirement.

Extensive use of import
licensing covering 90 percent
of tradable production.
Export controls covering 25
percent of tradable production.

Preferential regimes. QRs for
10 percent of tariff position.
The importation of 10 percent
of tariff items was prohibited.

No QRs.

The importation of goods
falling under 45 percent of
import positions was
prohibited (11 percent),
required import licensing
(29 percent), or required
health certification (5 percent).

Quantitative restriction
covering about 2 percent of
manufacturing (primarily the
car industry).

No QRs.

Most of the QRs have been
eliminated. Some remain for
official purchases.

Import licensing for
1 percent of tariff positions.

Substantial reduction in QRs.

Import licenses reduced to
about 20 percent of tradable
production. Export controls
reduced to 18 percent of
tradable production.

No QRs.

No QRs.

The importation of goods
falling under 18 percent of
tariff positions was
prohibited (5 percent),
required prior licensing (5
percent), or required health
certification (8 percent).
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Her liberalization in the 1970s, had in place a complex system of QRs,
such as import licensing, foreign exchange allocations, negative im-
port lists, and outright import prohibitions. By the end of the reforms,
four countries (Bolivia, Brazil, Ecuador, and Peru) had virtually no
QRs or any other nontariff barrier left in their books. In Argentina,
about 2 percent of local manufacturing is protected by QRs, mainly the
car industry In Ecuador, only 1 percent of tariff positions is subject to
import licensing. Even in Mexico, which retained QRs covering 20 per-
cent of local tradable production, the QRs apply primarily to the oil in-
dustry, which is an export activity. Among the eight countries that had
extensive QRs before they began liberalizing, Venezuela appears to
have retained the highest level of QRs; restrictions still apply to 18 per-
cent of the import positions.

The evidence on the intensity of the reforms and of the substantial
reduction in QRs would indicate, on the strength of the earlier re-
search, that chances are good that these trade reforms will succeed. So
far they have indeed been sustained, with the sole exception of the par-
tial reversal in Venezuela.

The behavior of the real effective exchange rate (REER) at the time
trade liberalization is introduced and at the end of the liberalization is
presented in Table 5. The earlier study indicated a strong association
between a depreciation of the REER at the introduction of liberaliza-
tion and success of the liberalization. The same is true about a depre-
ciation toward the end of a liberalization episode. The evidence from
the nine episodes is mixed. At the initial stage, six countries experi-
enced a depreciation of the REER: Bolivia, Colombia, Mexico, Peru,
Uruguay, and Venezuela; in three—Bolivia, Mexico, and Venezuela—
the depreciation was strong (more than 15 percent). Three countries,
Argentina, Brazil, and Ecuador, saw an appreciation of their REER; it
was strong in Argentina, small and temporary in Brazil, and small in
Ecuador.

The trend of the REER during the liberalization was mixed. Ar-
gentina's, for example, continued to appreciate and, by the end of the
liberalization, had appreciated considerably more than it had on aver-
age in the three years before liberalization. Bolivia's REER continued
to depreciate with some fluctuations, and at the end of the episode it
depreciated in relation to the period prior to the trade liberalization.
Brazil's REER depreciated over the liberalization with sharp fluctua-
tions, but at the end it remained at about the same level as it had been
in the three years preceding the reforms. In general, three countries
saw their REER appreciate during the liberalization period (Argentina,
Ecuador, and Peru); three continued to depreciate; two indicated no
trend one way or another; and Mexico's REER for the first half of the
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Argentina

Bolivia

Brazil

Colombia

Ecuador

Mexico

Peru

Uruguay

Venezuela

When Trade
Liberalization

Was Introduced1

Appreciation +

Depreciation +

Appreciation

Depreciation

Appreciation

Depreciation +

Depreciation

Depreciation

Depreciation +

During Trade
Liberalization2

Appreciation/
Fluctuation

Depreciation

Depreciation/
Fluctuation

Depreciation

Appreciation

Fluctuation;
no-trend

Appreciation

Fluctuation;
no trend

Small appreciation

Long-Run
Comparison3

More appreciated

More depreciated

No change

More depreciated

More depreciated

More depreciated

More appreciated

No change

More depreciated

Source: IMF.
1Indicates the immediate impact on REER of the trade liberalization. The + sign indicates a sharp

appreciation or depreciation change.
2Describes the behavior of the REER during the entire liberalization period.
3Compares the prevailing long-run level of REER before and after the introduction of trade

liberalization.

liberalization period continued to depreciate substantially but re-
versed its course in the second half and began to appreciate quickly.

At the end of the liberalization, Argentina and Peru had an REER
that was more appreciated than the average REER for the three years
prior to liberalization. Bolivia, Colombia, Ecuador, Mexico, and
Venezuela had a more depreciated REER, while Brazil, and Uruguay
saw no change.

This evidence suggests that the behavior of the REER in these coun-
tries did not provide effective support to the liberalization. A strong
and sustained depreciation would have provided a strong impetus to
the tradable sector and exports in particular and restrained the rapid
growth of imports.

The earlier research indicated that expansionary fiscal and monetary
policies are the single most important cause of a reversal of trade re-
forms. Judging from the course of the rate of inflation during the re-
forms, several countries have done a remarkable job in controlling fis-
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Table 5. Behavior of Real Effective Exchange Rate
During Trade Liberalization
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cal and monetary policies. Argentina, Bolivia, Mexico, Peru, and
Venezuela substantially reduced their inflation rate during the re-
forms. Ecuador and Brazil were unable to reduce it. The difference be-
tween the two, however, was that Ecuador's inflation remained at the
annual level of between 45 percent and 50 percent, while Brazil's re-
mained at the level of hyperinflation. Colombia experienced a minor
increase while Uruguay, unable to insulate itself from Argentina's and
Brazil's inflation, experienced a dramatic doubling of their rate of in-
flation (to 100 percent). Looking at inflation rates beyond the liberal-
ization period, it appears that Argentina, Bolivia, possibly Brazil,
Colombia, Mexico (until recently), Peru, and Uruguay have managed
to rein in inflation, an indication that fiscal and monetary policies have
been working. Venezuela has been slipping behind on this front.

Exchange rate policies radically changed with the introduction of
trade reforms and the liberalization of capital markets. All economies
unified their exchange rate. Argentina fixed the nominal rate while all
others had a "flexible" nominal exchange rate.6 In all countries indi-
viduals and businesses are permitted to buy and sell foreign exchange.

The need for stabilization was paramount for all of these countries.
So was the need for structural reforms. With the exception of Colom-
bia, and to a lesser extent Bolivia and Ecuador, structural reforms
meant considerable change in the role of the public sector, in addition
to trade liberalization, financial liberalization, extensive deregulation,
and privatization of public assets. Argentina, Brazil, Mexico, Peru, and
Venezuela did just that. The stabilization policy involved tightening
monetary policy and very high real rates of interest. The combined ef-
fect of high interest rates on the one hand and the privatization of pub-
lic assets, including public utilities, on the other brought in substantial
and sustained capital inflows. As capital markets were liberalized
along with the liberalization of merchandise trade, capital inflows
caused the REER to depreciate less, or appreciate more, than it would
have done in their absence.

The initial conditions of the economy when the countries embarked
on the liberalization can be described as total collapse. Table 6 sum-
marizes the trade regime and the macroeconomic situation at the out-
set of the reforms. All the trade reforms began under great economic
distress, demanding (and enabling) strong and fast programs. In addi-
tion to a highly protective trade regime, most of them (with the excep-
tion of Colombia and Venezuela) had an annual rate of inflation ex-

6Flexible in the sense that it fluctuated; central bank involvement was evident in each coun-
try with flexible rates.
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Table 6. Policy Environment on the Eve of Trade Liberalization

Argentina

Boliva

Brazil

Colombia

Ecuador

Mexico

Peru

Uruguay

Venezuela

QR
Coverage

Extensive

Extensive

Extensive

Extensive

Extensive

Extensive

Extensive

None

Extensive

Trade Related
Tariff
Rates1

High/
dispersed

High/
dispersed

High/
dispersed

High/
dispersed

High/
dispersed

High/
dispersed

High/
dispersed

Export
Policies

Subsidies/
taxes

Subsidies/
restrictions

Subsidies

Restrictions/
free trade
zones

None

Subsidies/
restrictions

Subsidies/
restrictions

None

Subsidies

Macroeconomic
Foreign

Exchange

Multiple rates/
controls

Controls

Controls

Controls

Multiple rates/
controls

Multiple rates

Multiple rates/
controls

Floating rate/
no controls

Multiple rates/
controls

Inflation2

Hyper

Hyper

Hyper

Moderate

High

High

Hyper

High

Moderate

1 High-tariff countries are those where the top rate is in excess of 50 percent including surcharges.
Tariff dispersion in all these countries was more than 50 percentage points (the difference between
the lowest and highest tariff rates).

2"Hyper" indicates annual rates of inflation in excess of 1,000 percent; "high" indicates annual
rates of inflation above 40 percent but less than 100 percent; "moderate" indicates annual rates of
inflation between 20 percent and 40 percent.

ceeding 40 percent. Four countries had inflation rates in excess of 1,000
percent (Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, and Peru); three others had lower,
but still very high, inflation rates (Ecuador, Mexico, and Uruguay). The
governments had no other choice but to embark on a program of re-
form that was both strong and decisive and therefore credible.

Concerning the sequencing of trade and capital market liberalization, all
of the countries introduced trade reforms before or at the same time as
capital liberalization. Bolivia, Peru, Uruguay, and Venezuela appeared
to have introduced the liberalization of these two markets at the same
time, while Argentina, Brazil, Colombia, and Ecuador staggered the re-
forms. This pattern partly agrees with the presumption that capital
market liberalization should wait until trade reforms are undertaken.
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An important element of these liberalization episodes is the political
environment which they were implemented. With the sole exception
of Venezuela, where several riots and two failed military coups d'etat
followed the reforms, the reforms were fully supported by the public.
They were undertaken by elected governments, and several of them
have withstood the task of transition from one government to the next
(Brazil, Bolivia, Colombia, Mexico, and Uruguay). The test of political
transition is an important predictor of the long-term success of the re-
forms; Venezuela is the only case that has failed to pass the test.

Short-Term Economic Costs
Two important aspects of the short-term economic effects of liberal-

ization, balance of payments, and national output are addressed here.
Tables 7 and 8 indicate the performance of exports and imports before,
during, and after liberalization. The evidence from the individual coun-
tries indicates that in six countries (Argentina, Bolivia, Ecuador, Peru,
Uruguay, and Venezuela) the growth rate of exports following liberal-
ization was higher on average than before the reforms were introduced.
In Colombia, the growth of exports was higher after liberalization only
if the year of liberalization is included. On the import side, seven coun-
tries showed stronger import growth on average after liberalization
than before (Argentina, Bolivia, Colombia, Ecuador, Mexico, Peru, and
Venezuela). Brazil had higher growth rates for imports following liber-
alization if the year of liberalization is included, and Uruguay had lower
import growth after liberalization. On average for all episodes, exports
grew by 4.3 percent annually in the three years prior to liberalization,
while the growth rate jumped to 7.0 percent following liberalization.
Equally important, the growth rate of exports went from 2.4 percent in
the year before liberalization to 7.4 percent in the year of liberalization.

The change in the performance of imports after liberalization was
even more dramatic. It went from -1.5 percent before liberalization to
growth rates ranging from 13 percent to about 14.5 percent annually
after liberalization.

Looking at trade flows in a different way (Table 8), we see the result
is different when trade performance is weighted by each country's ex-
ports and imports. Actual annual average exports after liberalization
increased by 3.8 percent, including the year of liberalization, while
prior to liberalization they grew annually at a rate of 7.4 percent. The
corresponding figures for imports are 3.0 percent and -4.9 percent,
respectively.

Obviously, imports grew more rapidly than exports, although this
has not yet generated trade deficits. The rapid increase of imports is
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Table 7. Trade Performance
(Percentage change in trade flows in 1987 U.S. dollars)

Three Years
Prior to

Liberalization
Year of
Trade

Liberalization

Three Years
After

Liberalization
T1

1 -3 -2 -1 +1 +2 +3 T21 T3

Argentina (S)2

Bolivia (S)

Brazil (S)

Colombia (M)

Ecuador (S)

Mexico (S)

Peru (S)

Uruguay (S)

Venezuela (S)

Total

Exports
Imports
Exports
Imports
Exports
Imports
Exports
Imports
Exports
Imports
Exports
Imports
Exports
Imports
Exports
Imports
Exports
Imports
Exports
Imports

-3.3
4.4

-3.3
-18.0

11.5
4.6

17.5
-0.3

1.0
-4.2
15.8
-9.2

3.5
-7.0

3.2
13.0
-7.0

3.1
4.3

-1.5

-15.0
22.6
-1.1

-44.0
14.5
-8.0
31.5

-13.3
-17.3

-4.6
12.7

-37.9
5.6

21.2
-10.7

10.8
-6.5
-7.5

1.5
-6.7

-12.1
11.8
-6.1
10.7
17.3
-7.1
24.5
-1.5
29.0

-15.5
25.7

-26.4
4.6

-5.0
-2.7
-5.7
0.3
4.1
9.0

-3.8

17.1
-21.2

-2.8
-20.7

2.8
28.8
-4.3
13.9
-8.8

7.4
9.1

36.8
0.4

-37.1
22.9
33.9

-14.7
12.8
2.4
6.1

26.4
-10.1
-10.0
65.7
-7.7
13.6
39.9
-2.6
-1.8

-10.3
-5.8
13.8
25.2
22.6
-5.9
11.6
6.0

-22.8
7.4
7.9

-4.0
-18.2

17.5
-11.8

4.9
7.4

13.4
16.4
20.0
31.1
4.0

15.5
17.6
9.6

10.0
-1.9
15.4
5.8

11.0
6.0

0.6
69.9

3.8
8.5

12.9
-1.2
15.6
-7.1
0.2
4.6

-12.9
-23.3

5.2
26.1

7.3
1.8
8.3

54.9
4.6

19.4

2.0
75.8
12.6

-30.8
. . .3

13.2
50.3

-10.5
1.4

7.9
4.0

-4.9
24.3

3.4
27.8

6.2
39.3
6.0
7.9
3.4
6.6

20.5
14.2
6.1
8.5

-6.3
1.8

16.0
19.4
4.8
3.9
6.2

15.5
7.0

13.0

-0.5
55.8
11.3

-11.4
8.9
3.1

14.1
19.9
10.1
17.8
-6.5
-2.1
11.4
17.8
8.4
1.3
6.3

28.3
7.1

14.5

Source: World Bank, World Tables (Washington, 1994).
1T1 is the average annual change in trade flows for the three years prior to the year of trade liberalization; T2 is the average annual change in trade flows for the

year of liberalization and the subsequent three years; T3 is the average annual change for the three years immediately after the year in which trade liberalization was
introduced.

2(S) indicates strong liberalization, and (M) moderate liberalization.
3Data for these countries for these years are not available on a comparable basis.
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Table 8. Performance of Trade Flows Before
and After Liberalization1

(Percentage change weighted by 1987 U.S. dollars)

Three Years
Prior to

Liberalization
T1

2 3 2 1

Year of
Trade

Liberalization

Two Years
After

Liberalization
1 2 T2

Exports
Imports

7.4
-4.9

5.9
-21.3

13.5
-10.1

2.7 1.2
4.8

6.5
-1.4

3.7
5.7

3.8
3.0

Source: World Bank, World Tables (Washington, 1994).
1The trade flows of Brazil, Ecuador, and Peru for the third postliberalization year are excluded be-

cause comparative data are not available.
2T1 is the annual average growth rate for the three years prior to liberalization. T2 is the annual av-

erage growth rate for the three years following liberalization and the year of liberalization.

explained mostly by the extent of the liberalization, the dismal perfor-
mance of imports (and production) prior to liberalization, and the
presence of capital inflows.

The evidence also indicates that the liberalization period coincides
with an acceleration of the growth rate of the GDP, if the year of liber-
alization is not included. For the nine countries combined, the average
GDP declines during the year trade reforms were introduced (-0.9 per-
cent). Six countries (Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Mexico, Peru, and
Venezuela) had negative GDP rates of growth in the year trade reforms
were introduced. Undoubtedly, the decline in GDP is associated with
the strong stabilization packages that these six countries introduced at
the same time as trade reforms. The growth rate of GDP of all nine
countries accelerates in each subsequent year following the year of
liberalization.

Obviously, then, liberalization is not associated with lower economic
growth. If anything, these trade reforms, being strong and fast, are as-
sociated with higher growth, supporting the findings of the 1991 study.
Unfortunately, the lack of data precludes a more systematic study of
the liberalization on employment and income distribution. Even if rel-
evant data on employment and income distribution were available, it
would have been difficult to sort out their relation to liberalization from
the effects of the stabilization policies and other structural reforms.

Compatibility with the Earlier Experience
Based on the experience of liberalization episodes of the postwar

era, what may we conclude about the sustainability of the recent re-
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forms in Latin America? Could the Latin American countries have de-
signed the liberalization of their trade regimes substantially better?
Would a different approach to trade liberalization have been prefer-
able, in the sense that it would increase its chance to be sustained and
reduce the economic costs of transition?

Recognizing that the implementation of trade reforms varied widely
from one country to another, the evidence reviewed here, nevertheless,
points to some general observations common to all nine liberaliza-
tions. It strongly suggests that the design of the trade reforms them-
selves was good, consistent with what earlier inferences have indi-
cated as the attributes of sustainable liberalization. The only
uncertainty for their future success lies outside the confines of trade
liberalization, in the interplay of stabilization and the ensuing appre-
ciation of the REER.

All these reforms were strong, with immediate implementation, im-
parting credibility and determination. From the outset, they decisively
reduced quantitative restrictions, which the 1991 study had found to
be the most important predictor of success. All eight countries with
QRs sharply reduced or eliminated them.

On the real effective exchange rate the evidence is less clear, but nev-
ertheless, six of the nine liberalizations began with depreciation of the
REER (Bolivia, Colombia, Mexico, Peru, Uruguay, and Venezuela);
three of these countries experienced strong depreciations (Bolivia,
Mexico, and Venezuela). At the end of liberalization, five countries had
their REER depreciated in comparison with the start of liberalization
(Bolivia, Colombia, Ecuador, Mexico, and Venezuela), two saw it ap-
preciate (Argentina and Peru), and the other two (Brazil and Uruguay)
saw no change.

The REER is not a policy instrument. Among other factors, it reflects
overall trends in macroeconomic policy. Several countries have been
able in the long term to either reduce inflation substantially (Ar-
gentina, Bolivia, Mexico, and Peru) or keep it under control, at modest
levels (Ecuador, Colombia, and Uruguay). The success of these coun-
tries in stabilizing their economies may well prove to be the critical el-
ement for the success not only of the trade reforms but of the entire
package of economic restructuring as well.

Failure or success in getting inflation under control permanently
will affect the viability of the financial institutions and political stabil-
ity. The combined influence of stabilization and structural reforms has
placed significant stress on the banking system. Argentina, Brazil,
Mexico, Peru, and Venezuela have experienced different degrees of
difficulties with their banking system. Only time can tell whether they
will be able to manage this challenge effectively.
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Failure to control macroeconomic policy, and therefore inflation,
may affect the will and determination of the governments to maintain
their current policies. So far, there has been no major opposition to
trade reforms, except in Venezuela. In all other eight countries, trade
reform has been supported by the public and most of the political par-
ties. In this respect, it is encouraging that all nine countries have
agreed to participate in the multilateral trade agreement of the
Uruguay Round and have indicated strong interest in participating in
a free trade agreement in the Western Hemisphere.

The 1991 research found that trade reforms that remain in place for
six years or more are almost certain to be sustained indefinitely. On
that basis, Bolivia, Mexico, and Uruguay seem to be on a safe path. Not
only have their liberalizations lasted more than six years, but they
have withstood the test of governmental change as well. For Ar-
gentina, Brazil, Colombia, Ecuador, and Peru, the prospects are en-
couraging. Argentina and Peru will soon join Brazil and Colombia, in
having new governments and the chance to test the resilience of the
trade reforms. Venezuela is the only country in which the liberalization
remains uncertain. Not surprisingly, Venezuela is a case of liberaliza-
tion that has not started with a situation of economic collapse. Hence,
public support for the policy was shaky from the inception of liberal-
ization. The policy did not go as far for the rest of the countries,7 and
the new government appears to be much less committed to the trade
reforms than its predecessor.

In conclusion, the recent reformers in Latin America have met fully
four of the conditions found necessary for a sustained trade liberaliza-
tion by the 1991 research: strong initial steps toward liberalization,
substantial reduction in QRs, initial economic conditions that required
strong reforms, and political stability in the sense that there was con-
tinuous broad political support for these reforms. Some of the liberal-
izations have also passed the test of time and have survived political
transition.

The 1991 study underlined the importance of depreciation of the
REER at the start of the liberalization and at the end of it. We saw that
six countries began their liberalization with depreciation, and two
ended it with appreciation of the REER. The 1991 research found in
particular that no country's liberalization survived while the REER
was appreciating at the end of the reform. The REER tended to appre-
ciate beyond the period of liberalization in all countries except Bolivia.
The major factors for this sustained appreciation appear to be the im-

7But it was nonetheless strong and swift.
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mediate opening of capital markets, the structural reforms, and the
stabilization efforts of these countries. In the 1991 research, only 4 lib-
eralization episodes, out of 36 examined, experienced the liberaliza-
tion of capital markets at the same time or soon after trade reforms
were introduced. There were few observations to base a thorough as-
sessment of the effects of substantial inflows on the tradable sector,
and the impact of substantial reductions of such flows on foreign re-
serves and macroeconomic policy. Nevertheless, the available evi-
dence indicated a negative effect of capital inflows on the tradable sec-
tor and, when these inflows were substantially reduced or reversed, a
negative impact on foreign reserves and on the fate of liberalization.

The recent events in Mexico would probably shed some light, in the
near future, about the probability of repetition of this pattern. If simi-
lar developments in capital flows were to occur in these countries, it
would be difficult to tell whether the governments will manage to
withstand their consequences, as Chile succeeded in doing in the early
1980s, or succumb to the pressures, as Argentina did at the same time,
and witness a collapse of the reforms. It is difficult to foretell the out-
come partly because the nature of inflows is substantially different
now than in the 1970s, involving to a large extent private capital and
direct foreign investments, and partly because the current political cli-
mate is undoubtedly in favor of trade liberalization, unlike in the ear-
lier times.

Speculating further, it could be the case that these trade reforms
were so strong that by the time large capital inflows were recorded the
economic restructuring was well under way, so that it did not have an
adverse effect on the tradable sector. Partial evidence consistent with
this argument is that the growth rate of exports and of GDP increased
by the same order of magnitude in the postliberalization period.

Furthermore, the collective experience of these countries with the
prevailing policies prior to these reforms, which inflicted severe eco-
nomic costs, may have persuaded policymakers and the people at
large that deregulation and trade liberalization is the way to go,
notwithstanding the probable transition costs and events that in the
past would have led to a severe setback.

Trade Regime in the Former Soviet Union
This section will be quite different from its predecessors. It would be

inappropriate to expect the pattern of trade liberalization in Russia, the
Baltic countries, and other countries of the former Soviet Union, which
was part of an overall change of the economic regime, to share much
with the liberalizations in Latin America. What we will do here is pre-
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sent the basic elements of the emerging trade regime and pose the ques-
tion of what would be the essential ingredients of further liberalization.
The former Soviet Union (this applies, to a large extent, also to the for-
mer eastern block outside the Soviet Union—the members of the for-
mer Council for Mutual Economic Assistance (CMEA)) has gone
through a dramatic shift in its conduct of international transactions,
just as it has in other facets of economic life. Whether to refer to this
change as "trade liberalization" is an open question. If liberalization is
to be judged by the prevalence of instruments of government interven-
tion in trade as they are practiced in a market economy, then the former
Soviet Union has undergone a process contrary to liberalization. If, on
the other hand, liberalization is understood—as we think it should
be—as a process that brings relative prices closer to what they would
be without government interference, and in which prices replace non-
price instruments of interference, then a substantial liberalization has
indeed taken place—its degree varying from one republic to another.

Prior to the disintegration of the Soviet Union and the start of the
process of change toward market economies—from the end of 1990
through early 1991—"international" trade of the present independent
states was, in fact, predominantly domestic trade: About 80 percent, on
average, of total trade among the states and between them and the out-
side world consisted of interrepublic trade. Of the other 20 percent, a
high proportion consisted of trade with other CMEA countries, which
shared some important attributes with interrepublic trade. This trade
had none of the attributes of foreign trade. It required no means of
payments other than the local currency; it was financed through the
same banking system; and it involved no government barriers to
trade—being, in this sense, completely "free." But, like any other (i.e.,
intrarepublic) trade in the Soviet Union, interrepublic trade was not
guided by any market mechanism, nor did it follow the guidelines of
comparative advantage. Location of economic activity, as well as trade
relations of each enterprise—whether within the state or outside it—
was fully determined by commands of the planning machinery. Any
relationship between these production and trade patterns and what a
market would have established was, then, purely coincidental.8

The shift (still partial, mostly) to a market mechanism has led to at
least some approximation of what the pattern of trade would be in a
free market. But state intervention is still heavy and strongly discrim-

8Aside, of course, from a few important instances related to the physical availability of nat-
ural resources: oil, for instance, was, and is, inevitably produced (but not necessarily refined)
where it is found in the ground.
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inates against tradables, probably even more than in the high-protec-
tion market economies prior to their liberalization. Unlike in the mar-
ket economies (Argentina prior to 1990 may have been a partial ex-
ception), the instruments of intervention in trade of the Baltics, Russia
and other countries of the former Soviet Union are related to exports
rather than to imports. Most of the latter are formally free of either tar-
iffs or nontariff barriers; whereas exports are subject to heavy restric-
tions in almost all of the states, both through export taxes (which may
take the form of forced sale of the foreign exchange proceeds at a low
exchange rate) and through the prevalent requirement for licensing.9

The discouragement of exports derives from a variety of sources—
most of them unique to the Baltics, Russia, and other countries of the
former Soviet Union, either because of the starting attributes of the
regime or because common forces have been influencing these coun-
tries. To start with, a major problem facing producers, both before and
after the disintegration of the Union, has been the scarcity of inputs: it is
of prime importance for an enterprise to ensure the availability of its
essential inputs. This leads to the restriction of exports (of machinery
and, mostly, intermediate inputs—although to some extent also of cer-
tain consumer goods) and to an increase in their availability at home.
True, overall availability would have increased with the purchase of
imports provided for by exports, but this is beyond the concern of the
agencies involved.

A contributing factor has been the frequent maintenance of domestic
low prices for exportable goods. In such a system, combined often
with a high real depreciation—as will be discussed shortly—it be-
comes highly profitable to buy locally and resell in the export market.
The licensing is then intended either to prevent the exports—for the
reasons mentioned before—or to assign the (often huge) rent involved
in exports to the parties that the government deems worthy. With these
price differentials, it should be noted that the prevention of exports
may indeed often be welfare enhancing (the benefit of exportables in
domestic use exceeding the price received from export sales); but
short, of course, of changing the price system altogether, export taxes
rather than licensing should on all counts be the preferred instrument.

Raising tax revenues is, indeed, another common motivation for ex-
port restrictions. This is done both through a straightforward tax or,
often, through the enforcement of the sale of (part of or all) export pro-
ceeds to the government at an exchange rate substantially below a

9This form of discrimination against tradables has, indeed, been an apt representation of
Abba Lerner's famous "symmetry theorem."
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"market," or "free" level of the rate (say, the rate at which free imports
are financed). The motivation for the latter instrument—the forced
sale—is often somewhat different: the government does not believe
that export proceeds would otherwise be offered in the foreign ex-
change market, and be accessible to the government (which demands
it as an importer and payer of foreign debt). In other words, assuming
that the government cannot in effect buy sufficient foreign exchange at
the free rate, the saving perceived by the government is much higher
than the observed difference between the free rate and the "penalty"
rate paid to exporters.

Until quite recently, when all the countries of the former Soviet
Union (except the Baltics) were part of a ruble area, a particular moti-
vation existed to discourage interrepublic exports. By exporting to an-
other state, the country in question would be paid in rubles, but it
could produce rubles itself (though not cash rubles, Russia excluded)
with no real costs, so that the export would amount to a complete
waste. It is only when Russia started constraining this possibility that
the motivation disappeared for the peripheral republics; but it still ex-
ists today for Russia itself.

As noted, a substantial real depreciation has been a common feature;
the Baltics have been the major exception, as was Russia for most of
1993-94. This depreciation results partly from the trade regime itself,
with its heavy restrictions on exports (thus leading to a vicious circle—
a higher real devaluation strengthening still further the motivation for
export restriction). But other factors have been crucial. These are, first,
a heavy asset demand for foreign exchange, liquid foreign assets being
almost the only available instrument to hedge against inflation. In
most countries of the former Soviet Union, a dramatic deterioration of
the terms of trade has been another source. This resulted predomi-
nantly from the change of the oil price in interrepublic trade: the price
increased from a small fraction of the world price level to something
close to that level—a change that benefited primarily Russia, at the ex-
pense of the other states.

The level of the foreign exchange rate has been a major suppressant
of imports (this is the way export restriction turns into import restric-
tion). Since import barriers were absent at the start of the process, and
no demand for added protection (to that effected through the ex-
change rate) was forthcoming, imports have mostly remained free of
specific barriers. Not surprisingly, the exception to this rule has been
the Baltic countries, primarily Estonia and Latvia, in which real appre-
ciation has taken place. In these two countries, a gradually increasing
demand for protection against imports has been provoked. It has led,
indeed, to both tariff and nontariff barriers, primarily against imports
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of agricultural produce. By now, these barriers have become a source
of major distortions in these economies. In this sense, they have moved
away from trade liberalization.

What would constitute "trade liberalization" in the countries of the
former Soviet Union? Once more, such liberalization is of little mean-
ing if not given within a more general context. That is, trade liberal-
ization makes sense only as part of an overall change in the price sys-
tem and the application of the price mechanism. Otherwise, it is
neither feasible nor even necessarily desirable.

Assuming that prices in general are predominately determined by a
market mechanism, and are close to their equilibrium levels, trade lib-
eralization would consist predominantly of the following measures:

(1) Removing barriers on exports—barriers imposed now through li-
censing, taxes, compulsory sale of foreign exchange proceeds and (indi-
rectly) compulsory sales of exportable goods to prescribed enterprises.

(2) Establishing foreign exchange markets. Nominal trade liberaliza-
tion would create a system far removed from that of a "free trade" sys-
tem in the absence of well—functioning foreign exchange markets
(whether within a fixed-rate or a floating-rate regime), in which most
of the export proceeds are sold and most of the financing needed for
imports is acquired.

(3) The third main trade liberalization measure is negative: refrain-
ing from imposing barriers on imports. The absence of such barriers at
present is not of much significance, given the high (universal) protec-
tion provided by the high real exchange rate in most of the countries
of the former Soviet Union. If, on the other hand, imports remain free
when the exchange rate assumes some "normal" level and the protec-
tion granted through it disappears, this would indeed be a true mea-
sure of maintaining a free trade system.

Finally, the circumstances that seem necessary for introducing liber-
alization and implementing its major components, would also be those
that are likely to grant sustainability to trade liberalization. First and
foremost, changes in the trade regime must be part of a comprehensive
economic liberalization: without an overall freeing of prices, so that
they approach equilibrium market levels, trade liberalization will nei-
ther progress nor endure (nor, again, should it necessarily be desir-
able). An overall stabilization would be essential just as in normal mar-
ket economies, so would be a well-functioning market for foreign
exchange, which would imply, in turn, a reasonably functioning finan-
cial system. But freeing foreign capital markets, on the other hand,
does not seem a priori to be essential for sustaining trade liberalization
(experience does not have much to tell us yet about this issue).
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Trade Policy Reforms: 5
The Indian Experience

Tejendra Khanna*

India embarked on a comprehensive economic reform program in
mid-1991. The external trade sector became the focus for substantive
liberalization from the very beginning of the reform process. As a re-
sult, substantial progress has been achieved in this sector during the
last three and a half years. This paper, which appraises this period, is
divided into three sections. The first provides the background against
which the reforms were initiated. The second deals with the major pol-
icy initiatives and an appraisal of their impact. The third is devoted to
the issues and policy dilemmas faced in designing and implementing
the trade policy reform package.

Brief Evaluation of the Prereform Strategies
For over forty years in the postindependence period India pursued

a strategy of economic development oriented toward import substitu-
tion and self-reliance. Strongly influenced by the socialist ideology, the
Industrial Policy Resolution adopted in the early 1950s stipulated that
the commanding heights of the economy should be under public own-
ership and control. Major sectors of manufacturing, such as steel,
heavy-engineering facilities, earthmoving equipment, process plants,
aircraft, ships, telecommunications and power facilities, basic chemi-
cals and smelting of nonferrous ores, were reserved for the public sec-
tor. Even in areas open to the private sector, the establishment of new
production capacities was tightly controlled through an elaborate sys-
tem of industrial licensing covering medium and large undertakings
and a system of registration covering small units. Before such capaci-
ties were allowed to be created, an overall demand-supply assessment
was undertaken within the framework of a centralized planning appa-
ratus. In sectors where a clear supply gap had emerged, there was
often a race among competing private entrepreneurs to secure the re-
quired industrial-licensing approval. Obtaining a license itself was
perceived as a major achievement. At times, with a view to preventing

* Secretary to the Government of India, Ministry of Commerce, New Delhi.
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others from entering the same field of production, an existing manu-
facturer would sponsor another party to get some capacity allocated,
not with the intention of implementing the project but for blocking an-
other person from doing so. As a result, several quasi-monopolies were
created, wherein concerns about quality, productivity, cost control, and
efficiency were relegated to lower levels of priority. In some cases, the
desire to allocate the available incremental production capacity among
a larger number of applicants would result in the licensing of subopti-
mal-sized units that could not, ipso facto, enjoy the economies of scale.

Securing a letter of intent for establishing a new manufacturing unit
was, however, only the beginning of a series of other approvals that
had to be laboriously pursued by the entrepreneur. Proposals for im-
porting technology or foreign investment had to go before an Inter-
ministerial Foreign Investment Board. Questions regarding reason-
ableness of technical license fees, royalties, and other forms of capital
repatriation had to be answered. Applications for the import of capital
goods and other raw materials and components had to go before a sep-
arate Licensing Committee in the Office of the Chief Controller of Im-
ports and Exports (CCIE). While considering such applications, the
CCIE would seek the technical opinion of the Directorate General of
Technical Development (DGTD) as to whether the items proposed
could not be sourced from within the country itself. Besides, in the case
of capital goods and instruments, a trade notice had to be published in
the Indian Trade Journal by the party seeking the import permission,
and a period of 45 days had to be given to indigenous suppliers who
might wish to offer their equipment to meet the entrepreneur's needs.
The entrepreneur had also to engage in technical discussion with the
DGTD officials to convince the latter that the item sought to be im-
ported had special technical features that could not be matched by do-
mestically produced substitutes, if any.

Yet another factor to be considered at the time of granting an indus-
trial license was whether the entrepreneur either belonged to a "mo-
nopoly house" or was already enjoying a monopoly position in the do-
mestic market, such terms being defined in the "Monopolies and
Restrictive Trade Practices Act." If a market leader wanted to expand
its production base, permission could be refused on the grounds that
creation of a near monopoly would amount to an excessive concentra-
tion of economic power, which had to be prevented. Such refusals
forced some Indian companies to venture overseas and, unintention-
ally, started the process of "globalization," involving the setting up of
overseas production bases by them.

Once the Indian entrepreneur had surmounted hurdles of industrial
licensing, import licensing, and rigorous foreign exchange controls, it

©International Monetary Fund. Not for Redistribution



5 • Trade Policy Reforms: The Indian Experience 51

had the opportunity to function under conditions of relatively low
competitive pressure from within and little fear of competition from
imports, keeping in view the existence of both quantitative restrictions
on import (QRs) as well as high levels of import tariff, which in some
cases could be as high as 300 percent. Naturally, as mentioned earlier,
considerations of design, quality, cost efficiency, and productivity were
at a discount within the production and distribution system.

Since the macroeconomic policy regime created an economy that
was expensive and often inefficient, export promotion was sought to
be achieved through microlevel strategies. This obviously meant iden-
tifying products that, according to the government's perception,
should be promoted and designing a mix of incentives geared to that
objective. The incentive mix, broadly consisted of fiscal incentives, in-
centives through import policy, and concessional export finance.

Postreforms Scenario
When reforms were launched in July 1991, the first two sectors that

received attention were those of industrial licensing and import policy.
In the case of industrial licensing, formal licensing requirements were
given up for all industries except some that were retained on the li-
censing list for special considerations of sensitivity and environmental
safety. In the case of import controls, the policy decision was taken that
the import of all production inputs, as distinct from finished consumer
goods, should be liberalized. Capital goods, intermediates, compo-
nents, and industrial raw materials were almost entirely thrown open
for import at the option of the manufacturer himself or by the trade,
for stock and sale. The underlying logic was that if the Indian industry
was to come of age and build up competitive production capability, it
should be allowed access to the best capital equipment, instrumenta-
tion, and raw materials and components without having to knock on
the doors of the import-licensing authorities. The broad area of con-
sumer goods was, however, restricted on balance of payments consid-
erations under Article XVIII of the General Agreement on Tariffs and
Trade (GATT). The elaborate listing of items in different lists such as
"Banned," "Negative," "Limited Permissible," and "Canalized" was
pruned drastically.

During the period of elaborate import controls, exporters used to be
permitted to obtain some inputs related to their export products under
a system of "Replenishment Licenses." Over 100 pages in the Import-
Export Policy Book used to be devoted to the listing of various export
products along with associated "shopping lists" of items that could be
imported under the replenishment license granted to exporters. Lifting
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import controls on production inputs in the second half of 1991 made
the system of replenishment licenses redundant.

As regards dismantling of the high import-tariff regime, in the first
budget of the present government in July 1991, the peak import tariff
rate was brought down from over 300 percent to 150 percent. In the
regular budget for fiscal year 1992/93 presented in February 1992, the
peak rate was reduced to 110 percent and in the subsequent budget of
1993/94 presented in February 1993, it was reduced to 85 percent. In
the budget for fiscal year 1994/95 presented in February 1994, the peak
rate was further brought down to 65 percent. The average tariff collec-
tion rate for all imports that stood at 47 percent in 1990/91 came down
to 44 percent in 1992/93, 37 percent in 1993/94, and 30 percent in
1994/95. An Expert Committee on Tariff Rationalization appointed by
the government has recently suggested that the peak tariff rate be low-
ered further to about 25 percent within the next two years or so. As a
result of the steep drop in the level of tariff protection, India has more
than met its tariff reduction commitments in the context of the
Uruguay Round of Multilateral Trade Negotiations much in advance
of the six-year transition period provided for achieving the targeted
tariff reduction. In some items, which may still be attracting higher im-
port tariffs, the necessary reduction would be made well within the
permissible period.

Even before the reform process was initiated, it was clear to many
observers that the export-incentive system as had been practiced was
no longer feasible because of the fiscal burden it had been causing. Ex-
port subsidy for the Cash Compensatory Support in conjunction with
the food and fertilizer subsidy had accounted for a substantial portion
of the total budget deficits of the Government of India.

Since the total incidence of all export incentives was estimated to be
around 20 percent, it could be argued that devaluing the external value
of the rupee by the same order of magnitude would maintain the ex-
port price competitiveness at the same level. In addition, since the re-
form process also involved a paradigm shift from an administrative
microlevel policy regime to a generalized market driven policy frame,
the importance of the exchange rate as a determinant of trade flows
would have to increase in the postreform period.

Practical feasibility of using the exchange rate as a determinant of
trade flows depended upon to what extent the rupee, which was a
nonconvertible currency and whose external value was strictly moni-
tored, could be allowed to find its own level and whether and in what
time frame convertibility could be introduced. It was clear in the be-
ginning that trade policy reforms would have to look at the totality of
the policy package, namely, quantitative and administrative controls
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on imports and exports, the tariff structure, and controls on foreign ex-
change, in addition to the initial devaluation of the rupee to take care
of the existing overvaluation and allowing it to float within the market
parameters. The government adopted an incremental approach with
respect to all these issues. First, the rupee was devalued in two stages:
on July 1, and on July 3, 1991, by about 18-20 percent against major
currencies. Immediately after the devaluation, trade policy changes
were introduced. One major change was the abolition of the Cash
Compensatory Support and introduction of partial convertibility of
the rupee.

Prior to reforms, all foreign exchange earnings were to be compul-
sorily surrendered to the Reserve Bank of India. What was allowed in
the initial phase of liberalization was that exporters would have to sur-
render 40 percent to the Reserve Bank at the official rate while the
residual 60 percent could be sold at the market-determined rate. Al-
though many feared that the rupee would crash in the market-deter-
mined segment, it showed remarkable strength after an initial dip.
This emboldened the government to proceed toward "full convertibil-
ity" on the trade account. The logic was twofold: first, the dual rate
was in fact a tax on exports, as exporters would have to sell 40 percent
of their foreign exchange earnings at the official rate, which was 10-15
percent lower than the market rate. Second, full convertibility on the
trade account would be the next step forward in deregulating the ex-
ternal sector of the Indian economy. Accordingly, the rupee's dual ex-
change rate system was abolished and a unified exchange rate system
was introduced in the budget for 1993/94. Since then, the rupee has re-
mained stable against major currencies.

In order to give a fillip to export production, the system of issue of
advance duty-free licenses to facilitate such production using im-
ported inputs of raw materials and intermediates has been strength-
ened. In addition, the Export Promotion Capital Goods Scheme was in-
troduced to reduce the capital cost by allowing the import of capital
goods at a concessional duty of 15 percent, subject to the assumption
of some export obligations.

Prior to the launching of reforms, the negative list of exports con-
sisted of five categories, namely, prohibited list, licensable list, ceiling
list, canalized list, and the conditional list. The number of items under
these heads has now been reduced to less than fifty under three
heads: prohibited list, licensable list, and the canalized list. Export
controls have been lifted from nearly 90 percent of the items that had
been restricted. Simplifying trade documentation and introducing
electronic trading concepts have also been receiving sustained
attention.
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Evaluation Framework and Record

The achievements of the reforms process vis-a-vis the trade regime
can be evaluated prima facie by considering (1) to what extent quanti-
tative controls on India's imports have been reduced; (2) what level of
import tariff reduction has been achieved; and (3) to what extent pol-
icy stability and transparency in the system have been introduced.

The record with respect to the first has been fairly impressive. Using
the proportion of imports subject to licensing, it is found that the pro-
portion has declined from 52.6 percent in 1989-90 to only 33.8 percent
in 1992-93 and to 30.2 percent in 1993-94. There has also been a corre-
sponding decline in the number of import licenses issued. While dur-
ing 1989-90, 116,094 import licenses were issued, the number dropped
to only 41,000 during 1993-94. Further, to the extent of almost 95 per-
cent, these licenses have been issued for duty-free or concessional duty
imports having export linkages.

As mentioned earlier, the only substantial remaining area of import
controls covers the sector of consumer goods. Even in this regard, sig-
nificant import liberalization has recently been permitted through the
Special Import License route, which is granted to Export Houses and
Trading Houses, and so on, by way of an indirect incentive. Practically
all textile items in addition to several consumer durables can be im-
ported against such licenses.

The liberalized export-import policies will have maximum impact
only when two conditions are satisfied: first, that there has to be long-
term stability in the policy and, second, that there should be trans-
parency, including procedural simplicity. To achieve the first condi-
tion, a five-year Export-Import Policy was announced for the period
1992-97. As regards procedural simplification, the ongoing efforts that
have yielded positive results have to be assiduously maintained for
some years to come.

The impact of the trade policy reforms on exports appears to be sub-
stantial. The first year of the postreform period could achieve an ex-
port growth rate of only 3.8 percent in nominal dollar terms, which
was conditioned by several adverse factors, including the steep fall in
India's exports under the Rupee Payment Arrangements to the former
Soviet Union. In the second year, 1993-94, the rate of export growth
substantially increased to over 20 percent in nominal U.S. dollar terms.
The rate exceeded what even the major Southeast Asian countries
could achieve. While it is true that a part of this growth was due to the
low base, as well as the availability of exportable surplus of several
items due to sluggish domestic demand, there is no doubt that this def-
initely represented a break from the trend rate of growth. The rate of
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growth in exports in the current fiscal year during April 1994-January
1995 has been a little over 17 percent in dollar terms.

Specific Issues in Designing and Implementing
Trade Policies

The Indian experience reveals that while designing and implement-
ing trade policy reforms it was crucial to design collateral policies per-
taining to tariffs and exchange rates, to restructure the institutional
mechanism related to the administration of export-import policies,
and to put in place an antidumping machinery to prevent disruption
of domestic production due to dumped imports under the lower tariff
regime. It became necessary to devise measures to accelerate export
growth in the absence of sector-specific strategy and assistance, decide
on the pace of removal of QRs and the optimal timeframe for opening
up the previously protected industrial sector, bring about attitudinal
change in the bureaucracy at the cutting edge, and effectively commu-
nicate the logic, rationale, and irreversibility of the trade reforms to
domestic trade and industry.

It is not that all these issues cropped up simultaneously or even
transparently. Often the issues and concerns surfaced as reactions to
specific policy initiatives. For instance, the reduction in import duties
on capital goods and removal of quantitative restrictions generated a
reaction from the concerned domestic sector. Consequently, to create a
"level playing field," a concessional duty on imports of inputs and re-
duction in the level of ex-factory excise duty was made.

While implementing the reforms to liberalize trade, a large number
of import-licensing lists were abolished in April 1992. With the large-
scale decanalization of imports and exports necessitated by freeing of
trade, there was a need to restructure the existing institutional frame-
work for trade; for instance, the Office of Chief Controller of Imports
and Exports had to be restructured as the Office of the Director Gen-
eral of Foreign Trade with a focus on trade-promotion activities. The
traditional role of state trading organizations, such as the State Trading
Corporation (STC) and the Minerals and Metals Trading Corporation
(MMTC), was curtailed due to decanalization and had to be reoriented
with a greater thrust on export promotion. Competitiveness became
the crucial factor in deciding on the success and profitability of these
state trading agencies, and export activity became more relevant than
imports. The focus also shifted from canalized to noncanalized items
of trade besides requiring organizational restructuring. To make a trim
and efficient structure, a Voluntary Retirement Scheme (VRS) was in-
troduced to reduce the staff by approximately 25 percent. A study was
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undertaken to work out the organizational restructuring of the state
trading organizations with a view to simplifying and making trans-
parent their role and working methods.

With the increased potential for agro-exports in the post-Uruguay
period, special measures had to be designed in trade policy to give an
advantage to agricultural exports. A new scheme for encouraging ex-
port-oriented units (EOUs) for agricultural products had to be intro-
duced with a limited export obligation of 50 percent. Similarly, in an
effort to give special support to services exports, a new scheme for en-
couraging service exports and permitting them the import of capital
goods at concessional duty was introduced in the Export-Import Pol-
icy update in 1994.

With the liberalization of the import regime and acceleration of ex-
port efforts, the volume and rate of growth in the external sector has
brought into focus physical infrastructure constraints relating to
power, transport, and communications. Constraints on government
budgetary resources and the compulsion to reduce public expenditure
to reduce the fiscal deficit have necessitated the entry of private capi-
tal for infrastructure development. Policy changes have been put in
place to privatize the setting up of export-processing zones, container
freight stations, inland container depots, and air cargo complexes
through a system of approvals by an Interministerial Committee. In
addition, power and telecommunications sectors have also been
thrown open to private capital as an enabling mechanism for fostering
infrastructure development.

The policy change permitting the waiver of compulsory export in-
spection by the official statutory Export Inspection Agency (EIA) and
the option to have an independent inspection arrangement as settled
between the buyer and seller has reduced the role and revenue of the
agency. With its role rendered partially redundant, special measures
were required to redefine the role of the EIA. A supplementary role
will hereafter be given to EIA, such as inspection, to ensure adherence
to special quality requirements as per the health and safety standards
of the importing country, such as in the case of marine products and
for the investigation of specific quality complaints received from buy-
ers. The role of EIA is being redefined accordingly and a special Vol-
untary Retirement Scheme has been introduced to handle the staff re-
dundancy resulting from a reduced role for the EIA.

Given the federal structure of the country and the allocation of the
subjects between the center and the states, special issues have been en-
countered in encouraging participation by the state governments in the
national export effort. With subjects like agriculture and land reform
falling directly within the purview of state governments, special
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schemes have been devised toward the strategic removal of bottlenecks
in the states. As land reform is a state rather than a union subject, efforts
to increase the area under production of tea, spices, and cashew for ex-
port have implications involving land legislation at the state level.

The prevailing indirect tax structure with Octroi, sales tax, and other
state levies tend to reduce the competitiveness of exports owing to the
incidence of multiple taxation. Withdrawal of state levies would re-
duce the revenues of the state governments and restrict their capital re-
sources for development. Hence, to ensure requisite support for the ex-
port sector, special compensation schemes will have to be devised to
ensure that export performance is not negatively affected owing to the
incidence of nonrebatable local taxes.

Elimination of subsidies as an instrument of trade reforms required
abolition of budget support interest subsidy on export credit. The fi-
nancing cost of high-interest export credit in India vis-a-vis the lower
interest costs of competitor countries have obviously affected the cost
competitiveness of Indian exports. New schemes for providing export
finance at internationally comparable interest rates have had to be de-
signed. Nonsubsidy schemes were introduced to permit rediscounting
of export bills and to provide dollar-denominated postshipment and
preshipment credit, thus reducing the incidence of interest rate differ-
ential on export costs.

The unfinished agenda of trade policy reforms in India will have to
address such questions as completing the shift from QRs to a tariff-
based regime and providing greater market access in services and fi-
nancial sectors. The negative list of imports and exports would have
to be limited to items that need to be restricted for reasons of envi-
ronment and safety. In the post-Uruguay period, access to markets,
especially in the area of financial services, will also need to be ex-
panded. As the economy becomes more stable and as the external en-
vironment improves it would be possible to achieve full convertibility
on the capital account as well. Likewise, regional and multilateral
trade issues having a bearing on India's global trade performance will
need to be addressed. The impact of regional groupings like the Eu-
ropean Union, North American Free Trade Agreement, Asia-Pacific
Economic Cooperation Council, Association of South East Asian Na-
tions, and so forth, on multilateral arrangements in the context of the
rule-based World Trade Organization with special reference to market
access for India's export products will need to be evaluated to posi-
tion India effectively in the global trading environment. New issues
arising from environmental concerns relating to trade and the ques-
tion of the linkage between trade and labor standards will have to be
appropriately addressed.
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The topic of my presentation is the role of trade policy in Poland's
transition to a market economy. I will begin with a brief description of
the economic situation existing in Poland just prior to the comprehen-
sive stabilization and reform program of 1990 (the much debated
"shock" or "big-bang" approach) and then delve briefly into the broad
economic strategy that the Polish government introduced to address
these initial conditions. Most of my presentation will describe the
trade reform that formed an integral part of the initial "shock" pro-
gram as well as the subsequent trade liberalization introduced through
trade agreements with Poland's largest and geographically nearest
trading partners. The last segment of my presentation will assess some
aspects of the successes and failures of the reform program. I will con-
clude with some lessons that may be drawn from Poland's experience
and hopefully have some time for questions.

But let me give a hint at them from the beginning. The case of
Poland supports the basic tenet of free trade—that is, that free trade
will improve a country's growth prospects—and indicates that transi-
tion economies are not unique and do not require different advice re-
garding trade reform. The main debate some five years ago was on the
sequencing of structural reform, including trade reform, relative to the
stabilization of the macroeconomy. Poland, as well as other cases since
then, have indicated that this debate may be mostly a distraction and
that countries should quickly introduce the most liberal and transpar-
ent trade regime that can be supported by macroeconomic conditions,
with a clear timetable for future liberalization of the trade accounts. If
the liberalization proves too ambitious, it can always be quite quickly
adjusted at a later stage.

With this road map, let me begin. Prior to the 1990 reform, Poland
had a nonmarket economy characterized by a dominant state sector,
where state enterprises faced neither internal nor external competition,
and where relative prices were highly distorted due to price subsidies
and controls, all of which led to shortages. Production was concen-
trated in heavy industry and geared toward import substitution. The
trade structure reflected the economy's heavy reliance on the Soviet
market both for exports—mostly low-value-added and capital-
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intensive manufactured goods—and for imports of raw materials, es-
pecially oil and gas at below-market prices.

In addition to what one could call "typical" problems of a centrally
planned economy, Poland's initial prereform situation was character-
ized by a very high level of external debt, both to official bilateral and
commercial creditors; a constraint that would require any liberaliza-
tion program to create a sufficiently strong external position capable of
servicing at least a small share of this debt (i.e., the amounts due after
debt restructuring). The Polish situation was atypical in two other so-
ciopolitical respects—the role of farmers and workers. First, agricul-
ture was nominally controlled by the private sector prior to the reform,
as most of the arable land was privately owned (78 percent). Initially,
farmers achieved large windfall gains after the liberalization of food
prices in late 1989. As these were subsequently reversed, farmers were
left disgruntled and felt that they had not benefited from the reform
process. Second, Poland had an especially influential workforce, which
was due to the origin of Poland's socialist opposition in the trade
union Solidarity, which later became a political force in Parliament.
This strong position of labor has consistently produced strong pres-
sure on wages and reduced the scope for privatization.

On top of these structural problems, when the new Polish govern-
ment took office in September 1989, hyperinflation had emerged, be-
ginning with the freeing of food prices in August 1989 and subse-
quently fueled by the large adjustments to administrative prices, wage
developments that were out of control, and a government budget
(which had deteriorated by some 8 percent of GDP during 1989).

In view of the severity of the economic problems, the need to estab-
lish credibility, and the window of opportunity provided by the polit-
ical capital that the new government had—recall that it was the first
democratically elected government of Poland in the postwar period—
Poland opted for a radical strategy whereby structural reform was not
postponed until after the achievement of macroeconomic stabilization
but was introduced concurrently; of course, this did not mean intro-
ducing all structural reforms at once, but implementing those that
could be done immediately.

Besides the more conventional heterodox stabilization program,
which included using the nominal exchange rate and a tax-based in-
comes policy as nominal anchors, the Polish strategy envisaged the
freeing of virtually all remaining prices, the liberalization of the trade
and payments system, the breaking up of state monopolies (especially
in retailing, food processing, and trading), exposing enterprises to fi-
nancial discipline by eliminating subsidies and allowing bankruptcies
to take place, reforming the tax system, undertaking far-reaching re-
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form of the financial system, moving toward competitive labor mar-
kets, and privatizing many state enterprises. The program also intro-
duced social safety nets (mainly through the form of unemployment
compensation and welfare programs).

Within the overall strategy, the reform of the trade and payments
system played a major, and basically twofold, role: first, by importing
foreign prices to provide efficiency guideposts to the transforming
economy—and thus eliminating relative price distortions, and there-
after to provide competition to domestic producers by combatting do-
mestic monopolies. Over the longer run, the shift to an outwardly ori-
ented strategy was geared to promoting growth, including through
export promotion, in the hope that it would generate resources to ser-
vice at least a component of the external debt, as Poland was not likely
to have access to spontaneous private market financing until it con-
cluded a debt-restructuring agreement with its commercial creditors.

The trade reform process began in 1990 when Poland abolished the
state monopoly and administrative management of foreign trade, and
the trade system was largely liberalized and made transparent, with
customs duties becoming the main trade policy instrument. Most non-
tariff restrictions were eliminated (January 1990), and customs duties
were suspended on 4,500 import items (June 1990)—with the average
applied tariff being only 5.5 percent (see Table 1).

At the same time, the exchange system was liberalized and the ex-
change rate set to a competitive level. The multiple exchange rates
were unified in January 1990, and many restrictions on the availability
of foreign exchange were eliminated during 1990-91. Most important,
the parallel market was legalized in March 1989, with residents being
allowed to transact freely in this so-called kantor market where the ex-
change rate is determined flexibly by market conditions, resulting de
facto in full currency convertibility for this segment of the market.

In 1991, the trade liberalization strategy had to be revised to support
the budget and the balance of payments. The former had been weak-
ened by the unexpectedly large drop in recorded output and the conse-
quent decline in the traditional mainstay of the revenue base, taxes on
state enterprises. At the same time, transfer payments increased rapidly
as the social safety net had been put into place. Not unlike other coun-
tries where broad-based domestic taxes had not yet been put in to place,
Poland resorted to raising fiscal revenues by taxing external trade. The
external accounts had weakened because of the collapse of trade within
the former Council for Mutual Economic Assistance (CMEA). First,
from January 1, 1991, trade was undertaken at world market prices and
settled in hard currencies. The price shock resulted in a deterioration in
Poland's interregional terms of trade of about 30 percent in 1991, with
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Table 1. Evolution of Customs Tariff Structure1

Harmonized Commodity
Description and Coding

System (HCDDCS)

All commodities
Agricultural products
Industrial products
Mineral products
Chemical products
Plastics
Fur and leather products
Wood and paper products
Textiles, footwear, clothing
Industrial mineral and

metal products
Machinery, transport

equipment, precision
instruments

jewelry, arms, art
objects, miscellaneous
manufactured products

January
1989

18.3
17.2
18.7

7.8
13.5
19.9
17.2
18.7
22.2

15.4

21.9

19.9

August 1990
to

August 1991

5.5
4.0

3.4
3.9
5.5
5.1
7.4
9.7

4.2

3.9

11.6

August
1991

18.4
26.2
16.3
8.9

14.1
15.0
25.7
13.4
20.6

14.7

16.1

19.1

December
19932

19.0
26.2
17.0
9.9

13.7
14.9
23.5
13.4
21.4

17.6

16.6

17.0

the price of critical petroleum imports from the Baltic countries, Russia,
and other countries of the former Soviet Union estimated to have in-
creased 118 percent. Second, the decline in trade was subsequently
magnified as Poland's CMEA partners implemented parallel reform ef-
forts. Though Poland was fortunate to have been the CMEA country
with the smallest concentration of trade to the former CMEA—ac-
counting for about a third of its total trade in 1989—trade with the
CMEA countries (convertible and transferable ruble exports plus im-
ports) fell precipitously and accounted for below 10 percent of total
trade in 1994, with Russia accounting for over half of this remainder.

To compensate for these two unforseen factors—the fiscal difficul-
ties and the weakening of the external sector, the tariff suspension was
withdrawn in August 1991—and the average unweighted most-fa-
vored-nation (MFN) tariff rose to 18.4 percent (13 percent on a 1991
trade-weighted basis)—and was followed by the implementation of an
across-the-board 6 percent import surcharge in December 1992, from
which only alcoholic beverages, tobacco products, fuels, and automo-
biles were exempted.

2December 1993 estimates are based on the classification of Combined Nomenclature of the Eu-
ropean Union.

Sources: Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development; and Polish authorities.
'Based on average frequency, including suspended tariffs and tariffs on duty-free tariff quotas.
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The liberalization of Poland's trade system was not unilateral.
Poland was fortunate in that the European Union (EU), to assist the
transformation process, improved access to its markets. Previously,
Polish export products faced the many restrictions that the EU ap-
plied to countries that it classified to be state-trading companies. In
September 1989, a bilateral trade and cooperation agreement elimi-
nated many nontariff barriers and granted MFN status. A few months
later, in January 1990, most countries granted the more favorable Gen-
eralized System of Preferences (GSP) treatment for some goods. In
December 1991, the EC opened further its markets to Poland, when
Association Agreements with Poland, Hungary, and Czechoslovakia
were signed. These agreements aim to establish free trade areas
within a ten-year period and progressive economic integration with
the EU through a wide range of economic and financial reforms (e.g.,
regarding the movement of capital and labor, the rules of competition,
and the harmonization of economic and financial laws to community
legislation).

The agreement contains provisions for immediate and progressive
trade liberalization that are asymmetric in nature; the agreed trade lib-
eralization would be introduced over five years by the EU and over
seven years by Poland. From March, 1992, most tariff and all quantita-
tive restrictions imposed by the EU on industrial goods (except cars)
were eliminated, resulting in immediate free trade for about 50 percent
of Polish exports and for about 70 percent of Polish industrial products
by the end of 1994. Trade in so-called special products (cars, chemicals,
furniture products, and cement) and textiles, coal, and steel, and agri-
cultural products are covered by special protocols that provide liberal-
ization over a longer period.1 In addition, the Association Agreement
contains safeguard provisions, which permit the implementation of
protectionist measures in several cases; for example, infant industries,
industries undergoing restructuring, and industries facing important
social problems and requiring compensation for anticompetitive prac-
tices or subsidies. Furthermore, antidumping actions are permitted in
accordance with the GATT articles.

In June 1983, in response to criticism of the remaining restrictive as-
pects of its Association Agreements with the Czech Republic, Hun-

1For textiles and clothing, duties will be phased out over six years and quotas dismantled
before 1998. For steel and coal, duties will be eliminated over five years and QRs immediately
for steel and after one year for coal. For agriculture, the liberalization process is more opaque.
Some products are excluded from the agreement altogether (e.g., cereals). For others, levy re-
ductions of 30-100 percent will be phased over five years, and QRs will be progressively in-
creased by 10-20 percent a year from the initial (often low) base over five years.

©International Monetary Fund. Not for Redistribution



6 • Role of Trade Policy in Poland's Transition 63

gary, Poland, and Slovakia—especially the reproach that under the
agreement the EU is opening access most slowly to markets in which
the Central European Free Trade Association (CEFTA) countries have
the highest export potential—the European Council at its Copenhagen
meeting decided unilaterally to accelerate the implementation of the
Association Agreements both for industrial and agricultural goods. As
a result, all tariffs on industrial goods were eliminated as of January 1,
1995 (with the exception of textiles and steel products). At the time of
the Copenhagen meeting, the EU explicitly accepted that the ultimate
objective of the Association Agreements was these countries' accession
to the EU.

The main Polish exports facing EU barriers following the imple-
mentation of the agreement, according to the Polish authorities, are
agricultural products, with the main constraints being minimum
prices and variable levies. However, the alleged frequent resort to,
and the future potential reliance on, the safeguard clauses and an-
tidumping action are also considered as barriers to trade expansion as
well as a deterrent to foreign direct investment (chemicals, steel prod-
ucts, and cement). The recent trade statistics have not indicated that
exports in sensitive areas—especially for industrial products—have
grown significantly less rapidly than the nonsensitive exports. The
main exceptions appear to be the coal, chemical, and agricultural sec-
tors—where the slower growth may also be explained by excess sup-
ply in the EU. Finally, the Association Agreement could also impede
foreign direct investment through its "rules-of-origin" clause. It re-
quires that at least 60 percent of the value of a product be created in
Poland for it to be eligible for the favorable treatment permitted
under the agreement.

Similar agreements were concluded between Poland and the Euro-
pean Free Trade Association (EFTA) and with Czechoslovakia and
Hungary. The agreement with EFTA parallels in many ways the EC As-
sociation Agreement; there is an asymmetric implementation of liber-
alization and the agreement contains safeguard clauses similar to
those in the EU agreement. It could, however, be considered more lib-
eral overall than the EC agreement as tariffs and QRs are eliminated
for a larger group of industrial goods (except textiles and metallurgi-
cal products, mainly steel) and fish products have completely free
trade. The CEFTA is also similar but involves symmetric trade liberal-
ization, with the liberalization of trade in "sensitive" products (tex-
tiles, steel, and agriculture) undertaken over eight years and in "nor-
mal" goods over three to four years.

Poland is about to conclude the ratification of the GATT agreement
of the Uruguay Round, and it will become effective on July 1, 1995
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with Poland's accession to the World Trade Organization (WTO).
Poland is also continuing to negotiate a reaccession protocol with the
GATT. It has presented to the GATT a tariff schedule that it would be
prepared to bind; the major remaining stumbling block to the conclu-
sion of the negotiations is apparently the bilateral negotiations with
two major industrial countries. The implementation of the Uruguay
Round will have both positive and negative effects on Polish trade in
the short run; on the positive side of the ledger, are the potential liber-
alization of trade in agriculture and textiles and the more stringent
guidelines for the use of antidumping actions; on the negative side, is
the reduction in the Multifiber Arrangement (MFA) tariffs on non-EU
members, which will erode Poland's margin of preference obtained
from the Association Agreement.

In contrast to the move by the EU to open access further to their
markets at the time of the Copenhagen meeting, Poland introduced a
somewhat more protective trade regime, especially toward agricul-
ture. Poland raised the effective level of protection in July 1993 by (1)
revising the tariff structure, resulting in lower duties on imported raw
materials and semifinished products and higher ones on finished
products and those products produced in Poland, and (2) increasing
recourse to preferential (low or duty-free) tariff quotas for inputs. In
June 1994, the government introduced variable import levies on sev-
eral agricultural products, which, however, will be replaced with tar-
iffs on July 1, 1995 as part of the Uruguay agreement. Such protection-
ism reflects Poland's political environment, in which the agricultural
lobby has significant pull, the Poles' mimicking the methods devel-
oped to protect agriculture in the industrial countries of the world, and
the Poles' belief that they need bargaining chips in future negotiations;
in sum, they are behaving like most other industrial countries in pro-
tecting their agriculture.

Assessment of Reform Strategy on Trade
Has the "big-bang" reform program been a success in Poland? With-

out a doubt, the answer is yes. Inflation has fallen from an annual rate
of over 600 percent in 1989, to below 30 percent in 1994 (Figure 1),
growth has recovered quickly after dropping some 20 percent in the
first two years of the program, and the recovery is in its third year with
real GDP growth conservatively estimated at 6 percent in 1994. The
critical role of the tradable sector is indicated by the growth of indus-
trial production, which can be considered a crude proxy for the pro-
duction of tradables (Figure 2), and the similarly astonishing growth in
exports. Convertible currency trade (the sum of exports and imports)

©International Monetary Fund. Not for Redistribution



6 • Role of Trade Policy in Poland's Transition 65

Figure 1. Inflation and Traded and Nontraded Goods Prices

between 1989 and 1994 has almost tripled; this is equivalent to an in-
crease of over 27.5 percentage points of GDP, from 16.9 percent to 44.5
percent of GDP (purchasing power parity basis with 1991 as base). The
corresponding data for total trade (including transferable ruble trade
and trade under bilateral agreements) shows an increase of 20.5 per-
centage points of GDP, indicating not only a reorientation, but an ex-
pansion, of trade.2

The dramatic increase in trade with non-CMEA countries has re-
sulted in the EU becoming Poland's largest trading partner, account-
ing for about 60 percent of total trade in 1994, with the share to
Germany being about one third (excluding unrecorded trade for which
the bulk is cross-border trade with Germany). Just as impressive—
reflecting the competitiveness of Polish exports—exports have man-
aged to penetrate non-CMEA trading partners' markets by 8 percent

2Caution must be exercised in interpreting the value of trade in transferable rubles, as ex-
port and import unit prices were not market determined. In this paper, transactions in trans-
ferable rubles are converted into U.S. dollars using the transferable ruble-zloty cross-commer-
cial rates.

Sources: Polish authorities; and IMF staff estimates.
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Sources: Polish authorities; and IMF staff estimates.

during 1993 and 15 percent in 1994, the year export growth was least
affected by the reorientation-of-trade effect.

It is interesting to note that trade with industrial countries, exclud-
ing those with which Poland has signed regional trade agreements
(United States, Japan, and Canada), does not appear to have been af-
fected by the creation of this regional trading bloc, as both exports and
imports to these countries have increased at a faster pace than to the
regional partners during 1991-93.

A critical issue in assessing the impact of the reform effort is the ex-
tent to which the recent export developments reflect trade diversion—
which by definition should be of limited duration—or trade creation.
There is significant evidence that Poland has experienced a substantial
amount of trade creation.

First, though the current structure of exports, for the main, still re-
flects the inheritance from the old CMEA trade regime, it also contains
evidence that the structure of trade is shifting toward new products.
Accepting the limitations of the data, it appears that the composition
of trade is shifting away from low-quality products shipped to the cap-
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tive market of the east toward products that are competitive in West-
ern markets. This is brought out in a comparison of the composition of
exports prior to the reform with the current one, which reveals that the
current structure of exports parallels the one that existed between
Poland and the industrial countries prior to the reform. Interestingly,
trade with the former socialist countries (for the most part consisting
of the CMEA countries, the most important being Russia) has shifted
toward agricultural products from industrial products.

Second, the top exports through the end of 1994 contained further
encouraging signs, as many nontraditional products were also high on
the list, such as cars (mostly the Cinquecento automobiles produced by
a joint venture with Fiat), garments, and furniture, besides traditional
exports such as coal, iron and steel, refined copper products, wood
products, and ships. This is also supported by Germany's customs
data, which indicate a surge of new types of products from Poland,
3,500 in 1993 versus 1,500 in 1992, with the most common new items
consisting of such high-quality products as instruments, measuring
equipment, and chemical and wood products. In addition, an analysis
by factor intensity also indicates that capital intensive, technologically
advanced, and high-skilled-labor exports have increased their share of
total recorded exports by over 3 percentage points between 1991-94.

Third, the private sector has increased its share of both exports and
imports, from 4.9 percent and 14.4 percent in 1990 to 51.1 and 65.8 per-
cent, respectively, in 1994.3 Fourth, customs figures grossly underesti-
mate total trade as they fail to capture much of the booming border
trade; that is, day-trippers moving in both directions. This is sup-
ported by the fact that net purchases of foreign exchange by Polish
commercial banks from kantors amounted to DM 3 billion in 1993 and
that these kantors are concentrated near the German border. If one
adds net purchases and sales from the kantor market to exports—as a
proxy for unrecorded trade—exports would increase by 3.7 percentage
points of GDP in 1994.

The structure of trade, however, reveals the potential limitations to
sustained growth. An admittedly rudimentary classification of exports
by their factor intensity reveals that during 1991-94, the share of un-
skilled-labor-intensive products (e.g., textiles) increased by almost
10 percentage points. If the relative expansion of such exports has been
motivated by the recent decline of real wages, future growth prospects

3The lower share of the private sector in exports relative to imports most likely reflects the
large unrecorded net export growth, the large share of industrial goods in exports—which are
produced by state-owned enterprises—and the existence of state-owned trading companies,
which still intermediate for small private firms unfamiliar with export markets.
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could be hampered by the unlikely continuation of wage compression.
In fact, wages in the economy increased by about 3 percent in real
terms in 1994. In addition, natural-resource-intensive exports continue
to represent the largest share of exports, an estimated 50 percent in
1991 and 1992. Such exports are traditionally low-value goods that are
sensitive to the business cycle in partner countries, a premise sup-
ported by the close to 10 percentage point drop in the export share of
such goods in 1993 (most likely in the first half of the year) in response
to the economic slowdown in Europe, and especially Germany, and
the subsequent reversal in late 1993 and 1994.

Lessons from Poland
The lessons I would draw from the Polish experience are that struc-

tural reform can be introduced at the same time as a stabilization pro-
gram. The Fund's staple advice on the importance of a quick liberal-
ization of the trade and payments system is still valid for countries in
transition and can quickly lead to export-led growth. Nevertheless, the
role of EU Association Agreements should not be underestimated. The
implementation of the Uruguay Round, however, should reduce the
need for such reciprocity in trade liberalization for other countries that
are planning trade liberalization in the future.

It is difficult to choose the initial level of protection. Poland had to
raise its tariff rates from the initial levels. However, the system should
be transparent, that is, tariff-based, have very limited, if any, recourse
to quantitative restrictions, and have a clear and credible timetable for
future liberalization.

There is always a political aspect to trade reform. Thus, a window of
opportunity should not be missed to clean up the trade system to the
extent possible. As interest groups become more entrenched, it be-
comes harder to pursue reform.
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Trade Liberalization Issues
in Industrial Countries 7

Robert Z. Lawrence

My presentation consists of the major policy challenges in the trade
policy area that I see facing countries. The way I have structured my
presentation is first to make some comments about the general eco-
nomic environment in which trade policy is currently taking place;
second, to think about major trends in the agenda, which are con-
fronting trade policy; and then to turn more specifically to some issues
in trade policy.

I shall begin by making some comments about the general economic
environment within which the discussion about trade policy is taking
place, because I think it is important to bear in mind that trade policy
often gets the credit and takes the blame for changes in our economies,
many of which may have nothing to do with trade. For instance, while
economists agree that the high protection during the 1930s contributed
to the Great Depression during that period, they also believe that there
were many other factors that caused that depression, and yet people
who look at the 1930s blame protectionism for the Great Depression.
Protectionism did contribute to it but certainly was not the only source
of the difficulties. Similarly, trade policy gets the credit for a lot of the
dramatic growth that was recorded in the postwar period; people as-
sociate liberalization with strong economic growth. So whether we like
it or not, trade policy is going to be blamed, or given the credit, for the
broader economic performance in our economies, and that is in fact
what we see taking place.

General Economic Environment
It is important for us then to pay some attention to what the broader

economic performance is, and I would like to highlight basically three
elements in that economic environment. The first is the emergence of a
period of slow economic growth in the developed countries. Now, we
have seen widespread economic recession over the last few years. But
what else is very significant is that we look at the current projections
for long-term potential growth across the developed world and see
that those projections suggest that growth is going to be rather slow.
For instance, in the case of the U.S. economy, traditionally, it was able
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to grow at about 3 percent a year. A reasonable projection of the po-
tential growth rate of the United States, once the economy reaches full
employment, is probably just over 2 percent a year—basically, slow,
long-term growth. A major source of the slow growth is the slow
growth of productivity in the United States. There is some evidence of
a small recovery in productivity growth over the last few years, but it
is still growing much more slowly than it had in the 1950s and the
1960s, and as a result, the U.S. labor force is growing just over 1 per-
cent a year. If we add in just over 1 percent for productivity growth, we
get a rather slow potential growth rate in the United States. If we look
at Europe, similarly, we see very high unemployment rates, but again
projections that suggest a potential growth rate somewhere between 2
percent and 3 percent, again slower than it used to be. And, certainly,
if we look at Japan, we see revisions downward in the potential
growth rate of the Japanese economy. If you had asked a few years ago
what the potential growth rate of Japan was, you would have been
told that it was between 4 percent and 4 1/2 percent. Today, the numbers
are much closer to 3 percent. So we have slow, long-term potential
growth rates in these developed economies. And what that means is
that improvements in living standards will inevitably be slower in
these economies than they have been in the past.

Second, in addition to the slow average growth, what we see, par-
ticularly in countries like the United States and the United Kingdom,
is an increase in inequality in these economies. If you look at earnings
of American workers, split according to any criteria you like, educa-
tional levels, occupational levels, or experience, you see a growing dis-
parity. Basically, highly educated Americans have seen an improve-
ment in their relative earnings; poorly educated Americans have seen
a decline. To give you one number: if you were a college graduate with
no experience, in 1980 you would have earned about 30 percent more
than a high-school graduate with no experience. By 1990, a college
graduate was earning about 70 percent more than a high-school grad-
uate. So there is a growing disparity in earnings associated with skill
and levels of education. Smaller increases in inequality also occur in
other developed countries. Some believe that what shows up as an in-
crease in inequality in the United States with its more flexible labor
market shows up as an increase in unemployment in Europe. The un-
skilled workers in Europe are a disproportionately high share of the
unemployed workers in Europe.

So we have a shock, or maybe a set of shocks, that is hitting the de-
veloped economies, causing increasing inequality, and in particular,
the unskilled and the less educated are doing relatively poorly within
the context of an overall growth rate that is relatively slow. Now, there
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is considerable research as to what is causing this. Certainly one can-
didate explanation is international trade. Indeed, we have a theory of
trade that does suggest that if we had liberalization in developing
countries, if we got more developing countries to produce labor-inten-
sive products, what we could expect to see is the price of those prod-
ucts falling and exerting downward pressure on the wages of workers
who are relatively less skilled. So we do have an economic theory that
suggests that growing inequality could result as a consequence of in-
ternational trade. My own examination of the evidence—an area
where I have done considerable research recently—suggests that there
are much more powerful effects operating than international trade. In-
deed, technological change in my view is skewing the demand toward
more skilled workers and away from less-skilled workers. But, be that
as it may, international trade is clearly a candidate here for taking the
blame. And even if it is not, certainly it will become increasingly diffi-
cult, and it is already difficult, for policymakers to say they are liberal-
izing with respect to developing countries when there is growing in-
equality and, in particular, unskilled workers are doing relatively
poorly for technological and other reasons. So, in addition to the envi-
ronment of slow growth, I would add this issue of growing inequality.

A third key element in the environment is the revolution that is tak-
ing place in developing countries. Throughout the world, since the
mid-1980s, we have seen an astounding movement toward trade lib-
eralization in almost every country in the developing world. Emerging
economies are coming out—formerly planned economies moving to
market economies, and economies in Asia, Latin America, and Africa,
are now all adopting more outwardly oriented policies. And, indeed,
the striking feature of this environment, on the one hand, is that the
developing countries are all counting on being able to sell to the de-
veloped economies, and on the other, the emergence of these trends is
of concern to the developed economies. These are the elements of the
environment that we should keep in our minds as we discuss the trade
policy question as it relates to the developed economies.

Now, what is striking to me is that, despite this rather gloomy set of
tensions that I have just described, if you look at what has been ac-
complished in the 1990s with respect to liberalization, I think from the
standpoint of a free trader, the record is rather good. In fact, progress—
considerable progress—has been made in liberalizing the developed
economies. Indeed, if you look at the U.S. economy, for instance, a re-
cent study by the Institute for International Economics shows that the
impact of protection on the U.S. economy is virtually minimal. It is
confined to the impact of textile protection. But other than that, in
terms of formal border barriers, the U.S. economy is much more open
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today than it has been over the postwar period. Second, we see Europe
making efforts: having almost completed its program for the creation
of a single market, which is an immense liberalization effort in that in-
ternal market, it has extended that arrangement now to three other
countries of the former European Free Trade Association (EFTA). The
United States, Canada, and Mexico have concluded the North Ameri-
can Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA). In the countries of the Asia-Pa-
cific Economic Cooperation Council (APEC), we see pledges for free
trade liberalization, and we have seen a successful conclusion of the
Uruguay Round. So it is quite remarkable that liberalization has taken
hold, despite the economic environment that I described earlier. It cer-
tainly was not easy, but nonetheless, we should take heart from the ac-
complishments that we have seen in the past.

Trade Policy Today
But where is the future going to take us? I would argue that there are

two key features of trade policy today that are different from what
they have been traditionally in the postwar period. The first difference
is that we have a new agenda. By and large, particularly when it comes
to developed countries, the agenda has shifted from issues of what one
might call "shallow integration" to what one might call "deeper inte-
gration." And second, particularly when it comes to the United States,
the approach to dealing with these issues has shifted from one that
concentrated heavily on obtaining multilateral solutions to the agenda
of what we now call a "multitrack approach," in which there is multi-
lateral discussion but unilateral measures, bilateral measures, and re-
gional measures. These are the two issues that I will describe.

I will address first the shift from the agenda of shallow integration
to that of deeper integration, because it runs through many of the pol-
icy discussions in which the developed countries are today involved,
and increasingly, even developing countries. Let us step back and
think about what was the major challenge for the postwar period. In
the early postwar period, the need was to reverse what had taken
place in the 1930s, which was the erection of large barriers at the bor-
ders of most countries. The world was separated, if you will, by high
tariff and nontariff barriers and by restrictions on capital movements.
And so when I talk about shallow integration, I am really emphasizing
the idea of removing these border barriers. That was the major task of
the early postwar period: lower those tariffs. And in fact, we have seen
over the postwar period spectacular success in accomplishing that
goal. By and large, the border barriers have been lowered. When it
comes to the developed economies, tariff rates are on average very,
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very low. In some sectors, they have been completely eliminated. In
some laggard sectors, the tariffs have not quite been lowered. But, by
and large, through a process of multilateral negotiation and a series of
trade rounds, success has been achieved. In fact, most of the analytical
issues—most of the debates of how to go about doing this—have been
resolved.

What is striking, and a second achievement of more recent vintage,
is capital mobility. By and large, among developed countries, capital is
free to flow; investors are, particularly in terms of portfolio invest-
ment, free to invest and to take their money and send it out of their
own economies. So these are noteworthy achievements. In addition, in
the 1980s, there was a major acceleration in direct foreign investment.
In the 1950s and 1960s, American firms went out and invested heavily
in Europe and in other parts of the world. The United States was the
technological leader. The Americans had some know-how they could
profitably exploit by investing abroad, and they did so. In the 1980s,
there was an explosion in direct foreign investment coming from Japan
and Europe into the United States and very strong flows of direct for-
eign investment throughout Asia and other parts of the world.

So a spectacular growth in trade occurred, and spectacular growth
in investment and in the development of international capital markets.
But what has been striking is that as we have removed those border
barriers—as we have taken down the fences that have separated our
economies—we have become increasingly aware of the differences in
domestic policies that remain. The essence of the General Agreement
on Tariffs and Trade (GATT)—and why I talk about it as a shallow in-
tegration approach, particularly in its earlier years—was that the
GATT was not trying to harmonize domestic economic policies. It was
trying to lower border barriers, and it strove to achieve national treat-
ment, particularly when it came to goods trade, that is, treat foreign
goods in the same way as you treat domestic goods. But the philoso-
phy of the GATT is actually "let one thousand flowers bloom": coun-
tries can be different, the key is that they should not discriminate
against foreign goods; having different policies is not a problem.

Indeed, what is striking about the GATT is that even when it came
to tariff reductions, it was not striving for a level playing field in the
sense that tariff levels had to be the same across countries. It was striv-
ing for equal concessions—what Jagdish Bhagwati calls first difference
reciprocity: as long as you give up in some negotiated sense as much
as I give up if I come from another country, that is reciprocity, even if
our levels are not going to be the same. So that was the norm; that has
succeeded very well, but increasingly there are pressures to move to-
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ward deeper forms of integration. And we have seen these pressures
emerging in a number of areas, for different reasons.

One major reason really comes from the growing role that multina-
tional corporations are playing in international trade, and these are es-
sentially functional demands. If a multinational company is going to
set itself up in a number of countries, what it would like is, first and
foremost, secure intellectual property rights. A company has know-
how. That is the key to its competitive success. It wants to be sure if it
goes and produces abroad its know-how will be secure, it will have
property rights over it. Second, it would like compatible standards. If
you are going to source in one country and then add value in a second,
it would be very helpful to you if they have similar standards and
norms. Otherwise it is going to be difficult and costly for you to do so.
In addition, if you want to be secure in the ability to sell, to enter other
markets, you want to be sure that your goods are going to be free to
enter. It is not just the question of tariff or nontariff barriers, you do not
want to be harassed by antidumping rules and other kinds of admin-
istered forms of protection. So what we see is a growing demand,
which is functionally driven, by multinational companies for deeper
forms of integration, and we saw this emerge very, very strongly in Eu-
rope in the call by major European companies for a single European
market. Companies like Philips and Siemens in the early 1980s said
they could not compete in world markets if they were going to be
based in a fragmented European market. Even though we have re-
moved the border barriers within Europe, there are still these major
differences in standards and regulatory frameworks that do not allow
us to fully integrate our operations to enjoy genuine economies of
scale at the European levels. And so they said, we call for a single mar-
ket form of deeper integration. That, I think, was strongly driven by
the functional needs of those multinational corporations.

Second, in addition to those pressures, we also see political forces
starting to respond and calling for deeper forms of integration. When
competition gets tough, as countries open up to one another, many
start to be struck by the fact that the foreign firm is operating in a very
different economic environment from the domestic firm; calls to
somehow "level the playing field of international competition" arise.
So, some see unfair advantage given to foreign firms as a result of the
differential treatments. We have three noteworthy words in the trade
debate: dumping, ecodumping, and social dumping. These are words
that people use when they do not like what is taking place because of
differences, whether they are corporate differences (dumping),
whether they are social rules and norms (social dumping), or whether
they are environmental rules (ecodumping). Nonetheless, we see
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groups who care about these issues, whether they are multinational
companies who want that level playing field, or environmental
groups, or labor; they are all saying, "In order for us to trade and ex-
pose ourselves to one another to the degree that we are now doing, we
want to have more harmonized regulatory arrangements."

And so, whereas in the early postwar period we had a clear division
and countries were sovereign with respect to their domestic issues,
now it seems as though many more aspects of what countries once
considered to be their sovereign policies are coming under fire in the
international arena. The major tension in our world today, faced by de-
veloped and developing countries, is how to reconcile these demands.
On the one hand we have a global economy, on the other, we have a
world organized into nation states, and when that division was clear
as to what the nation states were responsible for, we knew how to han-
dle that. Now we are trying to rethink these issues, and we ask, how
would you try to resolve some of these questions? We obviously do not
have all the answers, but the key issue is how we deal with this tran-
sition from shallow to deep integration. If we look at the trade policy
discussions and issues in the 1980s as they emerged, and now in the
1990s, they are certainly dealing with issues of deeper integration.

A second change in addition to this change from shallow to deep is
from multilateral to multitrack. In essence, here we should focus on
the United States, because the great change has been in the American
approach to international trading relations. In the 1950s and 1960s, the
United States almost solely, not totally but almost solely, conducted its
trade relations using the GATT and in a multilateral arena; it was very
wary of regional arrangements. One reason was the fact that the
United States had had a very bitter experience in the 1930s. Indeed, a
major motive of the United States was to avoid a repetition of the frag-
mented world in which American products had been shut out of other
markets during the 1930s. And so the United States was intent on
achieving a multilateral system rather than allowing regional arrange-
ments, although the United States obviously tolerated, and indeed en-
couraged, the integration of Europe. Second, integration accorded
very well with America's geopolitical interests. The United States saw
itself engaged in a struggle with the Soviet Union. Its desire was to
contain the expansion of communism. In that context it was very im-
portant to the United States that there be prosperity in the capitalist na-
tions. Therefore, there had to be a systemic prosperity. The United
States saw prosperity in Japan, in Europe, and in the developing coun-
tries as in its own geopolitical interests, because that would weaken
the attraction of the United States' big geopolitical rival, the Soviet
Union. So the geopolitical considerations of the United States led it to
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stress very strongly a multilateral approach, seeking to obtain liberal-
ization not only for itself and its own goods, but to spread multilateral
liberalization so that its allies would also enjoy access to one another's
markets.

Let me also say that it is important to appreciate that trade policy in
the United States is not driven solely by the President of the United
States. Indeed, the Constitution gives the U.S. Congress the final say in
trade agreements. Congress keeps the President on a short leash. It
says to him, "You can have a couple of years to go and negotiate, but
we will not give up our final authority to provide a verdict on trade
policy." So what you have to understand then is that U.S. trade policy
is not the result of the conscious action of a single actor. It is much
more the outcome of a political process. People analyze U.S. trade pol-
icy as if there is someone who makes it, but there is no single individ-
ual who makes U.S. trade policy. It is the result of a political process.
One telling illustration of the importance of politics in U.S. trade pol-
icy is to look at who the U.S. special trade representatives are. If you
go back and look at who has been chosen as the special trade repre-
sentative, you will find two qualifications stand out: little prior expe-
rience in trade policy and a strong sense of the American political sys-
tem. Understanding politics in the United States is desirable. If you go
back, you will find that the U.S. special trade representative, Robert
Strauss, had been the head of the Democratic Party, so he really un-
derstood politics. Bill Brock, a later U.S. special trade representative,
became the head of the Republican Party. Ron Brown, who had been
considered very seriously for special trade representative, was for-
merly head of the Democratic Party. So when the President of the
United States thinks about his special trade representative, he is much
more worried about how that person will represent him to the Con-
gress than he is about representation to the rest of the world, because,
quite frankly, that is really very, very important in getting trade mea-
sures through Congress.

What I would suggest is that in the 1950s and 1960s, by and large,
trade was not a highly salient political issue in the United States, and
so the President had considerable leeway in exercising his leadership
role. And, indeed, when it came to most protection, which was ad-
ministered when it came to antidumping and other kinds of rules, you
could leave it up to the experts to take care of it. But what has hap-
pened over the postwar period is that the U.S. economy, like other
economies, has become increasingly globalized, and so trade has be-
come an increasingly salient political issue. And as trade has become
an important political issue, Congress has wanted to play a more and
more active role, and pressure increases on each administration to
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come back to Congress and bring results. In this context, the United
States has been forced to change its strategy from relying purely on the
multilateral approach, which proceeded rather gradually, toward
shifting to a multitrack approach, toward trying to come up with
achievements in a multiplicity of forums. Now a major question is, Are
these tracks all leading down to the same goal? Will they converge or
will they diverge? There is a major management problem when you
are pursuing a policy strategy on a number of tracks. But, nonetheless,
what we see today is U.S. trade policy being pursued unilaterally, bi-
laterally, regionally, and multilaterally.

Trade Policy Approaches
I would now like to turn to the different tracks on which trade pol-

icy is being pursued. What is striking is that in each of these areas the
issues are primarily those of deeper integration. There remain some is-
sues about border barriers that are being dealt with, but increasingly,
in each of those tracks, the questions relate to behind the border, to
what was formerly thought of as domestic, policy practices.

Unilateralism

First is the unilateral approach. The United States has had measures
in its trade rules, on the books since the 1970s. They take the form of
so-called 301 Legislation, but they have only been implemented vigor-
ously since the mid-1980s. Implementing these measures has meant
that the United States has challenged foreign countries, in some cases,
for not fulfilling international obligations, so-called unreasonable ac-
tions by foreign countries where there was an international agreement
and now the United States argues that it has not been given what it
had been promised, and so it goes to the country and says, "Give us
what you promised us or else we will take some form of action or re-
taliatory action." Other kinds of actions, so-called unreasonable acts,
are when the United States simply differs with the foreign practices. In
these cases, the United States has sought to change practices that dis-
criminate against American firms or products, but in which there has
not been a GATT or international agreement. In addition, we have seen
Super-301 legislation in which the United States has chosen some pri-
ority countries, and priority practices, and argued that countries ought
to change their practices toward U.S. products, otherwise they would
be subject to retaliation.

Some have looked at these American actions and have pointed to
them as indicating growing American protectionism. I think that is
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simply false. It does indicate growing American aggression, aggressive
behavior, but it is important to appreciate that these are policy mea-
sures fundamentally designed to change the way foreigners are pur-
suing policies rather than to protect the American market, so it is a de-
sire to open a foreign market. And, typically, although the priorities
have been American, the idea has been that the market would be open
to all. Nonetheless many see this, justifiably in my view, as a challenge
to the multilateral system. It is partly because of this American action
that the World Trade Organization (WTO) has been formed, with a
much more credible dispute settlement mechanism than has been used
elsewhere in the past. The idea would be to channel these disputes into
that forum rather than to have them enacted unilaterally. All I would
emphasize is that frequently the issues are those of deeper integration.
The concerns are over such issues as intellectual property, like an in-
surance sector, which has been regulated in a protectionist way rather
than over tariff barriers.

Bilateralism

A second area where we see this is in bilateral relationships; a big
area is U.S.-Japan relations. Clearly, we have a controversy that does
not concern border barriers. The United States has pursued a bilateral
set of negotiations with the Japanese, which has taken many forms.
One major concern has been the allegation by the United States that
the Japanese market is unusually closed, that there is an asymmetry
of access. American firms and American products find it very difficult
to penetrate the Japanese market. Indeed, it is a perception shared not
only by the Americans, but also the Europeans and other countries.
The United States, however, has chosen to emphasize the bilateral
route in dealing with its frictions with Japan, even though, again, once
agreements have been achieved, they have been extended on a most-
favored-nation basis to other countries. The major thrust is the con-
cern about the allegedly closed Japanese market. There are several ap-
proaches to deal with this. First, the argument is, it is not border
barriers in the case of Japan, rather it is more invisible barriers. One
form of these has to do with government policies where there is a
large amount of bureaucratic discretion, where regulations are al-
legedly applied in a discriminatory fashion. Second, these may also
have to do with private practices, where firms tend to have very close
relationships with one another, refuse to deal with outsiders, and in
particular are grouped in close corporate groupings. There is also the
interaction between public policies and private practices in the sense
that antitrust or competition policies are barely enforced, and implic-
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itly, or explicitly, this allows domestic firms to collude to keep for-
eigners out of the marketplace. These are the allegations that the
United States makes about its problems in selling in the Japanese
marketplace.

There have been negotiations over many, many years. The emphasis
by the Bush administration took the form of trying to achieve an in-
crease in the application of competition policies and antitrust policies
in the so-called structural-impediments-initiative discussions between
Japan and the United States, although there have been many sectoral
discussions in which efforts were made to try to change the rules gov-
erning foreign participation and, indeed, general participation in the
Japanese market. The argument in the United States is really a debate
about whether the emphasis should be on changing the rules or trying
to ensure results. One group says that the Japanese system is simply
too different to have agreements on changing the rules, that these
changes would occur too slowly, and what we need to do is to try to
ensure results by actually negotiating something more objective than
changing a rule. We have to deal with outcomes rather than simply
changing the rules.

That is a very knotty problem. The first experience in this area, or
what I would consider to be the seminal experience, has to do with
semiconductors. In the mid-1980s, there was a semiconductor agree-
ment, in which there was a secret side letter that was not so secret. In
the American interpretation, the Japanese committed themselves to
giving foreign semiconductors a 20 percent share of the Japanese semi-
conductor market; the Japanese disputed that interpretation. Nonethe-
less, there was an agreement that actually had a quota and was a form
of managed trade. It involved setting a numerical target. Whether it
was going to be mandatory or voluntary is debated, but there was a
numerical target set, and what happened over a five-year period, to
cut a long story short, was that eventually foreign semiconductors ac-
tually increased their share of the Japanese market, moving up from
roughly 10 or 11 percent where they had been for many, many years,
to around 20 percent. For both sides this was a seminal experience, and
the Americans looked at that experience and what they learned was
"Aha, results-oriented policies work!" and what the Japanese learned
was "Aha, never again!" and that, basically, set the context for the sub-
sequent discussions that occurred between the Clinton administration
and various Japanese administrations. The Clinton administration
came in, arguing in fact that the semiconductor agreement had been a
success, and what we needed was more of them. The Japanese felt very
embittered by this experience. They felt that it was wrong to hold the
government responsible for the purchasing practices of private Japan-
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ese firms, that in fact this policy was inducing an unwarranted inter-
vention by the government into market practices, and so the Japanese
government was intent on avoiding similar commitments in the
future.

What actually happened was a long and protracted drawn-out bat-
tle on sectoral issues. There were many such negotiations. Both sides
were forced to compromise and to give a little in terms of the final
agreements that were reached. They discovered that it is very complex
to carry out such negotiations. One of the lessons that we keep learn-
ing is that even the powerful United States is no longer able to carry
out its policies independently in this world, that the international cap-
ital markets are increasingly looming out there and exercising power-
ful influences. As the talks between Japan and the United States
seemed to be stymied, we saw currency markets reacting, we saw the
yen strengthening very strongly. Some saw interest rates rising in the
U.S. economy; the interpretation being that the Japanese would be
more reluctant to invest in the United States. This was the invisible, if
you will, counterweight that the Japanese had, and it did operate to
put pressure on the American administration. I think what we had was
an agreement originally in principle that objective indicators would be
used to measure progress. The American interpretation was that this
did not involve quotas or managed trade. The Japanese interpretation
was that it could, and they wanted to avoid such use. What we have in
these agreements is a commitment to measure progress by some kind
of objective indicators. In that sense, some Americans were presum-
ably successful, but it is not clear what the consequences would be if
these objective measures did not turn out to be satisfactory. So we have
got a rather vague agreement, in my judgment.

Another whole aspect of the U.S.-Japan difference has involved the
macroeconomic question. In my view, this has been a greatly mistaken
debate, a great error, particularly on the part of the United States, to
confuse the discussion about the current account surplus of Japan in
the context of a framework agreement that is also talking about a
closed Japanese market. There is in economic theory no relationship
necessarily between the size of a country's trade balance and whether
or not it is open or closed. And yet, it is irresistible from the American
side to use the size of Japan's trade surplus in making the argument
that its market is relatively closed. I mean, we can think of countries—
take Mexico in the early 1980s, take many developing countries, many
from which you come—when you had highly protective policies you
also had large trade deficits. So there is no reason why you cannot
have those two things take place and have causal connection between
them. And then we can think about countries like Germany, which is a
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very open economy and has a high international participation both
through investment and through trade, and we can see in the mid-
1980s the Germans had a very, very large trade surplus, and nobody
pointed to their surplus and said, "Aha! You have a closed economy."
This is a macroeconomic phenomenon that reflects saving and invest-
ment behavior.

When the United States was trying a few years ago to get Japan to
accelerate its economic growth, it should have taken place in the nor-
mal setting of the Group of Seven1 discussions on macroeconomic
policy rather than making it a bilateral issue. It was a long-run struc-
tural question, rather than a trade question. And, indeed, today, given
an American economy virtually at full employment, there is no reason
to seek stimulus through increased Japanese economic growth. In
fact, that growth and a smaller Japanese trade surplus could mean
higher interest rates both for the United States and for the rest of the
world.

So it was an error—this is just purely my own subjective comment—
to integrate these two and, indeed, it is a tragedy in a way that eco-
nomic policy has involved these two countries like strangers passing
in the night over the last few years—on the one hand, the Americans,
or some Americans, trying to push for more managed outcomes, and
on the other hand, for many Japanese to be arguing that what they
need to do is to deregulate their economy. It would seem to me that
there has to be more room for concurrence between the two and, in-
deed, between the developed countries more generally that the real
emphasis of the policies has to be on strategies to achieve deregulation,
which is a rules-oriented process, but which would open markets and
make them more contestable. The Japanese have said they are inter-
ested in deregulation and are moving to a five-year program. Thus far,
that program looks disappointing, certainly from an external view-
point, but it does seem that that area is where we need to see more col-
laboration and discussion and, indeed, it is where we are going to see
more collaboration and discussion. One of the striking changes in the
United States has been the shift in the composition of the U.S. Con-
gress. The Democrats have been basically beaten in both houses and
Republicans are much more interested in pursuing an agenda of
deregulation and much less interested in pursuing the alternative
approaches.

lThe Group of Seven industrial countries comprise Canada, France, Germany, Italy, Japan,
the United Kingdom, and the United States.
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Regionalism

I will touch very briefly on regionalism, from my vantage point. It is
clear that we have seen a proliferation in regional arrangements
around the world, and the debate, as I like to frame it is, Are these
arrangements stumbling blocks or are they building blocks? Are we
seeing the fragmentation of the world economy a la the 1930s, or are
we seeing integration in a way that finally combines the regional
arrangement in a more liberal, open world economy? Those who see a
reaction to the 1930s I think are absolutely wrong. Similarly, there are
others who, particularly when it comes to developing countries, point
to the experience in trying to have regional integration programs in the
1950s, which was not very successful, and they say these new arrange-
ments that are emerging throughout the world are similarly going to
fail. I think that ignores the basic motivations behind these new re-
gional arrangements.

The old regionalism, particularly when it came to developing coun-
tries, was heavily driven by a desire to follow import-substitution poli-
cies at a regional level. In other words, they were fundamentally pro-
tectionist in orientation. The idea was that a group of developing
countries could get some economies of scale so therefore they could
engage in import-substitution policies more effectively. That, of
course, meant that these countries were going to allocate their produc-
tion on a political basis rather than on a market-driven basis, and they
had great difficulty in implementing that approach.

What is striking about the new liberalization measures is that they
are taking place in the context of countries who are trying to reinforce
their outwardly oriented policies. Mexico is just one example. The
Mexicans liberalized multilaterally first and then they joined the
NAFTA, partly as a way to lock in those changes and partly to rein-
force their domestic liberalization program. In that environment, coun-
tries are not trying to get economies of scale and shut the foreigners
out of their marketplaces. They are opening their economies, and they
see regionalism as a complementary approach. So that is broadly an
accurate description of what is taking place and that means in a sense
these are moves toward more liberal policies.

A second striking feature of these emerging regional arrangements is
the strong role that multinational companies are playing, together with
concerns about the role corporations and foreign investment are play-
ing in all of these arrangements. The economic literature has not ab-
sorbed this sufficiently; there is still a tendency to look at these arrange-
ments through the traditional prism of removal of all the barriers and to
ignore the strong role that direct foreign investment flows are playing.
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Certainly, as I mentioned earlier, the regional arrangement in Eu-
rope was very strongly supported by major European companies, by
Philips, Siemens, and the European business roundtable. If we look at
the NAFTA, what we find is strong support by Canadian business, by
American business, and interestingly, by Mexican firms, all wanting
to see an increased integration. It is a functional desire that the com-
panies have to improve their operations on a regional basis. If we look
at Asia, there is no doubt that the regional integration is being led by
direct foreign investment, originally by Japanese firms in the mid-
1980s moving out of Japan and investing in other parts of Asia, and
later by Korean and Taiwanese firms going to invest throughout Asia.
Indeed, in Asia, although arrangements are much less formal, re-
gional integration is nonetheless taking place, led by multinational
companies. This is a much more deeply embedded phenomenon.
These companies are not simply concerned about the removal of the
tariff barriers. In the case of Mexico and Canada, a major motive, so
far not successful, was to get rid of the antidumping and the counter-
vailing duties, where American trade rules harassed Canadian and
Mexican products. So what actually happened in the NAFTA was not
an agreement to remove those rules—and so an unsatisfactory resolu-
tion—but firms clearly driving and lobbying to try to integrate their
economies.

That is actually the good side of the regional initiatives, but the fact
that firms are playing a major role also has a dark side. It also means
that when those rules are constructed, firms who have political influ-
ence try to tinker with them a little bit, so that those inside the
arrangements get an advantage over those outside the arrangements.
Most noteworthy has been the question of rules of origin. Basically,
when you have a free trade agreement you have to come up with
some rules of origin to define which products are going to be eligible
for duty-free conveyance across internal borders. What has happened
in the case of the NAFTA is that these rules have been carefully
crafted, particularly in the area of textiles, in a very protectionist way
and, indeed, even though the tariff barriers have not been changed,
there is a much greater incentive today to use yarn and fiber that is
North American. So we do not have an external tariff being raised
against the outside world, but we could have serious trade diversion
resulting as a consequence of those rules of origin. And so these re-
gional arrangements have to be watched very closely, particularly
when it comes to those rules of origin. In the European case, the
abuses come to a much greater degree in the administration of the an-
tidumping rules, where again pressures can be brought to get cases
resolved in a way that hurts outsiders. Indeed, if we think about re-
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form, it is not in changing the GATT rules that actually apply to re-
gional arrangements, it is really in monitoring the practices on rules
of origin and on antidumping.

So nonetheless we are seeing an extension of regional arrangements.
The United States is now pledging in the Western Hemisphere to open
up the NAFTA, and indeed, the United States, Canada, and Mexico are
scheduled to start their negotiations this year with Chile, the next
likely entrant into this arrangement. Subsequently, there is an agenda
to incorporate other nations from the Western Hemisphere. We also see
an APEC arrangement, and I will conclude with a few thoughts on
that.

From my own perspective, we have a dramatic agreement at Bogor
among the Asia-Pacific countries to achieve liberalization in trade and
investment. Getting this vague agreement was politically quite easy,
but we are a long way away from solid accomplishments that are
going to make that agreement credible.

I can well see why an America that wants to show its desire to be
part of the Asian scene would like such an agreement. I can well see
why a Japan that is trying to make sure that NAFTA does not exclude
it, and other Asian countries who do not want to be excluded, would
like to commit themselves to an APEC agreement. We can well see
why smaller Asian countries who would like both Japan and the
United States to be involved in an agreement would commit them-
selves to such an agreement. There are strong political reasons why
you could believe that the leaders could have come up with this
pledge. But the difficult question is, How are they going to make it
concrete? What will it all mean? And, quite frankly, there are major ob-
stacles. Let me just say, if they can achieve a free trade and, in particu-
lar, if it is an open regionalism where other countries are invited to join
on the same conditions—if an African country says, "Look, we will lib-
eralize to the Asians if we are invited to join," that would be a won-
derful achievement.

So as an economist, I am happy that they have come up with such
an arrangement, but the political economist in me, looking down the
road, is a little more skeptical about the ability to achieve this agree-
ment. The way I understand the strategy that is being laid out is that
rather than negotiate to incrementally liberalize as we have done in
the series of Uruguay Rounds, the approach in the APEC is to sit
down and negotiate an agenda that will take us fully to free trade by
a certain date. In other words, we are going to have all the political
battles today. If Japan is going to have to commit to free trade in agri-
culture by the year 2020, the current administration in Japan is going
to have to tell the farmers what it is going to do. And we can ask our-
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selves, "Why didn't the GATT do that"? Why did we not turn around
when we negotiated the GATT and say, "Look, we want to get to free
trade; let us all pledge to go to free trade, and we can implement that
agreement gradually"? My argument is, it is a terribly difficult thing
to do politically. You must pick your time when you choose to liber-
alize individual sectors, and this is a political judgment that countries
have to make. And so in a sequential approach you wait until the
group is weak, or maybe even strong and can withstand liberaliza-
tion, and then you liberalize. But what you do in the context of a uni-
versal approach is politically much more difficult, because you will
have huge battles: you are going to have all your battles sooner rather
than later.

Now, you may well ask then, "Why do we get regional arrange-
ments?" Well, the answer, in my view, is, there is usually a sweetener.
Usually, when you say "The United States and Mexico have a free
trade agreement," what is meant is that American firms have been
told "You are going to have to liberalize, and you are going to full lib-
eralization with respect to the Mexicans, but there is going to be a lit-
tle trade diversion that is going to sweeten things for you." So the
American textile industry says, "Yes, we will be happy because we
will get free trade in Mexico, we will be able to sell in Mexico, and the
Koreans may find it more difficult, or certainly, we will get an advan-
tage over countries who are outside the agreement." So the trade di-
version acts as a political sweetener to offset some of those political
obstacles.

Now, think about the whole of APEC. How sweet is it for any indi-
vidual group of firms, say, in the United States, to be told "Well, you
are going to be able to go to free trade in the whole of the Asian region
and, by the way, so are the Chinese, and so are the Japanese." That is
not a very protective market for you, and so I believe that you do not
have sufficient trade diversion to actually sweeten the deal for groups
of firms when you move in such a huge way to APEC liberalization.
Now, do not misunderstand me. I would love to see it take place, and
I am only an economist who does not understand political forces. And
I have been surprised in the past. But I am just saying that that is just
one reason why I am skeptical.

I also believe there is a very strong debate between the United States
and Japan as to what form this liberalization should take in APEC. As
I understand it, the Americans are strongly emphasizing the removal
of tariffs, and the Japanese have a different approach that emphasizes
collaborative schemes and cooperative arrangements in functional
areas in terms of trade facilitation and others, and would rely more on
countries to liberalize unilaterally their border barriers. I actually think
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while border liberalization is useful and important, a lot of the issues,
even in Asia, are really about deeper integration. My own preference
would be to see a much heavier emphasis on deregulation within the
Asian area. We do see a drive for deregulation in Korea and in Japan
and in other Asian countries. I would like to see deregulation play a
much greater role in the APEC negotiations than it does currently, and
I would put less emphasis on the border barrier approach. Anyway, I
have not even touched on multilateralism, but it is clearly a compli-
cated subject with which we have been dealing.

Conclusion
Briefly, what I have tried to do today is to argue about the environ-

ment in which trade policy is taking place and there I have sounded
some alarms. There are worrying signs. Second, to emphasize that the
issues are much tougher than they used to be, because we are moving
behind the border barriers. And, third, that we are moving in this mul-
titrack approach with initiatives taking place at numerous dimensions,
and there, the open question is, Building blocks or stumbling blocks?
Are the tracks going to converge or are we seeing fragmentation?
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W. Max Corden

Suppose a particular developing country (e.g., Mexico or Chile)
joins in a free trade area (FTA) with a very large economy (e.g., the
United States): what are the possible gains and losses to it? The first
part of this paper provides a framework for analyzing this problem.
The main theme is that there are three distinct aspects, namely, trade
liberalization, trade diversion, and reciprocity. The developing country
will be referred to here as the LAC (Latin American country) and the
large country as the United States. Finally, the second part of the paper
compares regional and multilateral trade liberalization.1

Effects on a Developing Country of Joining a
Free Trade Area

A developing country joining an FTA can expect to have its present
degree of liberalization locked in, with future governments having lit-
tle ability to influence further change. It can also expect a greater de-
gree of liberalization than would be the case in a unilateral effort; trade
diversion; and reciprocity.

Liberalization by the LAC
The first of the components of an FTA is trade liberalization by the

LAC itself. Tariffs are reduced and possibly removed completely, and
quantitative import restrictions are ended or the range of imports to
which they apply is reduced. There are the standard gains from trade
creation as well as benefits through reduced rent seeking and admin-

lThe first part of the paper is a somewhat condensed version of W. Max Corden, "A West-
ern Hemisphere Free Trade Area: Implications for Latin America" in Trade Liberalization in the
Western Hemisphere (Washington: Inter-American Development Bank and Economic Commis-
sion for Latin America and the Caribbean, 1995). There is a large literature in this field. Par-
ticularly to be recommended are Jeffrey Schott, More Free Trade Areas? Policy Analyses in In-
ternational Economics No. 27 (Washington: Institute for International Economic, 1989), and
Jaime de Melo and Arvind Panagariya, eds., New Dimensions in Regional Integration (Cam-
bridge; New York, N.Y: Cambridge University Press, 1993).
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Table 1. Effects of Three Kinds of Liberalization

Effects

Liberalization by LAC

Trade diversion (adverse)

Reciprocity (favorable)

Unilateral

V

Liberalization
Multilateral

V

V

Regional

V
V
V

Source: Author's estimates.

istrative costs normally associated with quantitative import restric-
tions. Inevitably, there are both gainers and losers. Unemployment
may increase in the transition. If tariffs have been high or import re-
strictions tight and widespread, the effects of trade liberalization on
the pattern of domestic output and distribution of income as between
different industries and workers may eventually be substantial.

Trade liberalization can actually take three forms—unilateral, multi-
lateral, and regional, and it is worth comparing the effects of the three.
Table 1 shows that they have some, but not all, effects in common.

First, liberalization can be unilateral: the policy is pursued because
it is believed that it will benefit the country as a whole and that in the
long run most citizens will gain even though there are likely to be
some short-run losers. Hence, it does not need to be associated with
any international agreement. Exchange rate adjustment will ensure ex-
ternal balance. Further, unilateral liberalization does not explicitly dis-
criminate between different foreign suppliers, so that there is no trade
diversion.

Second, liberalization can be multilateral. Hence, the country's own
liberalization is supplemented by liberalization by others, thus open-
ing up export markets for the country and improving its terms of trade
relative to the unilateral alternative. This is the reciprocity effect.
Clearly, a country benefits when a given degree of its own liberaliza-
tion is associated with reciprocal liberalization by its trading partners,
which causes their imports from it to increase.

Finally, there is regional liberalization, of which a bilateral FTA is a
special case. In that case, the country's own liberalization does not nec-
essarily apply to imports from all countries, but only to those from the
region (the United States in our example). There will be the same gen-
eral effects of liberalization: imports will increase, with the usual gain-
ers and losers. But in this case liberalization is partial and thus dis-
criminatory, hence creating trade diversion effects. In addition, regional
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liberalization has a reciprocity effect: the other member of the FTA
opens up its markets to the first country's exports.

One should distinguish between two groups of LACs. In the first,
unilateral trade liberalization has already taken place to the point that
quantitative import restrictions have been completely ended (some-
times with a few exceptions) and tariffs are quite low. This group con-
sists of Chile and Mexico, and if one extends the group to countries
where the unilateral liberalization process is well under way, or strong
commitments have been made, it also includes Argentina and
Colombia.

For these countries, one might ask what difference an FTA with the
United States would really make to the liberalization process and ulti-
mate situation. Obviously, if there were complete, unqualified, perma-
nent free trade affecting imports of all kinds from all sources, forming
an FTA with the United States would only have an effect through the
reciprocity aspect, to be discussed below. But in practice this condition
does not exist and is not likely to. Hence, forming a bilateral FTA
would have two effects on the degree and effectiveness of the LAC's
own liberalization.

First, the locking-in effect. The present degree of liberalization could
always be reversed by a future government. On the other hand, an
agreement to establish an FTA would not be so easily reversible, if at
all. It is a way in which a present liberalization-inclined government
can commit future administrations that may wish to revert to protec-
tionism. The immediate benefit of locking in liberalization is that it is
likely to provide a stimulus for investment. Indeed, even the expecta-
tion of an FTA may provide such a stimulus. Any arrangement that en-
sures that a particular structure of domestic prices and incentives will
stay for a long time, rather than be changed unpredictably, is likely to
encourage investment.

Second, an FTA would probably involve a greater degree of liberal-
ization and of opening up the economy than would result from any de-
gree of unilateral liberalization, even if the latter apparently leads to
free trade. Trade can be fostered by various measures of harmonization
and elimination of barriers to trade other than tariffs and quantitative
import restrictions. Here, the example of the European Community
can be cited. The first stage was to establish an area of conventional
free trade (plus a common external tariff, which made it a customs
union). The second stage was the "1992" program—the "completion"
of the European market, which disposed of numerous barriers apart
from tariffs. This second stage is likely to be substantially trade
creating.
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Let us now turn to the other group of countries—those where pro-
tection is still quite high and where it is unlikely that unilateral liber-
alization would go anywhere close to free trade. These are countries
where currently either the political will to liberalize substantially, or
the political ability to bring it about even if there is the will, does not
exist. In these cases, the formation of an FTA would raise substantive
issues for the LAC, namely, the very same issues that arise when con-
sidering unilateral liberalization.

Are there arguments for protection from a national point of view—
for example, the (sectional) employment or the infant industry argu-
ments? Are there significant rent-seeking and administrative costs of
protection to set against these arguments? Even if an ultimate situation
of trade liberalization were desirable, is the process of getting there too
costly? Would powerful interest groups resist liberalization and make
it politically impossible or at least very painful?

Trade Diversion
The principal negative aspect of an FTA is trade diversion. Trade di-

version results from the discriminatory aspect of an FTA. If Mexico
maintains tariffs on imports from Japan, and possibly even increases
them, while removing tariffs on imports from the United States, there
will be some tendency to divert purchases away from Japan toward
the United States. The pattern of imports will change.

One can distinguish "Vinerian trade diversion," "trade contraction,"
and "trade deflection," beginning with the first.

Vinerian Trade Diversion
Suppose the LAC has a given tariff of 30 percent on all imports of a

particular product to start with. It then joins the FTA and imports from
the United States can come in without paying any tariff. But imports
from Japan must still pay a 30 percent tariff. This external tariff does
not change. There will then be some diversion of the source of imports
from Japan to the United States. Excluding the tariff, the diverted im-
ports will have cost less when bought from Japan than when bought
from the United States, so that the LAC is now buying a product from
a dearer source and thus incurring an extra cost. This trade diversion
concept first introduced by Jacob Viner assumes that the tariff on im-
ports from outside (Japan) remains unchanged when the country joins
the FTA.

Vinerian trade diversion could well be significant when tariffs on
imports from outside the FTA remain high. But the more the LAC has
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followed a path of unilateral trade liberalization before joining the
FTA, and hence the lower is the external tariff, the less the cost of such
trade diversion will be. Nevertheless, some degree of trade diversion
is likely even when a country has liberalized completely. This is be-
cause of the locking-in and completion effects discussed above. These
will foster trade within the FTA relative to trade with the outside
world, at least marginally.

Trade Contraction: Increase of Protection Against Imports
from Outside

Trade contraction occurs if the level of the external tariff is actually
raised as a result of the establishment of the FTA. In the example above,
imports from Japan will decline even more than they would when
there is only Vinerian trade diversion. In an FTA, unlike a customs
union, the external tariff for a particular product does not have to be
the same around the whole area; that is, the LAC does not have to
adopt the U.S. tariff on imports from Japan, or to agree on a common
external tariff. In principle, it is still free to choose its external tariff
structure.

The external tariff might well increase as a natural response to do-
mestic pressure groups seeking more protection from imports when
they find themselves harmed by U.S. imports. Similarly, if there is a
general loss of competitiveness by the country, possibly because the
exchange rate has become overvalued owing to a burst of domestic in-
flation, the natural reaction will be—as it has often been in the past—
to increase protection, and once the FTA has been established, this can
only be brought about by increasing protection against imports from
outside the FTA.

Trade Deflection: Free Trade Area Versus Customs Union

Suppose that the United States imposes restrictions on imports of a
particular product from Japan while imports of the same products
from Japan can enter the LAC freely. There will then be some tendency
for goods to be imported from Japan into the United States via the
LAC. This is trade deflection. It leads to unnecessary transport costs.
More important, it defeats the purpose of the U.S. protectionist mea-
sures. The lower the transport costs, and the bigger the gap between
the low tariff of the LAC and the high tariff of the United States (or the
tariff equivalent of the nontariff device), the bigger this effect will be.

The problem is well known (and has presented problems in the
Canadian-American free trade area). A country may import duty-free
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components of a car from Japan, then assemble them, and export the
assembled car to its free-trade partner—a partner that, itself, imposes
restrictions on imports of components from Japan. Thus, the United
States may wish to restrict imports from an LAC on the grounds that
these embody components or inputs that are just "trade deflected."

The standard solution to this characteristic problem of a free trade
area is to make "rules of origin" for trade within the FTA. This raises
various technical problems—for example, the choice of the ratio of do-
mestic component that is acceptable if intra-FTA trade is to be free. For
a particular product, tariffs will be applied to a proportion of the value
of imports from, say, the LAC to the United States, the proportions rep-
resenting the part that is assumed to be of outside (e.g., Japanese) ori-
gin. The U.S. negotiating position with Mexico, as with Canada, has
been to favor strict rules of origin, especially in the automotive sector.
Such rules of origin mean that one of the main potential advantages of
an FTA—the removal of formal barriers to trade within the area—can-
not be achieved.

If rules of origin are ineffective, and trade deflection does take place,
the net result is that countries that have high tariffs (or other restric-
tions) against imports from outside the area will find these tariffs
evaded, and so will have an incentive to reduce them. In other words,
the low tariff (or low protection) countries will tend to set the tone for
the whole area. If one favors trade liberalization, one would regard such
trade deflection desirable, but, naturally, it is not acceptable to the more
protectionist country. Another possibility—which cannot be ruled out
but would certainly be less desirable—is that the United States applies
pressure on its LAC partner to increase its restrictions on imports from
Japan to the U.S. level, so as to reduce the incentive for trade deflection.

The obvious solution to avoid all these complications is to convert
the FTA into a customs union. This means that there would be a com-
mon external tariff, and possibly other common restrictions, such as
antidumping duties. In a customs union there would have to be an
agreement about common nontariff barriers. If we think specifically of
Western Hemisphere free trade arrangements, a customs union would
mean that the external trade barriers of the LAC would be determined
in Washington, D.C., since it is inconceivable that the U.S. Congress
would allow relatively small economic partners to play a significant
part in determining its barriers against imports from, say, Japan.

Reciprocity

The most important gain that an LAC is likely to obtain from an FTA
is the reciprocal opening—or commitment to continued opening—of
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the U.S. market to the LAC's exports of goods and services. In this re-
spect, the FTA is far preferable to unilateral liberalization. Essentially
there are two trade-creation effects from the establishment of an FTA:
first, the trade creation that results from the LAC's own liberalization
(which could be greater under unilateral liberalization), and second,
that which results from U.S. liberalization. If the general, comparative
advantage gains-from-trade propositions are accepted, it follows that
both countries gain from both forms of trade creation.

Extent of Gain from Reciprocity Effect

The extent of the gain to the LAC depends not just on the level of ex-
isting barriers to its exports in the United States but on what these bar-
riers might have been in the future if no FTA were established. The at-
traction of an FTA is to lock in the present relatively open trade policies
of the United States with respect to the LAC. This has been called the
"safe-haven" effect.

For given initial and potential barriers, the extent of the gain from
their removal depends, in addition, on the extent to which the types of
goods and services that the LAC exports are substitutable with com-
peting products in the United States. In many cases, this substitutabil-
ity is likely to be high, so that considerable gains might ensue.

The central questions, of course, are how big the U.S. barriers are
now, what they might be if no FTA were established, and to what ex-
tent they will be genuinely reduced in an FTA. For each LAC where the
FTA possibility arises, a separate detailed analysis has to be made.
Measuring existing barriers is usually difficult because the main barri-
ers are nontariff ones, notably the threat of antidumping duties and
various "safeguard" provisions. Estimates of what the barriers might
be if no FTA were formed involve imaginative judgments. But it is also
important to note that an FTA might allow many loopholes and special
arrangements so that, in effect, assured free entry of LAC goods into
the United States will not be provided. The U.S. market may not be so
"safe" a "haven."

The value of an FTA to the LAC depends crucially on how the safe-
guard problem is handled. It is inevitable that some producers in the
United States will be adversely affected by the FTA, or at least that
they will expect to be adversely affected. Usually they have plenty of
warning of what might happen, but sometimes the adverse impact can
indeed be quite sudden. It is thus natural that they should seek tem-
porary relief or "safeguards against market disruption" or through an-
tidumping cases. Such measures have been allowed under the General
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) and also the U.S.-Canada
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agreement. They represent the reentry of protection by the back door.
Measures are not usually temporary and, above all, they introduce
uncertainty.

Trade Diversion and the Bandwagon

One component of the reciprocity effect for the LAC is U.S. trade di-
version. This refers to trade diversion by the United States, and benefits
the LAC, although it harms both the United States and the other coun-
tries whose trade is diverted in favor of the LAC. It is to be distin-
guished from trade diversion by the LAC itself, discussed earlier, the
effects of which are clearly adverse for the LAC. The effect of U.S. trade
diversion will be greater the higher is the substitutability of the LAC's
exports with those of competing countries. Considerable losses could
be inflicted on the latter, for example, when Mexican labor-intensive
exports replace those from Asia. It is part of the reciprocity effect be-
cause it results from the removal or reduction by the United States of
its barriers on imports from the LAC while maintaining some barriers,
actual or potential, against imports from outside.

This potential trade-diversion effect creates an incentive for other
developing countries to join the FTA bandwagon. When LAC No. 1
forms an FTA with the United States, there could be an adverse effect
on LAC No. 2 through U.S. trade diversion, so No. 2 now has a
stronger reason than before to follow the leader. The more countries
join, the fewer the gains for the early joiners.

Political Economy Arguments for an FTA
A country's own liberalization may be politically easier when it is

part of a move to an FTA. Unilateral liberalization may be desirable
from a national point of view but may be blocked either by domestic
interest groups or by lack of popular understanding of the gains from
free or freer trade. There are then strong political economy arguments
in favor of an FTA.

First, when an FTA is in prospect, countervailing export interest
groups will emerge that will expect to benefit from the reciprocity as-
pect of the FTA—for example, the opening up of the U.S. market.
While such interest groups have also emerged in the case of unilateral
liberalization when this is associated with devaluation, the benefits to
potential exporters from a unilateral liberalization of imports associ-
ated with devaluation are more indirect, and sometimes hard to imag-
ine in advance, compared with the benefits from direct opening up of
a foreign market. Second, the sentiment in favor of liberalization will

©International Monetary Fund. Not for Redistribution



8 • Regionalism in World Trade 95

certainly be strengthened by the reciprocal liberalization in the United
States. Whatever economists may say—that unilateral liberalization is
usually beneficial even when trading partners remain protectionist—
the popular instinct is to think in terms of reciprocity and fairness.

Multilateral Trade Liberalization and Regionalism
In my view, multilateral free trade—or at least substantial world-

wide liberalization supported by strong rules—is preferable to re-
gional arrangements. But the prior issue is whether movement toward
regionalism (e.g., NAFTA) is likely to foster or to discourage the suc-
cess of multilateral negotiations and the rules and processes of the new
WTO system.

How Regionalism Might Affect Multilateralism

Regionalism can be seen as a supplement to multilateralism, as an
alternative or as a path toward it. The official U.S. position is certainly
that it is a supplement, and that any FTA decisions must work within
the framework of the WTO and the Uruguay outcome. Hence, region-
alism is no obstacle to progress in multilateral liberalization. One can
certainly conceive of various FTAs around the world being supple-
mental to a new multilateral system that strongly regulates trade re-
strictions and brings about a good deal of liberalization. The argument
is that the FTA is likely to go further in liberalization, being then a true
supplement.

But regionalism can also be an alternative to multilateralism. The
members of the European Community seemed to have been less com-
mitted to ensuring the success of the Uruguay Round because of their
preoccupation with the completion of the internal market (the "1992"
program). More generally, given the large and expanding area of gen-
uinely free trade that they are creating for themselves, they saw less
need for making some politically painful concessions in agriculture to
achieve a Uruguay Round success.

Finally, one can see regionalism as a path to multilateralism. One can
imagine (with a great act of imagination) a small number of regional
groupings—that is, FTAs—being formed (e.g., a European, a Western
Hemisphere, and an Asian one), and then, the three would negotiate
and in one grand bargain open up to each other—and so, there would
be world free trade, or something close to it. This is surely unrealistic.

A more reasonable proposal is the "open club" idea. A free trade
area, with the United States at its core, would be established among a
limited number of countries—for example, the NAFTA—but any other
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country, whether in the Western Hemisphere or outside, would be in-
vited to join. There might be a standard agreement (with the usual
safeguards and transition arrangements) that would provide the basis
for negotiations with any new candidate. More and more countries
would find it advantageous to join, if only to avoid trade diversion
against themselves. If they were allowed entry, the FTA would grow
and grow until eventually it embraced the whole world. The European
Community has been somewhat like this, though the invitations have
been rather limited and applications have not always been accepted.
But I doubt that this process would eventually achieve world free
trade, or at least a degree of liberalization and acceptance of interna-
tional rules equal to what a continued multilateral liberalization
process could achieve. It is more likely to end in a small number of
complicated regional arrangements.

Multilateralism and Regionalism Compared
Consider now the interests of a particular developing country (LAC)

and compare the effects of multilateral liberalization with regional lib-
eralization (an FTA with the United States being formed).

First, the FTA would open up—or lock in—the U.S. market for the
LAC's exports. By contrast, multilateral liberalization would open up
and, hopefully, lock in, the world market. The latter is bigger, and
hence preferable. But the strength of the locking-in effect might be
greater in the case of the FTA, so that the balance might tilt in favor of
the FTA.

Second, any agreement, whether an FTA or a multilateral agreement
under the WTO, involves the continuous enforcement and interpreta-
tion of agreed rules, and inevitably negotiations. The bargaining
strength of the developing country relative to its trading partners, and
the strength of the rules set up, are then relevant. Here the developing
country may be in a weaker situation in an FTA—where the United
States would be dominant—than in a multilateral environment where
none of the three big economic powers (the United States, the Euro-
pean Union, and Japan) have the same relative strength, and where
more will have to depend on the enforcement of universal rules.
Hence, from this point of view, multilateral arrangements are also
preferable.

Third, the FTA gives the developing country the benefit of some
trade diversion in its favor in the U.S. market. This effect is not in the
U.S. or the general world interest, but it is a benefit to the developing
country itself, and thus is an argument favoring the FTA relative to
multilateralism.
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Finally, consider the government of a developing country that
wishes to liberalize but has a problem overcoming domestic pressure
groups. It may be able to go a limited way in unilateral liberalization,
but beyond that it requires the promise of reciprocal benefits, as pro-
vided either by multilateral agreements or by an FTA. The question is
which one of these would be politically more persuasive. It is probable
that an FTA would be more successful in helping along domestic
liberalization.

Countries that are small in the world economy—like all countries
other than the United States, those of the European Union, and
Japan—have a great deal to gain from a new rules-based international
trading system. If the choice were between regionalism and multilat-
eralism, the first argument above—that the world market for their ex-
ports is better than the U.S. market—and the second argument—that
they will be better protected by a rules-based system where there are
several large actors, rather than a smaller grouping with one dominant
member—must weigh strongly. Multilateralism is best. But in practice
the choice is not necessarily as stark. A sound rules-based system may
be established, in which case an FTA might be considered as a supple-
ment. The important concern must be that the pursuit of regionalism
does not slow up the strengthening of the multilateral system.
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Jeffrey Schott

I should start by offering an apology. Although I was a student at the
university where Professor Corden now teaches, I left the university
and went into government, where I was totally corrupted! Trade ne-
gotiators are more mercantilist than trade theorists, and so, just to sur-
vive, I have had to temper my academic learnings with the lessons that
I learned in the school of hard knocks in international negotiations. So
I apologize if that offends economic theory, but I will try at least to con-
vey some of my ideas based on practical experience.

Given the long, drawn-out process of multilateral trade negotia-
tions, questions have been raised whether regionalism provides a
more pragmatic, albeit second-best, approach to trade liberalization.
The second-best argument is a variant of the question, Should region-
alism be regarded as a complement to, or a substitute for, multilateral
trade liberalization?

Let me put forward a stark response: in my view, multilateralism
cum regionalism remains the best approach for global trade policy. I
say remains, because regionalism and multilateralism have worked in
lockstep since the founding of the GATT more than forty years ago. Re-
gionalism in the absence of a strong multilateral system, however,
generates protectionist pressures to maintain the discrimination inher-
ent in preferential trading pacts (or even to raise barriers to third-coun-
try trade).

Throughout the postwar period, regionalism has advanced in the
context of continuous multilateral trade liberalization, which effec-
tively narrowed the gap between most-favored-nation (MFN) tariffs
and preferential rates accorded regional partners. Indeed, parallel
progress at both the multilateral and regional levels has reinforced the
basic objective of the GATT, promoting stable growth and economic
development.

One can summarize the basic benefits of regional integration by
adapting a simple identity from Economics 101: Y = C + I + G. In this
context, regional income (Y) should rise if regional pacts enhance corn-

Note: Copyright: Institute for International Economics, 1995. All rights reserved.
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petitiveness (C), provide insurance against policy reversals (7), and es-
tablish good precedents for the GATT (G).

First, the focus of regional initiatives should be on increasing the in-
ternational competitiveness of regional industries, since the discrimina-
tory regional preferences will be short-lived as multilateral negotia-
tions succeed in breaking down border protection. Indeed, in countries
where border measures are already low, the competitiveness rationale
is central—and, for example, is a key benefit of U.S. participation in the
NAFTA.

Second, regional pacts should serve as an insurance policy against
reversion to interventionist and protectionist policies that have often
disrupted regional trade and investment. The insurance policy both
protects against changes in the partner countries and helps govern-
ments withstand the protectionist impulses of their own domestic lob-
bies. It should allow businesses to better plan their trade and invest-
ment strategies, and thus give impetus to the restructuring and
rebuilding of industries along regional lines.

Third, regional integration reinforces existing multilateral disci-
plines and provides building blocks for new global accords. With a
strong and effective multilateral trading system, regional initiatives
can complement GATT reforms in several ways: they tend to be trade
creating since regional partnerships usually generate positive income
effects that outweigh the adverse effects of the trade discrimination;
they tend to broaden and deepen GATT trade reforms so that regional
industries can take better advantage of new trading opportunities
around the globe; and they can serve as models for strengthening mul-
tilateral disciplines. Simply put, regional pacts often act as negotiating
laboratories for new issues that have not yet advanced on the multi-
lateral trade agenda.1 In so doing, regional trade initiatives can
"ratchet up" reforms to a broader multilateral accord.

Furthermore, regional pacts often produce deeper liberalization
than multilateral negotiations, which involve a larger number of coun-
tries and thus must necessarily cater to a broader range of interests.
The benefits of such regional reforms can be accorded to nonmember
countries (as many countries have done with their unilateral reforms,

]For example, the Canada-U.S. FTA was designed in part to jump-start multilateral negoti-
ations and to provide building blocks for broader multilateral accords. Similarly, provisions on
trade in services in the U.S.-Canada and Australia-New Zealand Free Trade Agreements
helped inform and guide the Uruguay Round negotiators; and the NAFTA investment chap-
ter provides useful precedents for both the current development of investment guidelines in
the Asia-Pacific region and for future negotiations in the WTO.
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and as Mexico has done with key aspects of the NAFTA), or can be tar-
geted for credit in future WTO talks.

Concerns About Trade Diversion
The GATT does not require countries to demonstrate that their re-

gional pact will be, on balance, trade creating. Nonetheless, most
GATT reviews of FTAs gauge the desirability of the pact on whether its
trade-creating effects outweigh the trade-diverting effects. If the latter
dominate, political pressures are likely to arise within the region to
forestall MFN trade liberalization in the interest of preserving the pro-
tection implicit in the regional preferences.

First, let me start with an obvious point. A primary purpose of re-
gional pacts is to improve the efficiency of local industries. It therefore
is designed to make it harder for foreign firms to compete in the re-
gional market—not because of higher barriers against third-country
trade, but because of the heightened competitiveness of regional firms.

Second, any diversion will be partially offset by pressures that arise
within an FTA (as opposed to a customs union) to reduce MFN tariff
rates down to the level of the low-tariff country in the region. In con-
trast to a customs union, an FTA maintains competition among its
partners since each country retains sovereign control over its trade pol-
icy vis-a-vis third countries. Member countries can thus lower their
MFN trade barriers to promote the competitiveness of domestic in-
dustries in regional markets and to avoid potential investment diver-
sion within the region.2

Furthermore, as FTA preferences are phased in, less-competitive in-
dustries will contract and thus over time lose political influence to
lobby for the maintenance of high external tariffs. The combined result
is continued support for multilateral trade liberalization, despite its
eroding effect on regional preferences.

Concerns that regional preferences may distort trade and invest-
ment flows from nonmember countries are often exaggerated, for two
reasons. First, the margin between the MFN rate that third countries
pay, and the preferential (zero) regional rate, is very small in most sec-
tors—and will be reduced further by the Uruguay Round reforms
(with the notable exceptions of textiles and agriculture). Second, in

2Because of the threat of investment diversion, pressures build in high-tariff countries to re-
duce their MFN rates so as not to lose production to areas that charge lower duties on im-
ported components. This concern was evident in resisting a restrictive NAFTA origin rule for
computers, and requiring a common external tariff after the ten-year transition period. It also
led Canada to move to cut its MFN textile tariffs to "aid" its apparel makers.
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most instances, regional partnerships generate positive income effects
that outweigh the adverse effects of the trade discrimination.

Conclusion
In sum, expanding regionalism should not pose a threat to the world

trading system, especially if the WTO monitors these arrangements
and strengthens its obligations under GATT Article XXIV (and Article
V of the General Agreement on Trade in Services (GATS)). I should
add one caveat to temper this otherwise optimistic assessment. One
needs to ensure that regional trading rules do not create hidden pro-
tectionism, for example, through discriminatory rules of origin. The
NAFTA falls prey to this abuse in the textiles sector, although the
Uruguay Round reforms will reduce the negative impact of those pro-
visions to some extent. To deter similar problems, all regional trading
pacts should be subject to annual reviews by the WTO—perhaps using
the new Trade Policy Review Mechanism established in the Uruguay
Round.

Rather than distract attention away from the multilateral trading
system, I believe regional pacts can and will complement and reinforce
world trade rules. Because of the short half-life of regional preferences,
regional industries need to restructure to promote the more efficient
use of natural and human resources in the region so as to be able to
compete more effectively against foreign suppliers at home and
abroad. Countries thus pursue regional pacts to make their firms more
competitive in world markets and better able to take advantage of the
increased trade opportunities created by the Uruguay Round reforms.
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Patrick A. Messerlin

Allow me to narrow the topic of this seminar by focusing on one in-
dustrial group—the European Community (EC). The reason is that
most of the trade flows from and to Central and Eastern European
countries are going to or coming from the Community. The same reason
implies that in what follows, more attention will be devoted to Central
European countries than to the Baltics, Russia, and other countries of
the former Soviet Union, the trade policy of which is still in the making.

The following remarks are divided into three topics: a global per-
spective, specific issues related to agriculture and manufacturing, and
a short conclusion on services.

A Global Perspective
The title "How to Live Near Vesuvius" reflects the fact that the Cen-

tral and Eastern European countries have relatively small economies,
compared with the huge economy of the Community, as crudely illus-
trated by the fact that (at current exchange rates) the GDP of all the Cen-
tral European countries is roughly equal to the Dutch GDP. This partic-
ular situation has to be taken into account. It is not specific to the Central
and Eastern European countries. For example, Canada has a long expe-
rience of living close to a large country (80 percent of its trade is done
with the United States). Most of the developing economies that have
been successful in export promotion (Korea, Taiwan Province of China,
and so on) have, at least at the beginning of their industrialization, faced
a similar situation with most of their exports going to the United States.

If any trade policy requires a balance between three aspects—uni-
lateralism, bilateralism, and multilateralism—the past experience of
Canada and successful Asian countries suggests a few lessons. First,
unilateralism and multilateralism—not bilateralism—should be the fa-
vorite trade instruments of countries near a large trading partner, and
Vesuvius conveys the message. Near the volcano Vesuvius is Naples, a
large town of more than one million people. Everybody in Naples
knows that there is a very high probability that Vesuvius will erupt
one day or another, making the bilateral relationship between Naples
and Vesuvius somewhat difficult. A clever policy would be to build
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highways giving the 15 minutes that the Naples population will need
to be out of reach of an erupting Vesuvius. There are no such high-
ways. Naples has decided to bet only on a purely bilateral relationship
with Vesuvius and obviously it will be a wrong bet sooner or later.

But there are other reasons for making so important the unilateral
and multilateral components of trade policy. The unilateral approach is
necessary because it is the only one looking at the costs and the benefits
of any trade measure from the perspective of the whole economy and
the national welfare of the country in question. The unilateral approach
shows that, in general, opening the domestic economy offers the best
cost-benefit ratio and that liberalizing trade is friendly to growth.

Why then not just focus on the unilateral component of trade policy?
It is what virtuous governments would do. But history and economic
analysis show that such governments cannot exist for a long time.
Governments have to face vested interests fighting for transfers. As a
result, multilateral disciplines, like those of the GATT, are helpful to
counterbalance the power of vested interests. Why? Because under
GATT rules, a government has to balance the protection asked by do-
mestic lobbies with access to foreign markets that will not be achieved
or that will be lost if the government gives up to domestic lobbies and
grants the requested protection. As a result, to focus on GATT is an es-
sential instrument for locking an outward-oriented trade policy. In-
deed, during the last five years, a few Central European countries have
adopted a trade policy based on unilateralism. And this impetus was
partly lost—leading to a partial reversal of the trade liberalization
achieved—because of their inability to lock their nondiscriminatory re-
forms within the context of the GATT-WTO forum. To be fair, renego-
tiating protocols of accession during a Round proved to be almost im-
possible because of the short-term trade interests of a few, but crucial,
trading partners of Central and Eastern European countries.

I would like to close this introduction on three remarks. First, to be
close to a giant has positive aspects. Table 1 shows that the Central and
Eastern European countries have benefited a lot from rapidly in-
creased exports to the European Community. Exports to the Commu-
nity have been an effective engine of growth for them. Except for Ro-
mania, annual growth of exports to the EC has reached two-digit
figures. Obviously, percentages depend on the initial year, but it re-
mains that the Community markets have been relatively friendly to
many products coming from the Central and Eastern European coun-
tries. As a result, these countries have reached ratios of exports to GDP
that are high by world standards. Perhaps, the most interesting
columns of Table 1 are the last four. They show how large has been the
restructuring of trade flows from Central and Eastern Europe to the
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Bulgaria
Czech and Slovak

Republics
Hungary
Poland
Romania
FSU countries5

China
Korea
Morocco
Turkey

35.1

31.9
23.4
16.2
19.7
10.6
17.7
24.9
13.9
13.0

15.9

24.1
11.1
18.4
-9.9

3.9
21.1
2.7
4.5
4.3

30.4

52.4
51.8
62.2
40.0
32.4
9.6

12.5
64.0
52.2

23.7

11.5
18.6
13.8
23.9

7.0
7.9

17.5
16.7
12.7

31.8

19.8
20.7
15.7
18.0
9.5

10.8
18.4
15.8
10.7

-5.6

4.1
-2.1

7.2
19.4
-0.8

27.0

43.1
24.5
40.1
13.1
54.6

Sources: B. Hoekman and G. Poh, " Enterprise Restructuring in Eastern Europe: Preliminarv Evidence from Data" (mimeoaraph; Washington: The World Bank, lan-

Table 1. A Few Indicators of Trade Restructuring in Central and Eastern European Countries

Average Annual
Change in EC Share in 1989-93

Export/GDP Exports to EC Total Exports Changes in exported goods New patterns in traditional goods
"Large" goods3 "Small" goods4Expired goods1 New goods219931989-931993

4Annual average change in value of "small traditional" (smaller than ECU 3 million in 1989) exports.
5The Baltic states, Russia, and other countries of the former Soviet Union.

3Annual average change in value of "large traditional" (greater than ECU 3 million in 1989) exports.

uary 1993).
1Share of 1989 exports that disappeared.
2Share of 1993 exports that is accounted for by "new" products.
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rest of the world (i.e., essentially the EC). In particular, the columns
under "Changes in Exported Goods" show that many products have
disappeared from Central and Eastern European exports, and that
many new products have emerged. That is the evolution one could ex-
pect for countries previously run by central planning (hence without
comparative advantages driven by market forces) and then turning to
comparative advantages determined by world prices. Even traditional
exports have shown an ongoing restructuring, with traditional large
exports decreasing, and traditional small exports increasing.

The second remark—important for the Central and Eastern Euro-
pean countries, but also for the European Community itself—is that
the European Community is not as large as it seems. The Community
and the member states love the fact that the Community is the largest
trading power in the world. That is somewhat erroneous, and it will be
more and more so. Table 2, which gives the index of 100 to the 15-mem-
ber Community (hereafter EC-15), allows crude comparisons between
the GDP of the EC-15 and the GDP of various subsets in the rest of the
world. At the current exchange rates, it shows GDP of the United
States at 85, of NAFTA at 97, and of the APEC at 166. At exchange rates
adjusted for purchasing power parity, the changes are even more dra-
matic: the EC-15 "shrink" relatively to the rest of the world. In terms
of population (which mirrors the world when GDP per capita will be
the same, i.e., in the very long term), the Community comes back to the
small continent it was three centuries ago, as estimated by Maddison
(1995).1 To keep in mind this long-term perspective should be essential
for the Central and Eastern European countries.

Finally, the need of economically sound institutions is often too
much neglected in trade policy. Because international trade involves
losers and winners within the domestic economy (though the econ-
omy as a whole gains from trade), it implies particularly strong needs
in terms of institutions able to cope with this feature. In a recent book,
Winters (1995)2 has emphasized a few crucial points. Among them, I
would like to emphasize what I believe to be the crucial institution—
an independent domestic body reviewing trade policy. Such an insti-
tution is best illustrated by the Australian Industry Commission; this
role has also been played by the European Commission, during the
first years of the Community. The Australian Industry Commission is
devoted to an essential goal—to provide estimates of the costs and

1A. Maddison, The World Economy, 1820-1992 (OECD, Paris, 1995).
2 D.A. Winters, ed., Foundations of an Open Economy: Trade Laws and Institutions in Eastern Eu-

rope (London: CEPR, 1995).
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Table 2. The European Community in the World
(EC-15 = 100)

Europe
EC-15
EC-15 and the CECs2

Pacific Asia
Japan
Pacific Asia

America
United States
NAFTA
Americas

APEC Region

At current
exchange rates

100.0
107.4

49.1
66.8

85.1
96.9

106.6

165.7

GDP
At PPP adjusted
exchange rates1

100.0
114.3

39.8
111.4

101.6
121.7
146.9

241.0

Population

100.0
129.5

33.8
449.5

68.4
99.3

172.8

569.5

Source: World Bank. World Development Report, 1992.

benefits of protection for the whole economy and to publicize these es-
timates. A very protectionist country 40 years ago, Australia is now a
very outward-oriented country, and one of the key factors behind this
profound change has undoubtedly been these regular and indepen-
dent reviews of the Australian Commission, that is, reviews by a do-
mestic body revealing the costs of the protection for the economy.

Issues in Agriculture
Agriculture is essential for three reasons. First, the arable land avail-

able in Central European countries represents 40 percent of the arable
land of the Community. Although there are question marks about the
extent to which Central European countries have comparative advan-
tage in agriculture, arable land available seems a trustable indicator—
especially taking into account what tailor-made chemicals and biology
could achieve. Hence, at the time Central European countries will join
the Community, their agricultural output is likely to be a substantial
portion of the EC farm output.

Second, the Uruguay Round has definitively changed the way agri-
culture is perceived in international trade. Although there is no real
significant trade liberalization in agriculture to be expected for the next
four years (i.e., until the next WTO negotiations scheduled to start in

1PPP = purchasing power parity.
2CEC = Central and Eastern European countries.
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1999), the Round has reintroduced agriculture into the normal GATT
framework of multilateral disciplines. That means that the future ne-
gotiations will deal with tariffs instead of quotas. And negotiating de-
creasing tariffs is a well-mastered GATT-WTO technique, as shown by
the last forty years of successful negotiations in manufacturing.

Last, there is an increasingly deep understanding, even among
Western European farmers, that the EC Common Agricultural Policy
(CAP) has been—and is—a perverse policy, with costs much higher
than benefits. This evolution is an absolute prerequisite for deep
changes in existing farm policies. Contrary to what is often argued, I
see other pressures remaining marginal. For instance, shifting from ex-
port subsidies to domestic subsidies is unlikely to receive great sup-
port from treasuries, unless it means fewer subsidies, that is, a pro-
found change in the current policy.

The reintroduction of agriculture into the global economy raises
essential issues that have been ignored during the last fifty years of quo-
tas and subsidies. The most basic question is the following: should one
want to favor agriculture or the food industry? Working under market
forces implies that favoring the agricultural sector necessarily harms the
food industry (and other sectors in the rest of the economy). There is no
escape from this economic law of protection—except, costly compensa-
tions. And indeed, it has been very expensive for EC budgets to com-
pensate the food industry for the additional costs it had (and still has) to
bear because of the CAP. Indeed, this first question should help to realize
that there would no longer be one agriculture (as under the plannist CAP
regime), but many agricultures, with conflicting interests. That was inci-
dentally revealed by the negotiations of the Blair House agreement. Dur-
ing those negotiations, to hasten their successful conclusion, the U.S.
government threatened to impose additional duties on French wine and
cheese imported into the United States. French winegrowers and cheese
makers started immediately to lobby much harder against the interests
of French cereal growers or sugar producers who were inclined to block
the emerging agreement. Trade conflicts between the industrial sectors—
some of them asking for protection while others push for foreign market
access—are routine. The same evolution (impossible under the previous
outrageously high and regulated protection) is emerging in agriculture.

There are four basic constraints on the Central and Eastern Euro-
pean countries' trade policies in agriculture during the next years.
First, the income share of agricultural products is large in Central Eu-
ropean countries (and it is even larger in most of the countries of the
former Soviet Union); for instance, 25 percent of the income in Hun-
gary and 58 percent in Romania is spent on food. As a result, price in-
creases in these agricultural sectors are politically explosive.

©International Monetary Fund. Not for Redistribution



108 Patrick A. Messerlin

Table 3. CATT-WTO Commitments in Agriculture for a Few
Selected Products, 1995-2000

Wheat
Tariffs 19951

20001

Reduction2

Export subsidy 19953

Sugar (white)
Tariffs 19951

20001

Reduction2

Export subsidy 19953

Butter
Tariffs 19951

20001

Reduction2

Export subsidy 19953

Beef
Tariffs 19951

20001

Reduction2

Export subsidy 19953

Pork
Tariffs 19951

20001

Reduction2

Export subsidy 19953

European
Community

83.30
83.30

0.00
19.12

214.60
171.60
20.00

1.56

205.70
131.70

36.00
0.45

194.90
124.70

36.00
1.12

87.50
56.00
36.00
0.49

Hungary

50.00
32.00
36.00

1.39

80.00
68.00
15.00
0.14

159.00
101.80
36.00
0.00

112.00
71.70
36.00
0.04

61.00
51.90
15.00
0.11

Czech and Slovak
Republics

25.00
21.20
15.20
0.21

70.00
59.50
15.00
0.01

81.50
68.00
16.60
0.10

41.70
34.00
18.50
0.13

45.80
38.50
15.90
0.03

Poland

120.60
77.20
36.00
0.00

208.40
169.10

18.90
0.13

160.00
102.00
36.30
0.00

278.60
178.10

36.10
0.10

118.50
75.90
36.00
—

Source: S. Tangerman, T.E. Josling, and W. Munch, Pre-Accession Agricultural Policies for Central Eu-

Second, GATT-WTO commitments impose some limits on the de-
gree of freedom for the immediate future. As shown by Table 3, which
presents the commitments in terms of tariffs of the Community, Hun-
gary, the Czech and Slovak Republics, and Poland, bound tariffs for
Hungary and the Czech and Slovak Republics are much lower than the
bound tariffs of the European Community. If these countries want to
join the Community, they (and the Community) will have to pay the
price for it under the form of concessions to trading partners, such as

rope and the European Union, Final Report to the European Commission, DG-1 ( Brussels, Decem-
ber, 1994).

1Tariff bindings ad valorem equivalents in 1995 and 2000.
2Committed reductions (in percent).
3Commitments: quantities of subsidized exports (million tons).
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the United States, that will ask for it. At the other end of the spectrum,
the Polish government has bound tariffs at a level close to that of the
EC. But, if Poland can join the Community quickly without any exter-
nal problems for its bound tariffs, it has to face internal problems—to
maintain a domestic agricultural sector behind high barriers, as shown
by the next point.

Third, there is a large budgetary component in any agricultural pol-
icy. It is always nice to begin a policy like the Common Agricultural Pol-
icy: it is easy, because generous subsidies give the temporary impres-
sion that there are no marginal firms. The problem is that in economic
terms, one never gets rid of marginal firms that constitute the hard core
of lobbies. When one starts to subsidize, existing marginal firms are
happy. But increased subsidized prices induce new marginal firms to
enter the market, or existing firms to expand their activities. These new
firms request additional subsidies in order to be or stay profitable. As
soon as the growth rate of subsidies flattens, all these new marginal
firms are in trouble. That explains why 25 years after the introduction
of the CAP, EC farmers in financial difficulties riot regularly, even in a
country with a comparative advantage in agriculture, such as France.

Fourth, Central and Eastern European countries will face the same
problem—in particular, related to land prices. Because land is more or
less a fixed input, subsidies to agriculture tend to increase the price of
land. Farmers want to produce more in order to benefit from higher
prices. For doing so, they need more land. In the early 1970s, when the
CAP started to cover wines, the price of land in Languedoc (Southern
France) for growing average-quality wines skyrocketed and became as
high as the price of vineyards in the Bordeaux region for French best-
quality wines. The unique reason was that the winegrowers in
Languedoc were expecting increases in wine prices (once subsidies
were included) and consequently were buying as much land as they
could. Landowners were happy—indeed they have probably been the
main beneficiaries of the CAP. But farmers were seeing their costs in-
creasing as quickly as their (subsidized) revenues. It was not too bad,
as long as farmers could sell their land at good prices (i.e., as long as
they could enjoy their share of the benefits of being landowners). But
when the CAP prices started to stabilize, or even to decrease, farmers
who did not earn a good living as farmers began to lose money when
they were selling land.

In the Central and Eastern European countries, this almost certain
evolution (if a CAP-type of agriculture policy is implemented) could
be worsened by political aspects. For instance, it seems that recently,
much land in the former East Germany has been bought by Western
European agricultural firms (from France, Germany, the Netherlands,
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Table 4. Costs of Gradual Price Alignment (by 2000) Policy to EC
Prices for the Visegrad Countries

Cereals
Wheat
Barley

Sugar
Dairy

Butter
Beef
Pork

Subtotal 1

Other products

Market management
Subtotal 2

With CP-SA1

Total

Net Surplus (Export)
(In million tons)

8.0

—
1.8
0.4

0.6
1.0

11.8

—
—
—

—

Price Increases
(In percent)

0-10
10-85
25-50

30-130
155-215
115-150

—

—
—

—

Budget Expenditure
(In billions of ECUs)

__
—
—
—
—
—
—.

33

43

1.4
9.0

43
13.3

Source: S. Tanqerman, T.E. Josling, and W. Munch, Pre-Accession Agricultural Policies for Central Eu-

and so forth). And, if the above-described evolution occurs in Central
European countries with private farms (such as Poland), the happy
farmers will be those who sell their land fast, and those farmers who
suffer will be the ones who will stay in farming and will likely suffer
from hard competition—an explosive situation, politically speaking, of
a two-tier economy.

What are the options in agricultural economic policy? There are
three. The first is to raise Central European prices to the level of the EC
immediately. That seems almost impossible, however, simply because
it is much too expensive. The second is to make prices in the Central
European countries converge with EC prices in successive steps before
the year 2000. That is a more serious option because, at that time, one
could expect lower prices of EC farm goods, so that prices in the Cen-
tral European countries could increase more moderately than in the
first scenario. Nevertheless, it still seems an expensive option, as
shown by Table 4, even limited to the Visegrad countries (including
Bulgaria and Romania would add ECU 6 billion). For wheat, only a 10
percent price increase is needed to converge with Community prices;
it can be much higher for other goods: according to Tangerman,

rope and the European Union, Final Report to the European Commission, DG-1 (Brussels, Decem-
ber 1994).

1CP = compensatory payments; SA = set-aside.
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Table 5. Transition Economy Tariff Reductions on Industrial
Products by Individual Country 1

(In millions of US. dollars unless indicated otherwise)

Participants

Economies in transition
Czech Republic
Hungary
Poland
Slovak Republic

Imports from
MFN Origins

34,671
8,862
9,468
7,479
8,862

Trade-Weighted Tariff Averages
Percentage

Pre-Uruguay Post-Uruguay reduction

8.6
4.9
9.6

16.0
4.9

6.0
3.8
6.9
9.9
3.8

30
22
28
38
22

Source: WTO Secretariat, The Uruguay Round (Paris: WTO, 1994).
1Excluding petroleum.

Jos l i ng , a n d M u n c h (1994) , 3 s o m e p r i c e s c o u l d b e i n c r e a s e d b y 100 p e r -
c e n t o r 200 p e r c e n t for c r u c i a l p r o d u c t s , s u c h a s p o r k o r beef. T h e las t
p o l i c y o p t i o n is t h a t of l a s t - m i n u t e i n c r e a s e s . C e n t r a l E u r o p e a n c o u n -
t r i e s j o in t h e C o m m u n i t y , s a y i n t h e y e a r 2000 , a n d t h e y i n c r e a s e f a r m
p r i c e s o n D e c e m b e r 3 1 , 1999. T h e n , t h e r e is o n l y t h e " l a s t - s h o t " c o s t for
t h e C o m m u n i t y . A c c o r d i n g to T a n g e r m a n , Jo s l i ng , a n d M u n c h , t h e six
m o r e l ike ly c a n d i d a t e s t o jo in t h e C o m m u n i t y in t h e e a r l y y e a r s of
2000 w i l l s t i l l c o s t t h e C o m m u n i t y E C U 2 0 b i l l i o n — o b v i o u s l y n o t a
s m a l l t a g , e v e n for t h e E C - 1 5 b u d g e t .

I n d e e d , t h e cos t of t h e s e o p t i o n s w o u l d s u g g e s t a f o u r t h o p t i o n — w e l l
w i t h i n t h e E C t r a d i t i o n i n ca se of a difficult s i tua t ion : t h e i n t r o d u c t i o n of
a p e r i o d of t r a n s i t i o n , a s s h o w n b y t h e e x p e r i e n c e s of P o r t u g a l a n d S p a i n .
Fo r t h e C e n t r a l E u r o p e a n c o u n t r i e s , t h e t r a n s i t i o n s h o u l d b e a l o n g p e -
r i o d i n d e e d ( t w e n t y o r m o r e yea r s ) , if o n e focuses o n e c o n o m i c a s p e c t s .
A s a resu l t , it r a i s e s t h e pol i t ica l p r o b l e m : w o u l d t h e C e n t r a l E u r o p e a n
c o u n t r i e s feel fully i n t e g r a t e d i n t o t h e C o m m u n i t y in s u c h a s c e n a r i o ?

I s s u e s i n M a n u f a c t u r i n g

I s s u e s r e l a t e d t o m a n u f a c t u r i n g c a n b e o r g a n i z e d a r o u n d t h e f o u r
f o l l o w i n g p o i n t s .

Firs t , t h e U r u g u a y R o u n d r e su l t s l e a v e a n a m b i g u o u s m e s s a g e a b o u t
t h e f u t u r e t r a d e p o l i c y of t h e C e n t r a l E u r o p e a n c o u n t r i e s . Tab le 5 s h o w s
t h a t C e n t r a l E u r o p e a n c o u n t r i e s ' a v e r a g e tariff w i l l d e c l i n e b y m o r e

3S. Tangerman, T.E. Josling, and W. Munch, Pre-Accession Agricultural Policies for Central Eu-
rope and the European Union, Final Report to the European Commission, DG-1 (Brussels, De-
cember 1994).
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t h a n 2 0 p e r c e n t o v e r t h e n e x t f ive y e a r s , a s a r e s u l t of t h e U r u g u a y
R o u n d c o m m i t m e n t s . H o w e v e r , F i g u r e 1 s h o w s h o w m u c h t h e tariff
p o l i c y of t h e V i s e g r a d c o u n t r i e s h a s b e e n r e v e r s e d d u r i n g t h e n e g o t i a -
t i o n s of t h e U r u g u a y R o u n d . In 1990, t h e s e c o u n t r i e s h a d — o n a v e r -
a g e — v e r y l o w tariffs, b u t i n 1991 a n d 1992, t h e s e tariffs w e r e i n c r e a s e d
b y a s u b s t a n t i a l p r o p o r t i o n . A s a r e su l t , t h e U r u g u a y R o u n d c o n c e s -
s i o n s t o b e i m p l e m e n t e d i n 2000 c o r r e s p o n d to a m e r e c o m i n g b a c k to
t h e s i t u a t i o n s p r e v a i l i n g i n 1991 . N o m o r e , n o l e s s . M o r e o v e r , th i s s ta -
b i l i z a t i o n of t h e tariff p r o t e c t i o n h a s b e e n a c c o m p a n i e d b y tariff p e a k s ,
e s p e c i a l l y i n ca r s , c o n s u m e r e l ec t ron ics , a n d c h e m i c a l s . T h i s u n c l e a r
e v o l u t i o n i n t h e l o n g r u n g e n e r a t e s s e r i o u s q u e s t i o n s a b o u t t h e c a p a c -
i ty of a l l C e n t r a l E u r o p e a n c o u n t r i e s ( w i t h t h e e x c e p t i o n s of t h e C z e c h
R e p u b l i c a n d E s t o n i a ) t o j o in t h e E C in l e s s t h a n 15 y e a r s . I n d e e d , a d e -
t a i l ed a n a l y s i s of t h e C e n t r a l E u r o p e a n c o u n t r i e s a n d E C tariffs u n d e r
t h e U r u g u a y R o u n d c o m m i t m e n t s ( M e s s e r l i n , 1995) 4 s h o w s t h a t t h e
s p r e a d b e t w e e n t h e t w o g r o u p s is 1 0 - 1 5 p e r c e n t o n a v e r a g e , w i t h p e a k s
a t 3 0 p e r c e n t for s o m e i n d u s t r i e s — t h a t i s , t h e m a g n i t u d e of tariff
s p r e a d s t h a t ex i s t ed b e t w e e n t h e f o u n d i n g m e m b e r s of t h e C o m m u n i t y ,
i n 1958 , a t t h e s t a r t of t h e E C .

T h e s e c o n d p o i n t c o n c e r n s r e g i o n a l t r a d e p r e f e r e n c e s . T h e m a n y b i -
l a t e r a l t r e a t i e s b e t w e e n t h e C o m m u n i t y a n d e a c h of t h e C e n t r a l E u r o -
p e a n c o u n t r i e s d o n o t p r o v i d e t h e s t ab i l i t y r e q u i r e d for s o u n d t r a d e
p o l i c i e s . If it is diff icul t t o w i t h d r a w p r e f e r e n c e s , it is e a s y t o e r o d e
p r e f e r e n c e s g r a n t e d p r e v i o u s l y : o n e o n l y n e e d s t o g r a n t m o r e p re fe r -
e n c e s t o o t h e r c o u n t r i e s . T h e C o m m u n i t y , m a y b e u n k n o w i n g l y , h a s
b e e n ( a n d is) a m a s t e r a t t h a t , a s s h o w n b y F i g u r e 2 , w h i c h i l l u s t r a t e s
t h e p y r a m i d of C o m m u n i t y p r e f e r e n c e s . P u b l i s h e d i n 1993 , it is a l r e a d y
p a r t l y i n a c c u r a t e — a s i g n of h o w fast E C p r e f e r e n c e s c a n b e e r o d e d . It
s h o w s t h a t c o u n t r i e s c a n m o v e u p a l o n g t h e s c a l e of p r e f e r e n c e s , m e a n -
i n g a u t o m a t i c a l l y t h a t t h e o t h e r c o u n t r i e s a r e m o v i n g d o w n . F o r ex-
a m p l e , t h e M e d i t e r r a n e a n c o u n t r i e s h a v e n o t s e e n t h e i r p r e f e r e n c e s
c h a n g e d , b u t t h o s e p r e f e r e n c e s h a v e b e e n l a r g e l y e r o d e d b y t h e fact
t h a t t h e a s s o c i a t e d C e n t r a l E u r o p e a n c o u n t r i e s a r e n o w a d a y s c lose to
t h e E F T A s t a t u s . A s t h i s u n c e r t a i n t y c a n b e s o l v e d o n l y b y full acces -
s i o n t o t h e E C , it m a y e x p l a i n t h e r a c e t o w a r d E C m e m b e r s h i p .

T h i s p r o b l e m r a i s e d b y r e g i o n a l t r a d e p r e f e r e n c e s is c o m p o u n d e d
b y t h e fact t h a t C e n t r a l E u r o p e a n c o u n t r i e s a r e c r e a t i n g t h e i r o w n r e -
g i o n a l t r a d e a g r e e m e n t s a m o n g t h e m s e l v e s . S u c h a m o v e h a s p o s i t i v e
a s p e c t s t h a t m a y b e e n d a n g e r e d b y t h e m u l t i p l i c i t y of t h e a g r e e m e n t s .

4P.A Messerlin, "A Note on Central European Countries' Trade Policies After the Uruguay
Round" (mimeograph; Paris: Institut d'Etudes Politiques de Paris, 1995).
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Figure 1 . Average Tariff Levels ( U n w e i g h t e d )

Source: M. Koteva, and M. P. Perreira, "Liberalizing East West Trade: Effects on the Regional Structure of Exports fromCentral and Eastern
Europe," Norwegian Institute of International Affairs Working Paper 507 (September 1993).
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T h i s is n o t a n e w p r o b l e m . In t h e l a t e 1940s a n d e a r l y 1950s , t h e c re -
a t i o n of t h e C o m m u n i t y w a s p r e c e d e d b y a h a n d f u l of a g r e e m e n t s
(e.g. , B e n e l u x , F r a n c i t a l ) n o w a l m o s t t o t a l l y f o r g o t t e n . H o w e v e r , t h e s e
a g r e e m e n t s w e r e q u i c k l y s u p e r s e d e d b y t h e T r e a t i e s of P a r i s a n d
R o m e s o t h a t t h e m e m b e r s t a t e s of t h e C o m m u n i t y d i d n o t suffer f rom
all t h o s e s p e c i a l " b i l a t e r a l " p r e f e r e n c e s . T h e m e r g e r of a l l e x i s t i n g
a g r e e m e n t s b e t w e e n C e n t r a l E u r o p e a n c o u n t r i e s i n o n e g e n e r a l r e -
g i o n a l a g r e e m e n t (say, t h e C e n t r a l E u r o p e a n F r e e T r a d e A g r e e m e n t
(CEFTA)) i s a m u c h - n e e d e d m o v e . A s a n i l l u s t r a t i o n , l e t u s t a k e t h e
p r o b l e m of r u l e s of o r i g i n , w h i c h is a s o u r c e of p e r m a n e n t f r ic t ion. T h e
p r o b l e m c o u l d b e s o l v e d b y C e n t r a l E u r o p e a n c o u n t r i e s i n o n e s t r ike :
b y c o n c l u d i n g a C E F T A i n c l u d i n g al l a s s o c i a t e d a n d C e n t r a l E u r o p e a n
c o u n t r i e s , a n d c o n s e q u e n t l y a s k i n g for o n e A s s o c i a t i o n A g r e e m e n t
w i t h t h e E C .

T h e t h i r d p o i n t c o n c e r n s t h e " s e n s i t i v e " s e c t o r s — a p p a r e l , s tee l , a n d
c e r t a i n r a w m a t e r i a l s ( a l u m i n u m , u r a n i u m , a n d c a l c i u m ) c ruc ia l for
t h e Ba l t i c s , R u s s i a , a n d o t h e r c o u n t r i e s of t h e f o r m e r S o v i e t U n i o n —
a n d a n t i d u m p i n g e n f o r c e m e n t . A l l t h e s e dif f icul t p r o b l e m s a r e p e n d -
i n g w i t h o u t a n y c l e a r - c u t t r a d e l i b e r a l i z a t i o n f r o m t h e E C . I n tex t i les ,
e s sen t i a l l y , m o s t of t h e t r a d e b e t w e e n C e n t r a l a n d E a s t e r n E u r o p e a n
c o u n t r i e s a n d t h e C o m m u n i t y is b a s e d o n o u t w a r d - p r o c e s s i n g - t r a f f i c
t r a d e , i n t r o d u c i n g a q u a s i - v e r t i c a l i n t e g r a t i o n of C e n t r a l E u r o p e a n
c o u n t r i e s ' a p p a r e l f i r m s b y t h e C o m m u n i t y ' s t ex t i l e f i r m s . If t h a t is
h e l p f u l for C e n t r a l E u r o p e a n c o u n t r i e s ' p l a n t s for s o l v i n g i m m e d i a t e
p r o b l e m s ( m a k i n g q u i c k e r a n d e a s i e r t h e t r a d e r e s t r u c t u r i n g o u t l i n e d
i n T a b l e 1), i n t h e l o n g r u n it c a n c l ea r ly l i m i t t h e C e n t r a l E u r o p e a n
c o u n t r i e s ' f i r m s t o a m a r g i n a l r o l e i n t e r m s of m a r k e t i n g — c h a n g i n g
p r o d u c t s , i m p r o v i n g t e c h n o l o g i e s , a n d s o o n . I n s t ee l , p r o g r e s s in re -
s t r u c t u r i n g i s s l o w , i n c l u d i n g f r o m t h e E C s i d e . I n p a r t i c u l a r , t h e E C
s tee l i n d u s t r y h a s b e e n v e r y s l o w t o i n t r o d u c e n e w t e c h n o l o g i e s , s u c h
a s m i n i - m i l l s t e e l p l a n t s b a s e d o n s c r a p a n d e lec t r ic i ty . A s a r e su l t , a s
s o o n a s E C p r o t e c t i o n is r e l e a s e d a l i t t le b i t , r a p i d l y r e e m e r g i n g p r e s -
s u r e s a r i s e for p r o t e c t i n g t h e E C s tee l i n d u s t r y f r o m C e n t r a l E u r o p e a n
c o u n t r i e s ' c o m p e t i t i o n .

Las t , a n t i d u m p i n g e n f o r c e m e n t d e s e r v e s a f e w r e m a r k s . F i rs t , C e n -
t ra l a n d E a s t e r n E u r o p e a n c o u n t r i e s sti l l r e p r e s e n t 30 p e r c e n t of t h e E C
a n t i d u m p i n g a c t i o n s i n i t i a t e d in 1 9 9 3 - 9 4 . If t h e y h a v e p r e f e r e n t i a l a c -
ce s s t o E C m a r k e t s , C e n t r a l E u r o p e a n c o u n t r i e s s e e m t o h a v e a l s o pref-
e r e n t i a l a c c e s s t o E C a n t i d u m p i n g p r o c e d u r e s . T r a d i t i o n a l w o r r i e s a r e
still t h e r e — u n c h a n g e d d e s p i t e t h e A s s o c i a t i o n A g r e e m e n t s . T h e E C -
c o m p l a i n i n g f i r m s a r e a l w a y s t h e s a m e . T h e " W h o ' s W h o " of t h e s e
f i r m s h a s n o t c h a n g e d i n t h e m i d - 1 9 9 0 s : for i n s t a n c e , i n c h e m i c a l s a n d
s y n t h e t i c f i b e r s , H o e c h s t , BASF, Bayer , M o n t e d i s o n , P e c h i n e y , R h o n e -
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Figure 2 . Pyramid of EC Preferences for Trade in Manufactures

Note: ACP = African, Caribbean, and Pacific Countries; CIS = Commonwealth of Independent States; CMEA = Council for Mutual Economic
Assistance; CSFR = (the former) Czech and Slovak Federal Republic; EFTA = European Free Trade Association; GSP = Generalized System of
Preferences; MFA = Multifiber Arrangement.

Source: Peter Nunnenkamp, "World Trading System at the Crossroads: Multilateral Trade Negotiations in the Era of Regionalism,
Aussenwirtschaft, Vol. 48, (June 1993), pp. 177-201.
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P o u l e n c , a n d ICI ; i n s t e e l , t h e E C ca r t e l Eu ro fe r ; a n d i n c o n s u m e r e lec-
t r o n i c s , P h i l i p s a n d T h o m s o n . I n a d d i t i o n , t h e r e a r e n o w c l e a r e x a m -
p l e s of a w o r l d w i d e u s e of a n t i d u m p i n g l a w s b y t h e s a m e f i rm , a s b e s t
i l l u s t r a t e d b y R h o n e - P o u l e n c ' s c o m p l a i n t a g a i n s t C h i n e s e e x p o r t s of
c o u m a r i n b o t h i n t h e U n i t e d S t a t e s a n d i n t h e E C . O t h e r w o r r i s o m e
e v o l u t i o n s a r e t h a t a n t i d u m p i n g m a r g i n s a r e v e r y l a r g e ( 5 0 - 7 0 p e r -
cen t ) a n d i n c r e a s i n g , a n d t h e fact t h a t r e f e r e n c e c o u n t r i e s s h o w c l ea r
b i a s e s ( s u c h a s i n t h e c a l c i u m m e t a l c a s e w h e r e t h e U . S . p r o d u c e r h a s
b e e n t a k e n a s a r e f e r e n c e for R u s s i a n p r o d u c e r s ) .

T h e f inal w o r r i s o m e a s p e c t is t h a t C e n t r a l a n d E a s t e r n E u r o p e a n
c o u n t r i e s h a v e i n t r o d u c e d a n t i d u m p i n g e n f o r c e m e n t b e t w e e n t h e m -
s e l v e s . T h i s d a n g e r o u s shi f t is i n c r e a s e d b y t h e fact t h a t C e n t r a l E u r o -
p e a n c o u n t r i e s t e n d t o e n f o r c e o t h e r p r o c e d u r e s of " c o n t i n g e n t " p r o -
t e c t i o n , w h i c h a r e c l o s e s u b s t i t u t e s t o a n t i d u m p i n g , s u c h a s
" s a f e g u a r d " c a s e s ( in H u n g a r y ) o r a d d i t i o n a l d u t i e s ( in S l o v a k i a ) . In
fact, E C f i r m s i n v o l v e d i n E C a n t i d u m p i n g a c t i o n s s e e m i m p l i c i t l y p r e -
s e n t in t h e s e p r o c e d u r e s a n d ca se s . A l l t h e s e e v o l u t i o n s , w h i c h s u g g e s t
c o n c e r t e d ef for ts fo r s l o w i n g c o m p e t i t i o n , a r e d a n g e r o u s for t h e C e n -
t ra l a n d E a s t e r n E u r o p e a n c o u n t r i e s : g e n e r a l l y , l a t e c o m e r s a r e n o t i n
t h e b e s t s i t u a t i o n i n a c o l l u s i o n g a m e .

C o n c l u s i o n

N o t h i n g h a s b e e n s a i d a b o u t s e r v i c e s , a l t h o u g h t h e y r e p r e s e n t 60
p e r c e n t of a d e v e l o p e d e c o n o m y ( o n e s e r v i c e sector , s u c h a s b a n k i n g ,
h a s a v a l u e a d d e d s ix t i m e s l a r g e r t h a n t h e b a s i c s t ee l i n d u s t r y i n a
m e d i u m - s i z e d c o u n t r y l i k e F r a n c e ) a n d a l t h o u g h t h e y a r e m u c h
n e e d e d i n t h e C e n t r a l E u r o p e a n c o u n t r i e s (for c a t c h i n g u p w i t h c e n t r a l
p l a n n i n g , w h i c h h a s r e l e n t l e s s l y d i s c r i m i n a t e d a g a i n s t s e r v i c e s ) .

T h i s s i l e n c e is d u e t o t h e fact t h a t s e r v i c e s o p e n a n e w se t of i s s u e s ,
e s s e n t i a l l y r e l a t e d t o f o r e i g n d i r e c t i n v e s t m e n t (FDI) , a n d t h a t it is t o o
e a r l y for b e i n g a b l e t o m a k e a g l o b a l a s s e s s m e n t of t h e F D I p o l i c i e s fol-
l o w e d b y t h e C e n t r a l E u r o p e a n c o u n t r i e s . H o w e v e r , m a n y o b s e r v e r s
h a v e n o t i c e d a s t r o n g t e n d e n c y a m o n g t h o s e c o u n t r i e s t o p r o v i d e m o -
n o p o l y p o s i t i o n s t o f o r e i g n f i r m s for a l o n g p e r i o d of t i m e . T h i s a p -
p r o a c h s e e m s a t o d d s w i t h t h e m o r e c o m p e t i t i o n - o r i e n t e d a p p r o a c h
f o l l o w e d b y t h e l e a d e r s ( t h e U n i t e d S t a t e s a n d a f e w A s i a n c o u n t r i e s )
i n t h i s f ie ld, a n d b y t h e E C itself. T h e n e x t f e w y e a r s w i l l b e c r u c i a l in
t h i s l a r g e s e t of s e c t o r s .

©International Monetary Fund. Not for Redistribution



C o m m e n t

Donogh C. McDonald

A m o n g t h e p o i n t s m a d e b y M e s s e r l i n , I w o u l d e c h o in p a r t i c u l a r t h e
i m p o r t a n c e of a m u l t i l a t e r a l a p p r o a c h t o t r a d e l i be r a l i z a t i on . I w o u l d
a l s o a g r e e t h a t E U t r a d e p o l i c i e s t o w a r d t h e t r a n s i t i o n e c o n o m i e s a r e
o p e n t o c r i t i c i sm in s o m e r e s p e c t s . N e v e r t h e l e s s , t h e i m p o r t a n t c o n t r i -
b u t i o n of E U t r a d e l i b e r a l i z a t i o n i n f o s t e r i n g t h e p r o c e s s of t r a n s i t i o n
i n C e n t r a l a n d E a s t e r n E u r o p e s h o u l d n o t b e u n d e r e s t i m a t e d . To i l lus -
t r a t e t h i s , I w i l l p r o v i d e a d d i t i o n a l d e t a i l o n t h e E U ' s t r a d e po l i c i e s a n d
o n t h e d e v e l o p m e n t of i ts t r a d e w i t h t h e t r a n s i t i o n e c o n o m i e s . I w i l l
t h e n t u r n b r i e f ly t o s o m e i s s u e s r a i s e d b y M e s s e r l i n c o n c e r n i n g t h e
p o l i c i e s of t h e t r a n s i t i o n c o u n t r i e s t h e m s e l v e s .

I n m y c o m m e n t s , I w i l l f ocus o n c o u n t r i e s w i t h w h i c h t h e E U h a s n e -
g o t i a t e d E u r o p e A g r e e m e n t s , a d m i t t e d l y a s u b g r o u p of t r a n s i t i o n
e c o n o m i e s t h a t h a s b e e n r e l a t i v e l y f a v o r e d i n t h e E U ' s t r a d e po l i c i e s .
T h e s e a g r e e m e n t s a r e a s s o c i a t i o n a g r e e m e n t s t h a t a i m to l ay t h e f o u n -
d a t i o n of e v e n t u a l E U m e m b e r s h i p ; t h e y c o n t a i n p r o v i s i o n s c o v e r i n g
a w i d e r a n g e of e c o n o m i c a n d f i n a n c i a l i s s u e s , b u t t h e t r a d e p r o v i s i o n s
a r e t h o s e w i t h t h e g r e a t e s t s h o r t - a n d m e d i u m - t e r m effects. A first
r o u n d of E u r o p e A g r e e m e n t s w a s s i g n e d a t t h e e n d of 1991 w i t h
C z e c h o s l o v a k i a , H u n g a r y , a n d P o l a n d ; 1 t h e t r a d e p r o v i s i o n s of t h e s e
a g r e e m e n t s c a m e i n t o effect i n 1992 . 2 A g r e e m e n t s w e r e s i g n e d in 1993
w i t h B u l g a r i a a n d R o m a n i a a n d i n 1995 w i t h t h e Bal t ic c o u n t r i e s a n d
S l o v e n i a .

A s t h e t r a d e p r o v i s i o n s a r e n o t e a s i l y s u m m a r i z e d a c r o s s al l t h e s e
a g r e e m e n t s , p a r t i c u l a r l y in v i e w of t h e i r d i f f e r i n g s t a r t d a t e s , I w i l l u s e
a s a n i l l u s t r a t i o n t h o s e w h o s e t r a d e p r o v i s i o n s c a m e i n t o effect i n 1992.
T h e a g r e e m e n t s w e r e a s y m m e t r i c i n t h e p a c e of l i b e r a l i z a t i o n , w i t h t h e
E U l i b e r a l i z i n g fas te r t h a n t h e a s s o c i a t e d c o u n t r i e s . I n d e e d , t h e E U ' s
l i b e r a l i z a t i o n i n t h e a r e a of m a n u f a c t u r e s w a s q u i t e r a p i d , w i t h t h e n o -

1The agreement with Czechoslovakia was subsequently replaced by separate agreements
with the Czech and Slovak Republics.

2The trade provisions of the Europe Agreements have been brought into effect quickly as
trade matters are within the competence of the European Commission, while other aspects of
the Europe Agreements have required ratification by EU member states.
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t a b l e e x c e p t i o n s of t w o s e n s i t i v e p r o d u c t a r e a s — s t e e l a n d c l o t h i n g a n d
tex t i l e s . T h u s , a t t h e t i m e t h a t t h e t r a d e a g r e e m e n t s e n t e r e d i n t o force ,
t h e E U e l i m i n a t e d tariffs o n a w i d e r a n g e of p r o d u c t s a n d , b y t h e e n d
of 1994, tar iffs h a d b e e n a b o l i s h e d for al l n o n s e n s i t i v e m a n u f a c t u r e d
p r o d u c t s . A n y q u a n t i t a t i v e r e s t r i c t i o n s o n t h e s e p r o d u c t s h a d a l s o
b e e n e l i m i n a t e d w h e n t h e t r a d e a g r e e m e n t s t o o k effect. T u r n i n g to
s e n s i t i v e p r o d u c t s , w h i l e q u a n t i t a t i v e r e s t r i c t i o n s o n s tee l p r o d u c t s
w e r e a l s o e l i m i n a t e d i m m e d i a t e l y , tariffs w e r e n o t to b e p h a s e d o u t
u n t i l t h e e n d of 1995; a s r e g a r d s c l o t h i n g a n d tex t i l es , tariffs w e r e t o b e
e l i m i n a t e d b y t h e e n d of 1996 a n d q u o t a s b y t h e e n d of 1997. T h e l e a s t
g e n e r o u s p r o v i s i o n s c o n c e r n e d a g r i c u l t u r e , w h e r e t h e r e w a s n o t a
m a j o r o p e n i n g of E U m a r k e t s .

T h e a b o v e d o e s n o t t o u c h o n a d d i t i o n a l b a r r i e r s to s e n s i t i v e p r o d -
u c t s t h a t a r i s e t h r o u g h t h e i n v o c a t i o n of t h e s a f e g u a r d a n d a n t i d u m p -
i n g p r o v i s i o n s t h a t a p p e a r i n t h e E u r o p e A g r e e m e n t s ( a n d of c o u r s e
a r e a t y p i c a l f e a t u r e i n t r a d e a g r e e m e n t s g e n e r a l l y ) . 3 M e s s e r l i n h a s
p r o v i d e d a l is t of s u c h m e a s u r e s t a k e n b y t h e E U . C o u n t r i e s w i t h E u -
r o p e A g r e e m e n t s s e e m t o h a v e c o m e off s o m e w h a t b e t t e r t h a n o t h e r
t r a n s i t i o n c o u n t r i e s ; n e v e r t h e l e s s , t h e r e h a v e b e e n s o m e n o t a b l e r e c e n t
c a s e s . F o r e x a m p l e , r e s t r i c t i o n s p u t o n E U i m p o r t s of f ive c a t e g o r i e s of
s tee l f r o m t h e f o r m e r C z e c h o s l o v a k i a a t t h e e n d of 1992 c o v e r e d p r o d -
u c t s a c c o u n t i n g for 4 p e r c e n t of t o t a l C z e c h o s l o v a k e x p o r t s t o t h e E U
a t t h a t t i m e . M o r e g e n e r a l l y , e v e n if t h e n u m b e r of m e a s u r e s a c t u a l l y
t a k e n h a s b e e n l i m i t e d , o n e m u s t t a k e i n t o a c c o u n t h o w t h e t h r e a t of
p o s s i b l e f u t u r e m e a s u r e s m a y affect p o t e n t i a l i n v e s t o r s .

W h i l e t h e r e m a y b e s o m e r e s e r v a t i o n s r e g a r d i n g s e n s i t i v e p r o d u c t s ,
t h e p a c e of l i b e r a l i z a t i o n u n d e r t h e E u r o p e A g r e e m e n t s w o u l d s e e m
q u i t e i m p r e s s i v e for m o s t p r o d u c t c a t e g o r i e s . It is a l s o s t r i k i n g t h a t t h e
E U m a r k e t for t h e a s s o c i a t e c o u n t r i e s h a s g r o w n c o n s i d e r a b l y fas te r
t h a n t h e i r m a r k e t s i n o t h e r i n d u s t r i a l c o u n t r i e s . F o r t h e six c o u n t r i e s
t h a t w e r e f irs t t o h a v e E u r o p e A g r e e m e n t s , 4 e x p o r t s to t h e E U d o u b l e d
i n U . S . d o l l a r t e r m s b e t w e e n 1989 a n d 1994. T h e i r e x p o r t s to t h e o t h e r
i n d u s t r i a l c o u n t r i e s i n E u r o p e g r e w b y a t o t a l of 20 p e r c e n t o v e r t h e
s a m e p e r i o d a n d t o t h e n o n - E u r o p e a n i n d u s t r i a l c o u n t r i e s b y o n l y 5
p e r c e n t . M o r e o v e r , e x p o r t s t o t h e E U of t h e i n d u s t r i a l p r o d u c t s t h a t
h a v e b e e n t r e a t e d l e s s l i b e r a l l y — s t e e l a n d c l o t h i n g a n d t e x t i l e s — h a v e
g r o w n a t r o u g h l y t h e s a m e p a c e a s to t a l m a n u f a c t u r e d e x p o r t s t o t h e

3In the Europe Agreements, the associate countries have undertaken to adopt the principles
of EU competition law. It is envisaged that as competition law in these countries converges on
that of the EU, concerns in the EU about the possibility of "unfair" trade will recede.

4Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, Romania, and the Slovak Republic.
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E U . Of c o u r s e , t h e g r o w t h of s e n s i t i v e p r o d u c t e x p o r t s m i g h t h a v e
b e e n f a s t e r s t i l l i n t h e a b s e n c e of r e s t r i c t i o n s .

Le t m e n o w m a k e s o m e br ief o b s e r v a t i o n s o n i s s u e s r a i s e d r e l a t e d to
po l i c i e s of t h e t r a n s i t i o n e c o n o m i e s . F i rs t , M e s s e r l i n r a i s e s c o n c e r n s
a b o u t b a c k s l i d i n g i n l i b e r a l i z a t i o n efforts . F o r t h e c o u n t r i e s w i t h E u -
r o p e A g r e e m e n t s , t w o f e a t u r e s of t h e a g r e e m e n t s m a y p r o v i d e a b u l -
w a r k a g a i n s t b a c k s l i d i n g : tariffs u n d e r t h e a g r e e m e n t s a r e b o u n d ; a n d
c o n s u l t a t i o n a n d m o n i t o r i n g u n d e r t h e a g r e e m e n t s m a y b e p a r t i c u -
l a r l y i n f l u e n t i a l i n v i e w of t h e k e e n i n t e r e s t of t h e s e c o u n t r i e s i n
s t r e n g t h e n i n g t i e s w i t h t h e E U a n d u l t i m a t e l y i n j o i n i n g t h e E U .

S e c o n d , I w o u l d a g r e e t h a t t h e t r a n s i t i o n e c o n o m i e s n e e d to p a y
c lose a t t e n t i o n t o t h e q u a l i t y of t r a d e l i n k a g e s a m o n g t h e m s e l v e s , in
o r d e r t o a v o i d a " h u b - a n d - s p o k e " s y s t e m i n t r a d e r e l a t i o n s , w i t h t h e
E U a s h u b . I n t e r a l ia , t h i s is i m p o r t a n t for i n v e s t m e n t ; a W e s t E u r o p e a n
i n v e s t o r t h i n k i n g of p r o d u c i n g for m a r k e t s i n t h e t r a n s i t i o n e c o n o m i e s
m a y b e d i s c o u r a g e d f r o m u s i n g o n e of t h e s e c o u n t r i e s a s a p r o d u c t i o n
b a s e if g o o d a c c e s s t o o t h e r t a r g e t m a r k e t s c a n n o t b e a s s u r e d .

Fina l ly , I w o u l d l i ke t o e c h o M e s s e r l i n ' s c o n c e r n t h a t t h e t r a n s i t i o n
e c o n o m i e s n o t t a k e t h e E U ' s c o m m o n a g r i c u l t u r a l p o l i c y a s a m o d e l .
T h e C A P m a y b e s u b s t a n t i a l l y c h a n g e d b y t h e t i m e c o u n t r i e s w i t h E u -
r o p e A g r e e m e n t s a c c e d e t o t h e E U ; i n d e e d , i n a d d i t i o n t o o t h e r fac tors
t h a t m a y f o s t e r r e f o r m , m a n y c o m m e n t a t o r s h a v e j u d g e d tha t , g i v e n
t h e p o t e n t i a l b u d g e t a r y cos t s , a s ign i f i can t e n l a r g e m e n t of t h e E U to
t h e e a s t w o u l d b e diff icul t in t h e a b s e n c e of f u r t h e r s u b s t a n t i a l c h a n g e s
to t h e C A P . I n v i e w of t h e i n t e r e s t s of c o n s u m e r s a n d t h e i m p o r t a n c e
of p r o v i d i n g a p p r o p r i a t e f o r w a r d - l o o k i n g i n c e n t i v e s fo r i n v e s t m e n t in
f ixed a n d , e spec i a l l y , h u m a n c a p i t a l , it w o u l d s e e m a d v i s a b l e to se t
s i g h t s o n a m o r e l i be ra l s y s t e m t h a n c u r r e n t l y p r e v a i l s i n t h e E U .
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C o m m e n t
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M e s s e r l i n h a s g i v e n y o u p e r h a p s a m u l t i l a t e r a l p e r s p e c t i v e t o a
n u m b e r of i m p o r t a n t i s s u e s . I t h o u g h t I w o u l d m a k e a f e w r e m a r k s
f r o m t h e p e r s p e c t i v e of t h e E u r o p e a n II D e p a r t m e n t , w h i c h is t h e d e -
p a r t m e n t in t h e I M F t h a t h a s b e e n r e s p o n s i b l e for a s s i s t i n g w i t h t h e
s t a b i l i z a t i o n a n d r e f o r m effor ts i n t h e Ba l t i c c o u n t r i e s , R u s s i a , a n d
o t h e r s t a t e s of t h e f o r m e r S o v i e t U n i o n . T r a d e l i b e r a l i z a t i o n , of c o u r s e ,
h a s b e e n a k e y e l e m e n t in t h e r e f o r m p r o c e s s i n t h e s e c o u n t r i e s . W h i l e
a n u m b e r of t h e m h a v e m a d e i m p o r t a n t ef for ts o n a m u l t i l a t e r a l ba s i s ,
g i v e n t h e u r g e n t n e e d to r e f o r m a h i g h l y d i s t o r t e d s y s t e m of t r a d e
p o l i c i e s a n d to i n t r o d u c e m a r k e t s i g n a l s a s s o o n a s p o s s i b l e , w e a t t h e
F u n d , a n d I w o u l d s a y a t t h e W o r l d B a n k a s w e l l , h a v e c o n c e n t r a t e d
o u r effor ts o n u n i l a t e r a l l i b e r a l i z a t i o n . T h e first f e w y e a r s in t h e t r a n -
s i t i o n r e p r e s e n t a u n i q u e o p p o r t u n i t y t o r e p l a c e t h e o l d w i t h t h e n e w .
Clea r ly , t h e b e n e f i t s of a l ibe ra l t r a d i n g s y s t e m h a v e b e e n w i t n e s s e d in
t h e s u c c e s s e s of m a n y c o u n t r i e s t h r o u g h o u t t h e w o r l d , a n d so w h y n o t
r e p l a c e t h e o l d w i t h a n e w t h a t is a s l i b e r a l a n d a s efficient a s p o s s i b l e .

In t h e t r a d e r e f o r m p r o c e s s i n t h e s e c o u n t r i e s , a n u m b e r of i m p o r -
t a n t i s s u e s h a v e e m e r g e d . O n e of t h e m is t h e r e m o v a l of e x p o r t c o n -
t ro l s , w h i c h a r e p e r v a s i v e in a n u m b e r of f o r m s in t h e s e c o u n t r i e s . A
s e c o n d i s s u e is r e d u c i n g tariff d i s p e r s i o n a n d e v e n t u a l l y r e p l a c i n g t a r -
iffs w i t h d o m e s t i c t a x e s t h a t d o n o t d i s c r i m i n a t e b e t w e e n i m p o r t s a n d
d o m e s t i c g o o d s . A n o t h e r b r o a d i s s u e is w h a t w o u l d b e t h e a p p r o p r i -
a t e r e s p o n s e t o u n f a i r t r a d e p r a c t i c e s . A f o u r t h is t h e i s s u e of e c o n o m i c
u n i o n p r o p o s a l s , w h i c h h a v e b e e n p e r i o d i c a l l y f loa ted in t h e s e c o u n -
t r i e s in t h e l as t f e w y e a r s . A r e t h e y w e l f a r e - e n h a n c i n g o r n o t ?

I w o u l d l ike t o c o n c e n t r a t e o n t w o spec i f i c a r e a s , l i be r a l i z a t i on of ex-
p o r t r e s t r a i n t s a n d i m p o r t p r o t e c t i o n o n t h e a g r i c u l t u r a l s i de . F i rs t of
al l , e x p o r t r e s t r i c t i o n s a r e w h a t w e a t t h e F u n d h a v e iden t i f i ed a s p e r -
h a p s t h e m o s t i m p o r t a n t i s s u e o n t h e a g e n d a for t h e s e c o u n t r i e s . In
t r a n s i t i o n e c o n o m i e s , e x p o r t r e s t r i c t i o n s h a v e typ i ca l ly p l a y e d a m u c h
g r e a t e r r o l e t h a n i m p o r t b a r r i e r s a n d tariffs . T h e r e a s o n , of c o u r s e , is
t h a t u n l i k e m a r k e t e c o n o m i e s , t r a d e b a r r i e r s h a v e b e e n d e s i g n e d to
a c h i e v e a l o w i n t e r n a l p r i c e l eve l for c e r t a i n c o m m o d i t y g r o u p s , s u c h
a s e n e r g y a n d food in p a r t i c u l a r , r a t h e r t h a n to p r o t e c t d o m e s t i c i n d u s -
try. E x p o r t q u o t a s a n d tariffs, t h e r e f o r e , w e r e se t t o b r i n g s u p p l y in l i ne
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w i t h d o m e s t i c d e m a n d a t d e s i r e d p r i c e s . T h e c o n s e q u e n c e of t h i s h a s
b e e n t h a t c o m m o d i t i e s sub jec t t o e x p o r t r e s t r i c t i ons a r e s o l d a t p r i c e s
w a y b e l o w t h e i r i n t e r n a t i o n a l m a r k e t v a l u e s , c r e a t i n g d i s i n c e n t i v e s t o
p r o d u c t i o n a n d i n v e s t m e n t a n d a s e v e r e m i s a l l o c a t i o n of r e s o u r c e s .

W i t h r e g a r d t o t h e s t a t u s of e x p o r t r e s t r i c t i o n s i n t h e 15 c o u n t r i e s
t h a t e m e r g e d f r o m t h e S o v i e t U n i o n , a n d l o o k i n g a t t h e s i t u a t i o n t h a t
p r e v a i l e d a r o u n d m i d - 1 9 9 4 , r o u g h l y t h r e e y e a r s a f te r t h e t r a n s i t i o n
p r o c e s s b e g a n , o n l y t h e Bal t ics , A r m e n i a , a n d t h e K y r g y z R e p u b l i c
w e r e l a r g e l y f ree of s t a t e - i m p o s e d e x p o r t b a r r i e r s a t t h a t s t a g e . F o r al l
t h e o t h e r s , s u b s t a n t i a l e x p o r t r e s t r i c t i o n s r e m a i n e d , w i t h s o m e t r a d e
l i b e r a l i z a t i o n u n d e r w a y in o n l y a f e w o t h e r c o u n t r i e s . B e c a u s e of t h e
i m p l i c a t i o n s for d o m e s t i c s u p p l y a n d d o m e s t i c p r i c e s , e x p o r t l i be ra l -
i z a t i o n r e m a i n e d a r e a l l y diff icul t a n d s e n s i t i v e a r e a for m a n y of t h e s e
c o u n t r i e s . I n d e e d , e v e n i n c o u n t r i e s i n w h i c h m a j o r l i b e r a l i z a t i o n ef-
for t s w e r e u n d e r t a k e n , s u c h a s U k r a i n e a n d R u s s i a , t h e r e m o v a l of ex -
p o r t b a r r i e r s h a s b e e n a m a j o r s t i c k i n g p o i n t t h r o u g h o u t I M F p r o g r a m
d i s c u s s i o n s . W i t h i n t h e s e c o u n t r i e s w h e r e e x p o r t r e s t r i c t i o n s w e r e still
s u b s t a n t i a l a s of m i d - 1 9 9 4 , t h e r e h a v e b e e n l a r g e d i f f e r ences in t h e
p r o g r e s s r e c o r d e d i n t h e l as t six m o n t h s o r so . P e r h a p s w e c a n d i s t i n -
g u i s h t h r e e g r o u p s of c o u n t r i e s .

F i r s t of a l l , t h e r e i s a g r o u p of c o u n t r i e s w h e r e n o t m u c h h a s
c h a n g e d . A n d I w o u l d c lass i fy i n t h a t g r o u p A z e r b a i j a n , Ta j ik i s tan , a n d
T u r k m e n i s t a n . T h e n , t h e r e h a v e b e e n t w o c o u n t r i e s w h e r e t h e r e h a s
b e e n s o m e p r o g r e s s , M o l d o v a a n d U z b e k i s t a n . Of c o u r s e , M o l d o v a
s t a r t e d f r o m a m u c h m o r e l i b e r a l i z e d s i t u a t i o n t h a n U z b e k i s t a n , w h i c h
h a s r e m a i n e d l a r g e l y s t a t e c o n t r o l l e d , n e v e r t h e l e s s t h e s e t w o h a v e
m a d e s o m e p r o g r e s s . B u t e n c o u r a g i n g l y , t h e r e h a v e b e e n f o u r c o u n -
t r i e s w h e r e s u b s t a n t i a l p r o g r e s s h a s b e e n m a d e s i n c e m i d - 1 9 9 4 : Be-
l a r u s , K a z a k s t a n , R u s s i a , a n d U k r a i n e . To r e v i e w briefly, in B e l a r u s , al l
e x p o r t l i c ense s , t a x e s , a n d q u o t a s , e x c e p t t h o s e m a n d a t e d b y i n t e r n a -
t i o n a l a g r e e m e n t , w e r e a b o l i s h e d i n D e c e m b e r 1994. In K a z a k s t a n , al l
e x p o r t q u o t a s a n d l i c e n s e s , e x c e p t for a s m a l l n e g a t i v e l is t t h a t w a s re -
t a i n e d for n a t i o n a l s e c u r i t y r e a s o n s , w e r e a b o l i s h e d in F e b r u a r y 1995.
In R u s s i a , al l e x p o r t q u o t a s w e r e e l i m i n a t e d o n J a n u a r y 1, 1995 , b u t
w e r e r e p l a c e d b y d o m e s t i c m e a s u r e s t h a t , i n p r a c t i c e , r e t a i n e d c o n t r o l
o v e r t h e s u p p l y of e x p o r t s . U n d e r t h e n e w s t a n d - b y a r r a n g e m e n t ,
h o w e v e r , w h i c h is n o w b e i n g f i na l i zed w i t h t h e F u n d , t h e s i t u a t i o n h a s
b e e n c o r r e c t e d , a n d al l d o m e s t i c c o n t r o l s w i l l b e e l i m i n a t e d . T h e s y s -
t e m of s p e c i a l e x p o r t e r s , w h i c h c o u l d b e u s e d t o l i m i t t h e n u m b e r of
p a r t i c i p a n t s i n t r a d e , w i l l b e e l i m i n a t e d , a n d all e x p o r t d u t i e s a r e to b e
r e p l a c e d b y d o m e s t i c t a x e s a s of t h e b e g i n n i n g of n e x t year . Final ly , in
U k r a i n e a s w e l l , u n d e r t h e p r o g r a m s u p p o r t e d b y t h e S y s t e m i c T r a n s -
f o r m a t i o n Fac i l i t y of t h e F u n d , w h i c h w a s a g r e e d i n O c t o b e r , a b o u t
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ha l f of t h e c o v e r a g e of e x p o r t q u o t a s w a s e l i m i n a t e d i n N o v e m b e r , a n d
u n d e r t h e n e w S t a n d - B y A r r a n g e m e n t , w h i c h is j u s t b e i n g a g r e e d w i t h
t h e F u n d , t h e r e m a i n i n g q u o t a s o n e x p o r t s a r e t o b e e l i m i n a t e d b y
m i d - M a r c h 1995, w i t h t h e e x c e p t i o n of g r a i n , a n d w i t h t h o s e o n g r a i n
t o b e a b o l i s h e d b y t h e e n d of J u n e . S o w e s e e t h a t t h e r e r ea l ly h a s b e e n
a t u r n a r o u n d in t h i s a r e a a n d s ign i f i can t l i b e r a l i z a t i o n n o w s e e m s to b e
w i t h i n r e a c h t h r o u g h o u t t h e a r e a .

T u r n i n g t o i m p o r t s , f o l l o w i n g a s w e e p i n g l i b e r a l i z a t i o n of i m p o r t r e -
s t r i c t i o n s a t t h e o u t s e t of t r a n s i t i o n in m o s t c o u n t r i e s , t h e r e h a s b e e n a
p a r t i a l r e i n t r o d u c t i o n of i m p o r t b a r r i e r s in a n u m b e r of t h e m . T h i s r e -
n e w e d r e c o u r s e t o i m p o r t p r o t e c t i o n is l i k e l y t o ref lect t h e rea l a p p r e -
c i a t i o n of e x c h a n g e r a t e s in a n u m b e r of c o u n t r i e s . I n t h e in i t ia l p e r i o d ,
i m p o r t s w e r e h i g h l y p r o t e c t e d t h r o u g h h i g h l y u n d e r v a l u e d e x c h a n g e
r a t e s . I n a d d i t i o n , a n e e d to b u t t r e s s r e v e n u e p e r f o r m a n c e in t h e c o n -
t e x t of s t a b i l i z a t i o n efforts w a s a l s o i m p o r t a n t i n s e v e r a l c o u n t r i e s .

T h e i n c r e a s e in i m p o r t b a r r i e r s h a s a p p l i e d a c r o s s a v a r i e t y of sec-
t o r s a n d i n d u s t r i e s . O n e n o t a b l e e x a m p l e h a s b e e n t h e r i s e in a g r i c u l -
t u r a l p r o t e c t i o n in t w o of t h e Bal t ic s t a t e s , L a t v i a a n d L i t h u a n i a , w h i c h
t o g e t h e r w i t h E s t o n i a h a v e b e e n t h e l e a d i n g r e f o r m e r s a m o n g t h o s e
s t a t e s t h a t e m e r g e d f o l l o w i n g t h e d i s s o l u t i o n of t h e U.S.S.R. A n d in Es -
t o n i a a s w e l l , t h e r e h a s b e e n i n c r e a s i n g p r e s s u r e t o p r o t e c t a g r i c u l t u r e ,
a l t h o u g h s o far it h a s b e e n r e s i s t e d . I n L a t v i a , for e x a m p l e , f o l l o w i n g
t h e a d o p t i o n of a n e w l a w c o v e r i n g i m p o r t d u t i e s in M a r c h 1994, in -
t e n s e l o b b y i n g b y a g r i c u l t u r a l i n t e r e s t s l e d t o a n i n c r e a s e in tariffs o n
a n u m b e r of f a r m p r o d u c t s in D e c e m b e r . I n L i t h u a n i a , f o l l o w i n g t h e
i n t r o d u c t i o n of d u t i e s i n 1993 a n d v a r i o u s a d j u s t m e n t s in t h e fo l low-
i n g m o n t h s , a g r i c u l t u r a l tariffs w e r e i n c r e a s e d s u b s t a n t i a l l y in Ju ly
1994 . In a d d i t i o n , i n t h a t c o u n t r y , i m p o r t q u o t a s w e r e p l a c e d o n a
s m a l l n u m b e r of a g r i c u l t u r a l p r o d u c t s . F o l l o w i n g t h e s e i n c r e a s e s , t h e
w e i g h t e d a v e r a g e tariff o n a b r o a d r a n g e of a g r i c u l t u r a l p r o d u c t s
a m o u n t e d t o a n e s t i m a t e d 52 p e r c e n t i n L a t v i a a n d a r o u n d 40 p e r c e n t
i n L i t h u a n i a . S o t h a t is n o t i n s u b s t a n t i a l .

N o w , w h i l e t h e d e s i r e t o p r o v i d e p r o t e c t i o n t o d o m e s t i c a g r i c u l t u r e
o v e r t h e t r a n s i t i o n p r o c e s s is u n d e r s t a n d a b l e , w e a t t h e I M F h a v e c o n -
t i n u e d t o a r g u e s t r o n g l y for t h e n e e d t o p r e s e r v e t h e l ibe ra l i m p o r t
r e g i m e . I n p a r t i c u l a r , g i v e n t h e p r o b l e m s of l o w p r o d u c t i v i t y a n d inef-
f i c i e n t f a r m s i z e i n b o t h L a t v i a a n d L i t h u a n i a , i m p o r t p r o t e c t i o n
c l e a r l y s e n d s t h e w r o n g m e s s a g e . A l s o , w i t h t h e e c o n o m y a s a w h o l e
h a v i n g t o b e a r a s ign i f i can t a d j u s t m e n t b u r d e n d u r i n g t h e t r a n s i t i o n , it
s e e m s i n a p p r o p r i a t e t o g r a n t s p e c i a l t r e a t m e n t t o a g r i c u l t u r e . M o r e -
o v e r , s u c h p r o t e c t i o n b o t h t a x e s o t h e r s e c t o r s of t h e e c o n o m y a n d
r a i s e s f o o d c o s t s fo r c o n s u m e r s , w i t h p o t e n t i a l l y a d v e r s e c o n s e -
q u e n c e s for t h e m o r e v u l n e r a b l e g r o u p s of soc ie ty .
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Officials i n t h e s e c o u n t r i e s o f t en a r g u e t h a t e v e r y c o u n t r y in t h e
w o r l d p r o t e c t s a g r i c u l t u r e , s o w h y s h o u l d t h e t r a n s i t i o n e c o n o m i e s n o t
d o so . Wel l , w e w o u l d a r g u e t h a t w h i l e s o m e r i c h e r c o u n t r i e s m i g h t
c h o o s e t o afford t h e los t w e l f a r e a s s o c i a t e d w i t h a g r i c u l t u r e p r o t e c t i o n ,
t h e t r a n s i t i o n e c o n o m i e s c a n n o t . A t t h i s j u n c t u r e , r e s o u r c e s a r e p r e -
c i o u s , a n d it is c r u c i a l t h a t m a r k e t s i g n a l s b e a i m e d a t e n c o u r a g i n g
t h e i r m o s t efficient u s e a s s o o n a s p o s s i b l e . T h u s , w e a l s o h o p e t h a t i n -
t e g r a t i o n w i t h t h e E U w i l l n o t i m p l y t h e i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n of r e l a -
t i ve ly h i g h i m p o r t b a r r i e r s .

I t i s e n c o u r a g i n g t o n o t e i n t h i s a r e a t h a t L i t h u a n i a ' s E x t e n d e d
A r r a n g e m e n t w i t h t h e F u n d a g r e e d in t h e fall of 1994 i n c l u d e d a r e -
v e r s a l of t h e tar i f f i n c r e a s e s t h a t w e r e p u t i n p l a c e e a r l i e r . T h e
w e i g h t e d a v e r a g e tariff r a t e w a s r e d u c e d to 35 p e r c e n t f r o m a r o u n d 4 0
p e r c e n t , a n d a f u r t h e r r e d u c t i o n t o 20 p e r c e n t b y t h e fall of 1996 is
p l a n n e d . A t t h e s a m e t i m e , L a t v i a is e x p e c t e d t o r e d u c e a g r i c u l t u r a l
tariffs o v e r t h e c o u r s e of t h e n e w s t a n d - b y a r r a n g e m e n t w i t h t h e F u n d .
S o s o m e r e v e r s a l h a s t a k e n p l a c e , b u t c l ea r l y t h i s is a n i s s u e t h a t is
g o i n g t o s t a y w i t h u s i n t h e s e c o u n t r i e s for a w h i l e , a s e x c h a n g e r a t e s
h a v e a p p r e c i a t e d in r e a l t e r m s a n d s u b s i d i e s h a v e b e e n c u t b a c k t o
m a n y s e c t o r s a s p a r t of t h e s t a b i l i z a t i o n p r o c e s s .
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T h i s p a p e r p r o v i d e s a br ief h i s t o r i c a l s k e t c h of t h e e v o l u t i o n of t h e
m u l t i l a t e r a l t r a d i n g s y s t e m s i n c e i ts c r e a t i o n , s e e k i n g t o p l a c e t h e ro l e
of t h e U r u g u a y R o u n d n e g o t i a t i o n s in t h a t c o n t e x t , a n d a q u a l i t a t i v e
o v e r v i e w of s o m e of t h e m o s t s a l i e n t p o i n t s of t h e o u t c o m e of t h e s e n e -
g o t i a t i o n s . 1 N o e c o n o m i c e v a l u a t i o n of t h e s e r e s u l t s w i l l b e a t t e m p t e d
h e r e .

A B r i e f H i s t o r i c O v e r v i e w

T h e f o u n d i n g f a t h e r s of t h e G e n e r a l A g r e e m e n t o n Tariffs a n d T r a d e
( G A T T ) i n 1947 g a v e it t h r e e c o r e f u n c t i o n s , t h r e e p e r s o n a l i t i e s , w h i c h
d e t e r m i n e d i t s e v o l u t i o n a n d w h i c h t h e W o r l d T r a d e O r g a n i z a t i o n
( W T O ) n o w i n h e r i t s . F i r s t a n d f o r e m o s t w a s , a n d r e m a i n s , i ts r o l e a s a
l ega l c o n t r a c t : a s e t of a g r e e d r i g h t s a n d o b l i g a t i o n s t h a t a p p l y a m o n g
c o u n t r i e s i n v a r i o u s f o r m s . S e c o n d , i t p r o v i d e d for a j u r i d i c a l s y s t e m
t h a t w o u l d a l l o w t h e r e s o l u t i o n of d i s p u t e s r e l a t e d t o t h e r e s p e c t o r
o t h e r w i s e of t h o s e r i g h t s a n d o b l i g a t i o n s . A n d t h i r d , t h e f o u n d i n g fa-
t h e r s d e c i d e d t o e s t a b l i s h a n e g o t i a t i n g f o r u m t o a l l o w for t h e e v o l u -
t i o n a n d e x p a n s i o n of t h o s e r u l e s a n d c o m m i t m e n t s .

T h e l a t t e r of t h e t h r e e f u n c t i o n s (i.e., t h e n e g o t i a t i n g f o r u m ) h a s p e -
r i o d i c a l l y b e c o m e d o m i n a n t a n d t h e n d i s a p p e a r e d o v e r t h e y e a r s , in a
cycl ica l f a s h i o n , t h r o u g h so -ca l l ed r o u n d s of m u l t i l a t e r a l t r a d e n e g o t i -
a t i o n s ( M T N ) o r g a n i z e d u n d e r t h e a u s p i c e s of t h e G A T T . In to t a l ,
s e v e n s u c h r o u n d s w e r e h e l d p r i o r t o t h e U r u g u a y R o u n d , w h i c h w a s
l a u n c h e d i n P u n t a d e l E s t e i n S e p t e m b e r 1986. T h e p r e v i o u s r o u n d s
m o s t l y f o c u s e d o n tariff n e g o t i a t i o n s , e x c e p t for t h e T o k y o R o u n d c o n -
c l u d e d i n 1979 . T h e l a t t e r w a s t h e first m a j o r a t t e m p t s i n c e t h e c r e a t i o n
of t h e G A T T i tself t o a d d r e s s i t s " r u l e s " c o n t e n t , a n d n e g o t i a t i o n s in i t
l e d t o a s e t of s o - c a l l e d A g r e e m e n t s o n N o n t a r i f f M e a s u r e s (of ten re -
f e r r e d t o a s N T M C o d e s ) . B u t d e s p i t e t h i s p a r t i a l e x c e p t i o n , w i t h o u t

1This paper contains the main points made in Mr. Seade's intervention at the IMF seminar
in March 1995. The views expressed are those of the author and do not necessarily reflect those
of the WTO.
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a n y d o u b t , a k e y f u n c t i o n a n d r e s u l t of t h e G A T T - b a s e d p r o c e s s w a s to
r e d u c e tariff b a r r i e r s t o t r a d e . O n t h i s i t w a s q u i t e success fu l : t h r o u g h
tariff n e g o t i a t i o n s , i n d u s t r i a l tar i f fs fell f r o m a n a v e r a g e of n e a r l y 50
p e r c e n t i n i n d u s t r i a l c o u n t r i e s a f t e r W o r l d W a r II t o j u s t o v e r 6 p e r c e n t ,
t h e l eve l p r e v a i l i n g a t t h e e n d of 1 9 9 4 — p r i o r t o t h e i m p l e m e n t a t i o n of
t h e n e w U r u g u a y R o u n d tariff c o m m i t m e n t s .

T h i s is a m a j o r a c h i e v e m e n t i n itself, b y a n y s t a n d a r d s . T h i s m a s s i v e
g l o b a l l i b e r a l i z a t i o n , u n d e r p i n n e d b y t h e c o n f i d e n c e t h a t t h e m u l t i l a t -
e r a l t r a d i n g s y s t e m r e p r e s e n t e d , p r o v i d e d a p o w e r f u l i n c e n t i v e t o
t r a d e r s a n d i n v e s t o r s a n d w a s t h e b a c k b o n e of t h e h u g e e x p a n s i o n of
t r a d e t h e w o r l d h a s e n j o y e d . It a l s o p e r m i t t e d a n d e n h a n c e d t h e m a j o r
a n d s u s t a i n e d i m p r o v e m e n t i n i n c o m e s a n d l i v i n g s t a n d a r d s t h a t i n -
d u s t r i a l e c o n o m i e s a n d v a s t p a r t s of t h e d e v e l o p i n g w o r l d h a v e w i t -
n e s s e d s i n c e W o r l d W a r II.

A l o n g s i d e th i s s e c u l a r t r e n d t o w a r d r e d u c e d tariffs, t h r e e q u a l i t a t i v e
f e a t u r e s of t h e e v o l u t i o n of t h e m u l t i l a t e r a l t r a d i n g s y s t e m a r e t o b e
n o t e d .

Firs t , a g r a d u a l b u t c o n t i n u o u s shi f t of a t t e n t i o n b y n e g o t i a t o r s , f rom
so-ca l l ed b o r d e r m e a s u r e s — t r a d e p o l i c y i s s u e s t h a t affect t r a d e d i r e c t l y
a t t h e b o r d e r , n o t a b l y t a r i f f s—to a c o l l e c t i v e effort t o a d d r e s s i s s u e s t h a t
f o r m a l l y p e r t a i n to o t h e r a r e a s of d o m e s t i c p o l i c y m a k i n g , b u t w h i c h
h a v e a d i r e c t b e a r i n g o n t r a d e . T h e e x p l a n a t i o n for t h i s c a n b e f o u n d in
t h e v e r y s u c c e s s of t h e M T N r o u n d s , w h i c h l ed t o t h e s u s t a i n e d r e d u c -
t i o n in b o r d e r b a r r i e r s a n d w h i c h w a s t h e focus of a t t e n t i o n a t G A T T ' s
i n c e p t i o n : w i t h t h e r e d u c t i o n of tar i f fs , o t h e r i s s u e s affect ing c o m p e t i -
t i v e n e s s in t h e m a r k e t p l a c e g a i n e d i n r e l a t i v e i m p o r t a n c e .

In a d d i t i o n , t h r o u g h a n i n c r e a s e i n g l o b a l i z a t i o n of t r a d e a n d e c o -
n o m i c ac t iv i t i e s in t h e las t t e n t o f i f teen y e a r s , t h e r e h a s b e e n a c o n t i n -
u o u s a n d n o t i c e a b l e w e a k e n i n g of t h e c o n c e p t of " s e p a r a t e m a r k e t s ' ' ;
t h e c o n c e p t of w h a t is " d o m e s t i c " h a s c o r r e s p o n d i n g l y b l u r r e d . T h u s ,
t h e g r a d u a l d e v e l o p m e n t of r u l e s o n n o r m s a n d s t a n d a r d s , i n t e r n a l
r e g u l a t i o n s , s u b s i d i e s (first i n d u s t r i a l , n o w a l s o a g r i c u l t u r a l ) , g o v e r n -
m e n t p r o c u r e m e n t , a n d o t h e r s e m e r g e d a s e q u a l l y i m p o r t a n t , a i m e d a t
l e v e l i n g t h e p l a y i n g field. T h i s t r e n d c o n t i n u e s , a s c a n b e o b s e r v e d
w i t h t h e e m e r g e n c e of a n e w o r p r o p o s e d f u t u r e a g e n d a for t h e W T O ,
w h i c h n o t a b l y i n c l u d e s s u c h i t e m s a s t r a d e a n d e n v i r o n m e n t , t r a d e
a n d c o m p e t i t i o n , i n v e s t m e n t po l i cy , a n d o t h e r s . It w o u l d s e e m t h a t t h e
a r e a of r u l e m a k i n g in t r a d e a n d t r a d e p o l i c y is m o v i n g t h e b o u n d a r i e s
o n c e a g a i n , t o w i d e n a n d d e e p e n t h e co l l ec t i ve g r i p o n w h a t w a s o f ten
c o n s i d e r e d t o fall e x c l u s i v e l y u n d e r t h e c o m p e t e n c e of d o m e s t i c
pol icy .

S e c o n d , s i n c e t h e e a r l y d a y s , t h e s e c t o r a l e v o l u t i o n of t h e t r a d i n g
s y s t e m b e c a m e i n c r e a s i n g l y u n b a l a n c e d , e x c l u d i n g k e y difficult a r e a s
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t h a t w e r e s w e p t a s i d e f r o m t h e m a i n s t a y of t h e s y s t e m of r u l e s a n d
f r o m t h e n e g o t i a t i o n s . S u c h w a s t h e c a s e s i n c e t h e 1950s w i t h a g r i c u l -
t u r e , w h i c h t h e U n i t e d S t a t e s c o v e r e d t h r o u g h a w a i v e r a n d t h e E u r o -
p e a n U n i o n t h r o u g h t h e C o m m o n A g r i c u l t u r a l Pol icy , b e t t e r k n o w n
u n d e r i t s a c r o n y m C A P . A n o t h e r e q u a l l y s e n s i t i v e sec tor , t ex t i l e s a n d
c l o t h i n g , w a s s i n c e t h e 1960s c o v e r e d t h r o u g h s p e c i a l p r o v i s i o n s fol-
l o w e d b y s u c c e s s i v e f o r m s of t h e M u l t i f i b e r A r r a n g e m e n t s (MFA) ,
s a n c t i o n e d b y t h e G A T T b u t c o n s i s t i n g of a m i x t u r e of m a r k e t r e -
s t r a i n t s t h a t e f fec t ive ly i m p e d e d t h e s m o o t h f u n c t i o n i n g of t h e t r a d i n g
s y s t e m a n d d i s t o r t e d t r a d e a n d i n v e s t m e n t . E q u a l l y , a l a r g e n u m b e r of
" g r a y a r e a m e a s u r e s " in m a j o r i n d u s t r i a l s e c t o r s s u c h a s c a r s , s tee l ,
a n d c o n s u m e r e l e c t r o n i c s i n c r e a s i n g l y s u r f a c e d i n s u b s e q u e n t d e c a d e s
a n d c o u l d n o t b e a d d r e s s e d p r o p e r l y u n d e r p r e v a i l i n g r u l e s , t h u s a m -
p l i f y i n g t h e d i s t o r t i o n s a n d t h e u n b a l a n c e d e v o l u t i o n of t h e t r a d i n g
s y s t e m .

T h i r d , a n o t h e r m a i n e l e m e n t i n t h e e v o l u t i o n of t h e t r a d i n g s y s t e m
w a s t h e n u m e r o u s s y s t e m s of s p e c i a l r u l e s t h a t w e r e d e v e l o p e d for
p a r t i c u l a r c o u n t r i e s ( spec ia l p r o t o c o l s of a c c e s s i o n ) o r g r o u p s of c o u n -
t r i e s ( n o t a b l y d e v e l o p i n g c o u n t r i e s ) o r o t h e r w i s e t o t a k e a c c o u n t of
s p e c i a l s i t u a t i o n s t h r o u g h s e c t o r a l e x c e p t i o n s a n d s p e c i a l r e g i m e s ,
c o u n t r y d e r o g a t i o n s a n d w a i v e r s , a la c a r t e c o d e s , a n d s o o n . In p a r -
t icu lar , t h e T o k y o R o u n d c o n t r i b u t e d t o t h i s s i t u a t i o n t h r o u g h t h e n e -
g o t i a t i o n of t h e a b o v e - m e n t i o n e d a g r e e m e n t s o n n o n t a r i f f m e a s u r e s ,
w h i c h o n l y a p p l i e d t o t h o s e c o u n t r i e s t h a t s u b s c r i b e d t o t h e m . T h e r e -
s u l t of t h e s e d e v e l o p m e n t s w a s a n a b s o l u t e p l e t h o r a of d i f f e r en t l ega l
s y s t e m s a p p l y i n g t o d i f fe ren t c o u n t r i e s a n d d i f f e ren t g o o d s u n d e r dif-
f e r e n t s i t u a t i o n s . T h i s affected t h e l e v e l s of r i g h t s a n d l e g a l o b l i g a t i o n s
of d i f f e r en t c o u n t r i e s , a n d of d i f fe ren t s e c t o r s w i t h i n d i f f e r en t c o u n -
t r i e s , in a w a y t h a t g a v e g o o d g r o u n d s for q u e s t i o n i n g t h e e x i s t e n c e a t
all of a l e g a l s y s t e m for i n t e r n a t i o n a l ( m u l t i l a t e r a l ) t r a d e . T h e ca se for
e s t a b l i s h i n g a m o r e u n i v e r s a l , u n i f o r m , a n d e n f o r c e a b l e s y s t e m of
r u l e s w a s p a r a m o u n t .

In t h i s r e g a r d , I c o n s i d e r t h a t t h e o v e r a r c h i n g a n d m o s t f u n d a m e n -
tal i m p l i c i t o b j e c t i v e of t h e U r u g u a y R o u n d w a s t h e r e p l a c e m e n t of
t h i s h i g h l y f r a g m e n t e d l ega l s y s t e m b y a m o r e e q u i t a b l e , c o h e r e n t , a n d
t r u l y u n i v e r s a l o n e , a t t u n e d t o t h e n e e d s of t o d a y ' s m o r e i n t e g r a t e d
g l o b a l t r a d i n g v i l l a g e .

T h i s e x t e n s i o n a n d e s s e n t i a l u n i f i c a t i o n of t h e r u l e s t o o k p l a c e a l o n g
t h r e e d i f f e ren t , m u t u a l l y c o m p l e m e n t a r y s l a n t s :

• T h e e x t e n s i o n of r u l e s t o all s i g n a t o r i e s , w h i c h w o u l d effect ively
b r i n g t o a h a l t t h e a la c a r t e a p p r o a c h of t h e T o k y o R o u n d , r e -
f e r r e d t o ea r l i e r . T h i s w a s a c h i e v e d t h r o u g h t h e " S i n g l e U n d e r -
t a k i n g " a p p r o a c h t h a t w a s a d o p t e d f r o m t h e o u t s e t of t h e n e g o t i -
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a t i o n s i n t h e U r u g u a y R o u n d a n d t h a t i m p l i e s t h a t al l r u l e s a n d
o b l i g a t i o n s a p p l y t o al l m e m b e r s . 2

• T h e e x t e n s i o n of r u l e s t o " o l d " s e c t o r s t h a t w e r e d e f ac to e x c l u d e d
f r o m t h e G A T T s y s t e m , e v e n if i n t h e o r y t h e y w e r e p a r t of it, s u c h
a s a g r i c u l t u r e a n d tex t i l es .

• T h e e x t e n s i o n of r u l e s t o t h e " n e w " i s s u e s of t h e U r u g u a y R o u n d ,
w h i c h h a d t h u s far n o t b e e n i n c l u d e d i n t h e m u l t i l a t e r a l l ega l sy s -
t e m for t r a d e , b u t w h o s e g r o w i n g i m p o r t a n c e t o i n t e r n a t i o n a l
t r a d e f l o w s d e m a n d e d it: i n p a r t i c u l a r t r a d e i n s e r v i c e s , a n d in -
t e l l e c tua l p r o p e r t y m a t t e r s r e l a t e d t o t r a d e .

R e s u l t s o f t h e U r u g u a y R o u n d N e g o t i a t i o n s

T h e r e s u l t s of t h e U r u g u a y R o u n d n e g o t i a t i o n s c a n b e g r o u p e d
u n d e r e i g h t h e a d i n g s : i n d u s t r i a l t a r i f f s , r u l e s , a g r i c u l t u r e , t ex t i l e s ,
t r a d e i n s e r v i c e s , t r a d e - r e l a t e d a s p e c t s of i n t e l l e c t u a l p r o p e r t y r i g h t s
(TRIPs ) , d i s p u t e s e t t l e m e n t , a n d t h e n e w W o r l d T r a d e O r g a n i z a t i o n .

I n d u s t r i a l T a r i f f s

I n n o t i n g a s I d o a b o v e t h a t t h e r e h a s b e e n a s e c u l a r r e l a t i v e shif t of
a t t e n t i o n f r o m tariffs t o o t h e r i s s u e s , I c e r t a i n l y d o n o t m e a n to s u g -
g e s t t h a t tariffs t h e m s e l v e s h a v e b e c o m e u n i m p o r t a n t a s i m p e d i m e n t s
t o t r a d e . I n d e e d , t h e U r u g u a y R o u n d n e g o t i a t i o n s w e r e a s e n g a g i n g
a n d di f f icul t in t h i s a r e a a s i n a n y a n d w e r e v e r y s u c c e s s f u l , w i t h o n e
of t h e l a r g e s t s e t s of tariff c u t s e v e r a c h i e v e d . W h i l e t h e a g r e e d objec-
t i v e h a d b e e n t o m a t c h t h e o v e r a l l 3 3 p e r c e n t r e d u c t i o n a c h i e v e d in
t h e T o k y o R o u n d , a g l o b a l tariff r e d u c t i o n of c l o s e t o 4 0 p e r c e n t w a s
t h e f ina l o u t c o m e . A t t h e s a m e t i m e , a n d d e s p i t e t h i s s u c c e s s f u l r e s u l t ,
i t i s t r u e t h a t ta r i f f p e a k s r e m a i n i n s o m e s e c t o r s a n d fo r s o m e
p r o d u c t s .

S e c o n d , a m a j o r i n c r e a s e of tar iffs b o u n d a t z e r o w a s a g r e e d , t he i r
c o v e r a g e i n c r e a s i n g f r o m 20 p e r c e n t t o 44 p e r c e n t of a l l t r a d e , w h i c h
ef fec t ive ly i m p l i e d t h a t n e a r l y a s m u c h a s h a l f of t h e t r a d e f l o w s of in -
d u s t r i a l p r o d u c t s w o u l d n o w b e d u t y f ree . A n d t h i r d , a d r a s t i c in -
c r e a s e in tariff l i ne s b o u n d in G A T T m u s t a l s o b e n o t e d : f r o m 78 p e r -
c e n t t o 99 p e r c e n t b y d e v e l o p e d c o u n t r i e s a n d f r o m 21 p e r c e n t to 73
p e r c e n t b y d e v e l o p i n g c o u n t r i e s , w h i c h c o n s i d e r a b l y e n h a n c e d s e c u -

2The exception being four relatively specific plurilateral agreements: the Agreement on
Trade in Civil Aircraft, the Agreement on Government Procurement, the International Dairy
Agreement, and the International Bovine Meat Agreement.
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r i t y a n d p r e d i c t a b i l i t y i n t h e t r a d i n g s y s t e m , f ac to r s t h a t in r e t u r n w e r e
c o n d u c i v e t o n e w t r a d e a n d i n v e s t m e n t f l o w s .

In r e l a t i o n t o t h i s , a n d t o c l o s e m y c o m m e n t s o n t h e r e s u l t s o n m a r -
k e t a c c e s s , it s h o u l d b e k e p t i n m i n d t h a t t h e v i r t u a l e l i m i n a t i o n of a l l
i n d u s t r i a l non ta r i f f b a r r i e r s ( N T B s ) n o t spec i f ica l ly p r o v i d e d for b y
G A T T p r o v i s i o n s 3 w a s a g r e e d , i n p a r t i c u l a r a m o n g i n d u s t r i a l s e c t o r s .
T h e s e i n c l u d e N T B s a f f ec t ing t ex t i l e s a n d g r a y - a r e a m e a s u r e s , w h i c h
a l o n g s i d e t h o s e i n a g r i c u l t u r e ( to w h i c h I t u r n b e l o w ) r e p r e s e n t t h e
v a s t b u l k of N T B s in p l a c e .

R u l e s

T h e U r u g u a y R o u n d n e g o t i a t i o n s l e d t o a g e n e r a l c la r i f i ca t ion , i m -
p r o v e m e n t , a n d s t r e n g t h e n i n g of t r a d e r u l e s . To m e n t i o n a f e w : t h e
a g r e e m e n t o n S u b s i d i e s a n d C o u n t e r v a i l i n g D u t i e s n o w c o n t a i n s a d e -
f in i t ion of " s u b s i d y " a n d c la r i f ies a n d s t r e n g t h e n s t h e d i s c i p l i n e s a n d
t h e c o n d i t i o n s u n d e r w h i c h s u b s i d i e s c a n b e p r o v i d e d . It i n t r o d u c e s
t h e so -ca l l ed t raf f ic - l ight a p p r o a c h a n d d e v i s e s d i f fe ren t r u l e s for dif-
f e r e n t t y p e s of s u b s i d i e s , w h i c h c a n b r o a d l y b e d i v i d e d i n t o t h r e e ca t -
e g o r i e s : p r o h i b i t e d , " a c t i o n a b l e " (i.e., s u s c e p t i b l e t o r e m e d i a l a c t i o n ) ,
a n d " n o n a c t i o n a b l e " s u b s i d i e s . A n o t h e r m a i n f e a t u r e of t h e a g r e e m e n t
is t h e i n t r o d u c t i o n of " d e m i n i m i s " p r o v i s i o n s , t h u s r e n d e r i n g r u l e s
a g a i n m o r e p r e d i c t a b l e . D i s c i p l i n e s in t h e a r e a of a n t i d u m p i n g h a v e
s i m i l a r l y b e e n s t r e n g t h e n e d , l a r g e l y b y r e v i e w i n g d e f i n i t i o n s a n d b y
i n t r o d u c i n g n e w p r o v i s i o n s , w h i c h s h o u l d effect ively r e d u c e r e s o r t t o
t h i s i n s t r u m e n t u n d e r c o n d i t i o n s t h a t w o u l d n o t w a r r a n t t h e i r a p p l i -
c a t i o n . I n t h e a r e a of s a f e g u a r d s , t h e k e y ob jec t ive w a s t o e l i m i n a t e
g r a y - a r e a m e a s u r e s , w h i l e a t t h e s a m e t i m e i n t r o d u c i n g c l e a r e r c o n d i -
t i o n s u n d e r w h i c h s a f e g u a r d m e a s u r e s c o u l d b e r e s o r t e d t o b y m e m -
b e r s , w h i c h t h e n e w a g r e e m e n t p r o v i d e s . Las t , t h e T r a d e - R e l a t e d I n -
v e s t m e n t M e a s u r e s A g r e e m e n t is e q u a l l y i m p o r t a n t a n d s i gn i f i c an t ,
d e s p i t e t h e w i d e g a p t h a t e x i s t e d b e t w e e n d i f f e ren t c o u n t r i e s ' p e r c e p -
t i o n s a n d n e g o t i a t i n g a g e n d a s i n t h i s a r e a . T h e a g r e e m e n t c lar i f ies t h e
e x t e n t t o w h i c h c e r t a i n G A T T a r t i c l es h a v e i n v e s t m e n t i m p l i c a t i o n s
a n d , a s a r e su l t , e s t a b l i s h e s c l ea r ly t h e i n c o n s i s t e n c y of c e r t a i n t r a d e -
r e l a t e d c o n d i t i o n s o f t en p l a c e d o n i n v e s t m e n t , s u c h a s d o m e s t i c s o u r c -
i n g o r t r a d e p e r f o r m a n c e .

3Such as those permitted to face balance of payments difficulties or under other general
exceptions.
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A g r i c u l t u r e

T h i s is p e r h a p s t h e a r e a t h a t a t t r a c t e d t h e m o s t a t t e n t i o n d u r i n g t h e
U r u g u a y R o u n d n e g o t i a t i o n s . It is n o t u n c o m m o n t o h e a r o p i n i o n s t o
t h e effect t h a t t h e r e s u l t s h e r e w e r e d i s a p p o i n t i n g , a v i e w t h a t , i n m y
j u d g m e n t , is w h o l l y a n d u t t e r l y i n c o r r e c t . W h i l e it w a s u n d e r s t a n d a b l e
t h a t e f f ic ient a g r i c u l t u r a l e x p o r t e r s , d u r i n g t h e n e g o t i a t i o n s , w o u l d
a r g u e t h a t t h e r e s u l t s t a k i n g s h a p e w e r e i n a d e q u a t e ( the i r a m b i t i o n
w a s h i g h e r a n d , of c o u r s e , t h e y w e r e n e g o t i a t i n g ) , it is n e c e s s a r y t o
t a k e a c l o s e r l o o k a t t h e a c h i e v e m e n t s t o h a v e a b e t t e r a p p r e c i a t i o n of
t h e f u n d a m e n t a l n a t u r e of t h e r e s u l t s t h a t w e r e r e a c h e d .

F i r s t , p e r h a p s it c a n b e s a i d t h a t t h e r e l a t i v e l y m o r e m o d e s t c o m p o -
n e n t of t h e t h r e e - l e g g e d e c o n o m i c p a c k a g e t h a t r e s u l t e d f r o m t h e n e -
g o t i a t i o n s i n t h i s s e c t o r is t h e fact t h a t d o m e s t i c s u p p o r t (as m e a s u r e d
b y t h e A g g r e g a t e M e a s u r e of S u p p o r t ) i s t o b e c u t b y 20 p e r c e n t "on ly . "
B u t t h e i n t e n t i o n is t o r e d u c e t r a d e d i s t o r t i o n s a n d n o t t o affect d o -
m e s t i c p o l i c i e s a s s u c h , u n l e s s a n d t o t h e e x t e n t t h a t t h e y i m p i n g e o n
t r a d e . I t s h o u l d a l s o b e r e c a l l e d t h a t t h i s 2 0 p e r c e n t r e d u c t i o n is a c -
c o m p a n i e d b y t h e i n t r o d u c t i o n of t h e s o - c a l l e d G r e e n Box, w h i c h a l -
l o w s for t h e m a i n t e n a n c e of c e r t a i n w e l l - d e f i n e d s u b s i d i e s a n d t h u s
p r o t e c t s l e s s d i s t o r t i o n a r y i n c o m e - s u p p o r t m e a s u r e s d e c o u p l e d f r o m
p r i c e s o r v o l u m e s . T h i s i m p l i e s t h a t t h e 20 p e r c e n t r e d u c t i o n is b o u n d
t o p r o v i d e a p o w e r f u l i n c e n t i v e for t h e r e d i r e c t i n g of a g r i c u l t u r a l p o l i -
c i e s , w h i c h is p r e c i s e l y w h a t is u r g e n t l y n e e d e d t o e n h a n c e o v e r a l l ef-
f i c i ency i n t h i s sector .

T h e s e c o n d m a i n f e a t u r e of t h e a g r e e m e n t r e l a t e s t o t h e r e d u c t i o n in
e x p o r t s u b s i d i e s , w h i c h u n d e r t h e t e r m s of t h e a g r e e m e n t a r e t o fall
( i n t e r a l i a ) b y 36 p e r c e n t of b u d g e t a r y o u t l a y s . T h i s is c o n s i d e r a b l e a n d
s h o u l d , i n r e t u r n , c o n t r i b u t e t o r e d u c i n g t r a d e d i s p u t e s r e l a t e d t o d i s -
t o r t i o n s o n w o r l d m a r k e t s c a u s e d b y s u b s i d i z a t i o n .

A n d p e r h a p s m o s t i m p o r t a n t , t h e t h i r d m a i n f e a t u r e of t h e a g r e e -
m e n t w a s t h e d e c i s i o n t o e l i m i n a t e al l N T B s in a g r i c u l t u r a l t r a d e ,
w h i c h i n r e c e n t d e c a d e s b e c a m e m o s t p e r v a s i v e i n m a j o r a g r i c u l t u r a l
s u b s e c t o r s of g r e a t e c o n o m i c i m p o r t a n c e . T h i s p l e t h o r a of i m p o r t
b a n s , q u o t a s , a n d o t h e r i m p e d i m e n t s t o t r a d e w a s r e p l a c e d b y tariffs,
w h i c h e v e n if o f ten v e r y h i g h , a n d in s o m e c a s e s a r g u a b l y t o o h i g h , a r e
i n d e e d m o r e c o n s u m e r f r iendly , t r a n s p a r e n t , a n d s u s c e p t i b l e t o g r a d -
u a l r e f o r m a n d n e g o t i a t i o n . T h i s p r o c e s s is g e n e r a l l y r e f e r r ed t o a s
" t a r i f f i c a t i o n " of t h e N T B s . In a d d i t i o n t o t h e e l i m i n a t i o n of t h e q u o t a s
t h r o u g h ta r i f f ica t ion , al l c o u n t r i e s a g r e e d t o b i n d 100 p e r c e n t of t h e i r
a g r i c u l t u r a l tariffs. In fact, it i m p l i e s t h a t , i n o n e s t r o k e , t h e leve l of
b i n d i n g s i n a g r i c u l t u r e n o w is e v e n h i g h e r t h a n t h a t for i n d u s t r i a l
p r o d u c t s . T h e s e t w o e l e m e n t s t o g e t h e r a r e n o l e s s t h a n s p e c t a c u l a r .
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A b o v e a n d b e y o n d al l t h e s e spec i f ic a s p e c t s of t h e a g r e e m e n t , t h e
k e y a c c o m p l i s h m e n t of t h e n e g o t i a t i o n s p e r h a p s w a s t h e v e r y r e t u r n
to m u l t i l a t e r a l r u l e s of a m a j o r s e c t o r t h a t w a s c a r v e d o u t of t h e G A T T
r u l e s s i n c e t h e e a r l i e s t d a y s of t h e G A T T , n o t l e a s t b e c a u s e of t h e ex-
c e p t i o n s i n t r o d u c e d t h r o u g h t h e U . S . w a i v e r a n d t h e E U ' s C A P . In fact,
t h i s s e c t o r w a s l a r g e l y r e s p o n s i b l e for t h e H a v a n a C h a r t e r a n d t h e In -
t e r n a t i o n a l T r a d e O r g a n i z a t i o n n o t c o m i n g i n t o b e i n g , w h i c h is p e r -
h a p s a g o o d i n d i c a t o r of t h e i m p o r t a n c e of f i n d i n g a n a g r e e d m u l t i l a t -
e r a l - r u l e s - b a s e d o u t c o m e fo r i t . I t h a s a l s o b e e n a m a j o r b o n e of
c o n t e n t i o n i n v a r i o u s t r a d e d i s p u t e s . A g r i c u l t u r e is n o w b a c k in t h e
t r a d i n g s y s t e m a n d f i r m l y e s t a b l i s h e d a s a n a r e a sub jec t t o t h e l a w a n d
i ts n a t u r a l e v o l u t i o n a s p a r t of m u l t i l a t e r a l r u l e s .

A s a l a s t p o i n t a n d r e l a t e d t o t h e A g r e e m e n t o n A g r i c u l t u r e , I w i l l
o n l y m e n t i o n t h e A g r e e m e n t o n S a n i t a r y a n d P h y t o - S a n i t a r y M e a -
s u r e s , m o s t l y r e f e r r ed t o a s t h e S P S A g r e e m e n t . It c o n t a i n s d i s c i p l i n e s
t h a t s h o u l d p r e v e n t m e a s u r e s b e i n g t a k e n b y g o v e r n m e n t s o n sa fe ty
o r h e a l t h g r o u n d s for p r o t e c t i v e r e a s o n s a n d is a s s u c h a v a l u a b l e c o m -
p l e m e n t t o t h e A g r i c u l t u r a l A g r e e m e n t .

T e x t i l e s

Text i les is a s ec to r of g r e a t e c o n o m i c i m p o r t a n c e for m a n y c o u n t r i e s ,
d e v e l o p e d a n d d e v e l o p i n g a l i k e . T h e r a p i d s u r g e in t r a d e f r o m ea s t
a n d s o u t h e a s t A s i a in t h e 1950s l e d i m p o r t i n g c o u n t r i e s t o i n t r o d u c e
v a r i o u s t y p e s of i m p o r t r e s t r i c t i o n s i n t h e e a r l y 1960s . T h e s e w e r e s u b -
s e q u e n t l y " f o r m a l i z e d " t h r o u g h w h a t b e c a m e t h e f i rs t M u l t i f i b e r
A r r a n g e m e n t ( M F A ) , w h i c h e n t e r e d i n t o fo rce i n 1974. W h a t f o l l o w e d
w a s w h a t m a y b e t h e m o s t c o m p l e x s y s t e m of t r a d e m a n a g e m e n t t h e
w o r l d h a s w i t n e s s e d i n t e r n a t i o n a l l y o r n a t i o n a l l y , o n e t h a t c o m p r i s e d
a n e l a b o r a t e a r r a y of c o u n t r y - s p e c i f i c , p r o d u c t - s p e c i f i c , a n d y e a r - t o -
y e a r v a r i a b l e i m p o r t q u o t a s .

O b v i o u s l y , t h i s s i t u a t i o n w a s c o n s i d e r e d m o s t u n s a t i s f a c t o r y b y t h e
g r o w i n g r a n g e of t ex t i l e a n d c l o t h i n g e x p o r t e r s a m o n g d e v e l o p i n g
c o u n t r i e s , a n d r e m a i n e d s o for m a n y y e a r s . It r e m a i n e d v e r y h i g h o n
t h e a g e n d a of t h e U r u g u a y R o u n d . T h e r e s u l t w a s t h e c o n c l u s i o n of
t h e A g r e e m e n t o n Text i les a n d C l o t h i n g , w h i c h c o n t a i n s p r o v i s i o n s
t h r o u g h w h i c h th i s s e c t o r w i l l p r o g r e s s i v e l y ( in s t a g e s ) b e i n t e g r a t e d
i n t o t h e m u l t i l a t e r a l t r a d i n g s y s t e m , m e a n i n g t h a t , a t t h e e n d of t h e
d a y , t ex t i l e s a n d c l o t h i n g w i l l b e c o v e r e d b y G A T T r u l e s in t h e s a m e
w a y a s a n y o t h e r i n d u s t r i a l p r o d u c t .

A n o f t e n - h e a r d c r i t i c i sm h e r e is t h a t it w i l l t a k e t e n y e a r s t o c o n -
c l u d e t h i s i n t e g r a t i o n p r o c e s s , a s w e l l a s t h e b a c k - l o a d i n g of t h e a g r e e -
m e n t : n e a r l y ha l f of t h e i n t e g r a t i o n of t ex t i l es a n d c l o t h i n g (49 p e r c e n t )
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may be avoided by importers until the very end of the transition pe-
riod. True, it would certainly have been desirable to achieve the inte-
gration in a shorter time frame and with a better early crop. But, as ne-
gotiators often said (as they would), and as experience did seem to
confirm, politically it simply was not feasible to achieve better com-
mitments at that point. This can be illustrated by the fact that the major
difficulties encountered in closing the industrial products' tariff nego-
tiation, to which I referred earlier, were in very good measure centered
on textiles: more particularly on differences between major developed
country players who on the MFA negotiation broadly sat on the same
side. But as with agriculture, the key fact to be borne in mind is that
after thirty years of rather endemic distortions and frictions, the sector
is finally back in the multilateral fold—and for good.

Trade in Services
The General Agreement on Trade in Services (GATS) represents the

first set of multilaterally agreed and legally enforceable rules and dis-
ciplines ever negotiated in the area of international trade and invest-
ment in services—indeed across all service sectors. In terms of poten-
tial economic impact over the longer term, this may well be the most
far-reaching element of the Uruguay Round outcome, given the in-
creasing importance of tradable services in the international economy
and the growing awareness of countries of their potential comparative
advantage in some services activities.

The GATS sits on three pillars. First, the Framework Agreement, the
GATS proper, which establishes the concepts, principles, and rules
adopted as the basic legal basis for trade in services. These are GATT-
like principles such as, notably, MFN treatment as a general obligation
(subject to certain negotiated exemptions, themselves subject to review
and termination), and national treatment when access is granted
(which is negotiated separately and subject to conditions established
up front). These principles would ensure the best possible treatment in
domestic foreign markets, once suppliers do enter.

Second, there are a number of sector-specific annexes—for financial
services, air and maritime transport, telecommunications, and move-
ments of natural persons engaged in providing a service—that deal
with key peculiarities of those sectors, such as the right of govern-
ments to take prudential measures to protect investors and depositors
and to ensure the stability of the financial system, to give one example.

And third, there are the commitments to engage in specific liberal-
ization measures (or to bind such measures already in place on an au-
tonomous basis), which are reflected in the country's Services Sched-
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ules and which form an integral part of the results of the Round. These
commitments are basically the services equivalent of the binding of
tariffs. In addition to commitments already undertaken, participants
agreed to launch supplementary continuation negotiations in several
sectors so as to increase the early harvest, namely, on movement of nat-
ural persons, financial, maritime, basic telecommunication, and pro-
fessional services, due for completion at various times within the first
two years from the entry into force of the Uruguay Round Agree-
ments. There are also other areas where further legal rather than sec-
toral negotiations are under way (on qualifications and standards, ser-
vices trade and the environment, subsidies and safeguards) and there
is also an engagement to conduct broad rounds of services negotia-
tions periodically.

Trade-Related Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPs)
Unlike in the area of services, international agreements providing

for the protection of intellectual property predate the Uruguay Round,
often by a wide margin (e.g., the Bern Convention on copyrights and
the Paris Patents Convention). However, the majority of WTO mem-
bers have not signed these and other key international conventions in
the area of intellectual property. Participation has been rather partial,
and surely a source of problems. For this reason, in addition to the
equally important fact that these conventions do not provide for dis-
pute settlement and say little about enforcement, the opportunity of
creating a consolidated, global, and enforceable multilateral instru-
ment attracted a great deal of attention and support in the negotiations
of the Uruguay Round.

The TRIPs Agreement is broad and all encompassing, as it deals with
all major categories of intellectual property: copyright, trademarks, ap-
pellations of origin, patents, industrial designs, designs of integrated
circuits, and trade secrets. It establishes certain general obligations—
notably MFN and national treatment—and sets high minimal stan-
dards of protection by members. On copyrights it establishes multilat-
erally the Bern Convention's protection of literary and artistic works
but provides for the extension of protection to computer programs as
literary works and outlines how databases should be protected, too. It
deals with rental rights for the benefit of computer programs, recorded
sound, and film rights-holders, and it lays out a 20-year patent protec-
tion on products or processes in almost all fields of technology.

Finally, the agreement contains very novel and interesting provi-
sions concerning anticompetitive practices and has detailed obliga-
tions on enforcement.
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Dispute Settlement
Dispute settlement has always been a central pillar of the GATT sys-

tem. The law means nothing if it is not respected and made to be re-
spected. The record of the GATT in this area was in fact rather good. A
majority of cases historically came to a satisfactory resolution—often
even before they were formally launched and as a result of the mere
initiation of preliminary procedures acting as a catalyst. Nevertheless,
a significant minority of politically highly visible and economically
important cases was bogged down over the years by the nature of the
procedures, most notably by the fact that a consensus was required
both to set up a panel to look into a case and particularly to "adopt"
(give an official, final character to) the panel's report and recommenda-
tions. In other words, the consensus approach related to all aspects in
the procedures, which meant that parties had various opportunities to
block the process. That is exactly what happened in some cases, few in
number but sometimes quite important and rather visible, thus un-
dermining the credibility and the deterrence power of the system
itself.

The new system to settle disputes in the WTO is very different,
mainly through the reversal of the consensus approach: under the new
procedures, all steps that are foreseen in the agreement to carry out an
investigation wil l be followed automatically, unless a consensus to
block the process emerges. It is thus the right of any party to have a
panel established—if and when the first phase of consultations is ex-
hausted unsuccessfully—and this panel must operate within a set time
frame and come up with its report, which is final except for the possi-
bility that has been created to recur to an independent appellate body
for appeal procedures. Moreover, all provisions related to the settle-
ment of disputes have been strengthened with regard to the conduct of
consultations, technical and other evidence, timely implementation of
rulings, and so forth.

This new, much stronger, more reliable dispute settlement system is
justifiably seen as one of the star components of the results. It consoli-
dates the structures of the multilateral trading system and should en-
sure its functioning.

What Is The World Trade Organization?

As a first approximation, the WTO could be seen as a much-en-
larged GATT, absorbing both the old areas that had de facto remained
outside the system and the new subjects that were not part of it at all.
Or it can be seen as a greatly reinforced GATT too, with better rules
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overall and a much better system to deal with (or prevent) disputes. In
reality, however, the WTO is much more than a "GATT-plus."

The WTO is a new and proper organization with a permanence and
a life of its own, unlike the GATT, which was a temporary arrangement
that merely stuck in place for too long. It also does away with the legal
fragmentation of the GATT system—namely, the General Agreement
proper plus the codes and protocols and understandings that coex-
isted but had no legal unity or coherence. In contrast, the WTO is a sin-
gle agreement, with all other components being an integral part of it,
all brought together also by an integrated dispute-settlement system.
This legal and judicial unification of the old GATT, and with the new
agreements, results from the key single undertaking that participants
agreed to during the negotiations, whereby all the agreements would
be open for subscription as a single whole, in one piece. And last, the
permanent nature of the WTO, as a proper organization, and the depth
and scope of the rules and the commitments that it embodies, are to-
gether bound to command, both de jure and indeed politically, a badly
needed, altogether higher level of attention and adherence to the mul-
tilateral trading system by members.

At the same time, the WTO also is the appropriate institutional
arrangement among our members to maintain the momentum of trade
liberalization in the future. This is provided through the commitments
it already embodies to revisit and review all kinds of matters within its
provisions, and to pursue further negotiations in the future—the so-
called Built-in Agenda, to some of which I referred earlier. It also pro-
vides us with the means to address, as and when necessary, the needs
and the challenges of the evolving trading system. Certain topics, in-
cluding trade and environment, trade and competition policy, invest-
ment, but also labor standards, have been proposed for future consid-
eration in the WTO. Whether any wi l l materialize cannot be
anticipated at this stage, as it depends on the degree of support these
proposals wil l find among the members of the WTO. These issues are
clearly politically very sensitive.

There is on the other hand the need to develop, more fully than was
necessary or possible with the GATT, the WTO's cooperative interaction
with other intergovernmental agencies, so as to enhance collaboration,
avoid when possible inconsistencies, and promote cross-fertilization in
their work from their respective areas of competence. In particular, a
mandate was given by ministers, as part of the Uruguay Round results,
for the director-general to work with his counterparts in the Interna-
tional Monetary Fund and the World Bank in the pursuit of greater co-
herence in global economic policymaking, and indeed relations with
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these organizations are viewed by our members as being singularly
important.

The first ministerial meeting of the WTO, provided as part of the
outcome of the Uruguay Round negotiations, will be held in Decem-
ber 1996—in Singapore. In addition to reviewing the state of imple-
mentation of the Uruguay Round Agreements, ministers wi l l also
make decisions with regard to the WTO's future direction and agenda.
This institutional mechanism foreseen by the members, which consists
of having ministerial meetings at the latest every second year, should
allow the trading system to keep abreast of developments in the "real
world." The WTO has thus reinforced the third, and in the end perhaps
the acid test, function that the founding fathers of the GATT had ini-
tially foreseen for the GATT system, as I suggested at the outset of this
paper—strengthening the role of the new institutional housing for
multilateral trade as a consensual but pragmatic, forward-looking but
sure-footed, negotiating body.
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Richard Blackhurst

I would like to preface my remarks by saying that I am here in a per-
sonal capacity, and not as a representative of the WTO.

The topic this morning is the impact of the Uruguay Round, with
an emphasis on the impact on Africa. I shall talk about the impact in
general terms; Chapter 12 covers four particular aspects that have
come up in the context of discussing the impact on the African
countries.

Before turning to the estimates of the trade and income effects, I
want to give a few more details on the tariff reductions that were dis-
cussed in general terms yesterday. Most of the figures are taken from
the GATT's November 1994 study, "The Results of the Uruguay
Round." The data in the tables are taken from the GATT's integrated
database. The import data are mostly from 1988 or 1989 and refer to
imports from MFN or GSP sources. Excluded from the import data is
all intra-area trade in free trade areas and customs unions because
such trade was not a candidate for liberalization in the Uruguay
Round. Also excluded from our data are imports that arrive under
contractual preferential arrangements, in particular imports into the
European Union under the Lome Agreement (which is contractual, in
contrast to the GSP, which is not) and imports into the European Union
from a range of countries across North Africa, where there are con-
tractual preferential arrangements with the European Union.

Table 1 looks at the tariff reductions by developed countries by
major industrial product category. In the two broad right-hand
columns are the pre- and post-Uruguay Round tariffs and the per-
centage reductions, weighted first by imports from all sources, and
then by imports from developing countries. Weighted by imports from
all sources, the reduction is 40 percent, whereas if we weight by im-
ports from developing countries the reduction is 37 percent. One in-
teresting thing to do with this table is to run down the percentage re-
duction column and see which figures are below or above the 40
percent average. In the middle three columns, under "Imports from all
sources," where the average for all industrial products was 40 percent,
one can see that there are some figures substantially smaller: fish and
fish products, textiles and clothing, leather and rubber footwear, and
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Table 1. Developed Country Tariff Reductions by Major Industrial Product Group1

(In billions of U.S. dollars unless otherwise indicated)

All industrial products
Fish and fish products
Wood, pulp, paper, and furniture
Textiles and clothing
Leather, rubber, footwear
Metals
Chemicals and photographic

supplies
Transport equipment
Nonelectric machinery
Electric machinery
Mineral products and precious

stones
Manufactured articles, n.e.s.

Industrial tropical products

Natural resource-based products1

Import Value

All
sources

736.9
18.5
40.6
66.4
31.7
69.4

61.0
96.3

118.1
86.0

73.0
76.1

32.8

80.2

Developing
economies

169.7
10.6
11.5
33.2
12.2
24.4

8.2
7.6
9.8

19.2

22.2
10.9

14.4

33.4

Tariff Average Weighted by:
Imports from all sources

Pre-
Uruguay
Round

6.3
6.1
3.5

15.5
8.9
3.7

6.7
7.5
4.8
6.6

2.3
5.5

4.2

3.2

Post-
Uruguay
Round

3.8
4.5
1.1

12.1
7.3
1.4

3.7
5.8
1.9
3.5

1.1
2.4

2.0

2.1

Percentage
reduction

40
26
69
22
18
62

45
23
60
47

52
56

52

34

Imports from developing economies
Pre-

Uruguay
Round

6.8
6.6
4.6

14.6
8.1
2.7

7.2
3.8
4.7
6.3

2.6
6.5

4.2

4.0

Post-
Uruguay
Round

4.3
4.8
1.7

11.3
6.6
0.9

3.8
3.1
1.6
3.3

0.8
3.1

1.9

2.7

Percentage
reduction

37
27
63
23
19
67

47
18
66
48

69
52

55

33

1Excluding petroleum products.
Source: GATT Secretariat, "The Results of the Uruguay Round of Multilateral Trade Negotiations" (November 1994).
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Table 2. Tariff Reductions on Industrial Products by Developed
Countries from Selected Croups of Countries

(In billions of U.S. dollars unless otherwise indicated)

All industrial products1

All sources
Developing economies

(other than least
developed economies)

Least developed economies

Excluding textiles and clothing,
fish and fish products

All sources
Developing economies

(other than least
developed economies)

Least developed economies

Import
value

736.9

165.8
3.9

652.1

123.7
2.1

Trade-Weighted Tariff Average
Pre-Uruguay Post-Uruguay Percentage

Round

6.3

6.8
6.8

5.4

4.8
1.8

Round

3.8

4.3
5.1

2.9

2.4
0.7

reduction

40

37
25

46

50
61

Source: GATT Secretariat, "The Results of the Uruguay Round of Multilateral Trade Negotiations"
(November 1994).

transport equipment (mainly motor vehicles). On the other hand,
there are categories where the reductions were substantially larger,
such as wood, pulp paper, and furniture; metals; nonelectric machin-
ery; and the last category, manufactured articles not elsewhere
specified.

In Table 2, we look at the tariff reductions on industrial products by
developed countries weighted by different patterns of trade, that is, by
imports from different origins. If you weight the tariff reductions on
industrial products in the Uruguay Round by the industrial countries
by imports from all sources, you see that you get the 40 percent cut that
we have been talking about, and that the pre- and post-Uruguay
Round average tariffs are 6.3 and 3.8. If you weight the tariff reduc-
tions by imports from developing economies other than least devel-
oped, you get only a 37 percent cut. And the pre- and post-Uruguay
Round rates are higher. Finally, if you weight them by imports from
the least-developed countries, the percentage cut in tariffs is even
smaller, 25 percent instead of 40 percent, and the pre- and
post-Uruguay Round rates are even higher. In other words, as you go
down the development scale for the countries of origin, the level of

1Excluding petroleum.
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protection in industrial countries goes up, and the percentage cut in
the Uruguay Round goes down. This was not a happy finding.

In the course of looking for the explanation, we discovered that if we
took out two categories of trade—textiles and clothing, and fish and
fish products—and recalculated pretending that those two categories
of trade did not exist, the picture improved considerably. As you go
down the development scale for the countries of origin, the percentage
reduction in tariffs in the Round rises from 46 percent, if you weight
by imports from all sources; to 50 percent, if you weight by imports
from developing countries other than least developed; to 61 percent, if
you weight by imports from the least-developed countries. What also
looks good in Table 2 is if you look at the post-Uruguay Round tariff
averages, they go down, from a 2.9 percent average tariff on imports of
products from all sources, 2.4 from developing countries, and 0.7 from
least developed countries.

This analysis focuses the concern with the figures in the upper half
of the table, which are the real figures, on the two categories textiles
and clothing, and fish and fish products. The change for textiles and
clothing is better than Table 2 suggests because the tariff reductions in
the table refer to cost from the current nominal tariff to the
post-Uruguay Round nominal tariff. But since the Multifiber Arrange-
ment (MFA) is being phased out, the relevant comparison is the re-
duction from the current tariff equivalent of the MFA quotas down to
the nominal post-Uruguay Round tariff on textiles and clothing (when
there wil l not be any quotas).

On fish and fish products, you do not have that option. In essence,
fish and fish products are important to developing countries. They are
particularly important to the least-developed countries, and the tariff
reductions of the Uruguay Round in that category of trade were defi-
nitely below average.

Table 3 gives a brief look at what happened to tariff bindings by de-
veloping countries in the Uruguay Round. Here you can see pre- and
post-Uruguay Round levels of tariff bindings by developing
economies; expressed either in terms of the share of the lines that are
bound, or the share of imports that come under bound tariffs. The
Latin American countries bound essentially 100 percent of their tariffs.
In other instances, there were fairly sizable increases in the proportion
of tariffs bound. India, for example, went from either 4 percent or 12
percent bound depending on how you calculate it, to 62 percent or 68
percent bound. Indonesia went from either 10 percent or 30 percent to
93 percent or 92 percent, depending on the weighting, and so on. You
will see that in Senegal there was virtually no change in tariff bindings
in the Round and also virtually no change in Zimbabwe. That is, they
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Table 3. Bindings on Industrial Products of Individual
Developing Economies1

(In millions of U.S. dollars unless otherwise indicated)

Argentina
Brazil
Chile
Colombia
Costa Rica
El Salvador
Hong Kong
India
Indonesia
Jamaica
Korea
Macau
Malaysia
Mexico
Peru
Philippines
Romania
Senegal
Singapore
Sri Lanka
Thailand
Tunisia
Turkey
Uruguay
Venezuela
Zimbabwe

Imports from
MFN origins

2,981
11,409

1,838
3,530

840
557

115,549
10,179
12,603

1,111
40,610

1,542
11,270
10,988

1,399
9,189
3,456

613
32,860

2,357
14,555

2,976
5,832

508
5,097

631

Percentage Bound
Pre-Uruguay Round

Share of
lines

5
6

100
1

100
100

1
4

10
—
10
—
—

100
7
6

21
29
—
4
2

—
34

3
100

8

Share of
imports

21
23

100
3

100
100

1
12
30
—
24
—
2

100
20

9
10
40
—

7
12
—
38
11

100
11

Post-Uruguay Round
Share of

lines

100
100
100
100
100
100

24
62
93

100
90
10
62

100
100

59
100

32
65

8
68
46
37

100
100

9

Share of
imports

100
100
100
100
100
100

23
68
92

100
89
10
79

100
100

67
100
41
73
11

70
68
39

100
100

13

Source: GATT Secretariat, "The Results of the Uruguay Round of Multilateral Trade Negotiations"
(November 1994).

started from a low level of binding and did not agree to any significant
increase in bindings in the Round.1

For the same group of countries, Table 4 shows at the pre- and
post-Uruguay Round tariff averages. Consider, for example, the line

1The reason there are not more African countries on this list is because these are the devel-
oping countries that are in our integrated database, and very few developing countries in
Africa are in the integrated database because they have not submitted their tariff schedules in
a form that was easy to incorporate into the database.

1Excluding petroleum.
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Table 4. Developing Economy Tariff Reduction on Industrial
Products by Individual Country1

(In millions of U.S. dollars unless otherwise indicated)

Argentina
Brazil
Chile
Colombia
Costa Rica
El Salvador
Hong Kong
India
Indonesia
Jamaica
Korea
Macau
Malaysia
Mexico
Peru
Philippines
Romania
Senegal
Singapore
Sri Lanka
Thailand
Tunisia
Turkey
Uruguay
Venezuela
Zimbabwe

Imports from
MFN Origins

2,981
11,409

1,838
3,530

840
557

115,549
10,179
12,603

1,111
40,610

1,542
11,270
10,988

1,399
9,189
3,456

613
32,860

2,357
14,555

2,976
5,832

508
5,097

631

Trade-Weighted Tariff Averages
Pre-Uruguay

Round

38.2
40.6
34.9

44.3
54.9
34.5
—

71.4
20.4
16.5
18.0
—

10.2
46.1
34.8
23.9
11.7
13.7
12.4
28.6
37.3
28.3
25.1
20.9
50.0

4.8

Post-Uruguay
Round

30.9
27.0
24.9
35.1
44.1
30.6
—

32.4
36.9
50.0

8.3
—
9.1

33.7
29.4
22.2
33.9
13.8

5.1
28.1
28.0
34.1
22.3
30.9
30.9

4.6

Source: GATT Secretariat, "The Results of the Uruguay Round of Multilateral Trade Negotiations"
(November 1994).

Note: Pre- and post-Uruguay Round tariff averages are computed as the weighted average of tar-
iff rates on bound lines and applied tariff rates on unbound rates. Because of the significance of ceil-
ing bindings in post-Uruguay Round tariff averages, no reductions are reported.

1Excluding petroleum.

for Indonesia. You will see that the pre-Uruguay Round tariff average
was 20.4 percent and that the post-Uruguay Round rate is 36.9 per-
cent. Any normal person would conclude that Indonesia used the
Uruguay Round as an opportunity to raise its tariffs, not cut them.
That, of course, did not happen. The explanation for the figures is as
follows. When we calculated the pre-Uruguay Round tariff averages,
we used the bound rate. If a tariff was not bound, the applied rate was
used. So if a country did not have very many of its tariffs bound before
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the Uruguay Round, the majority of tariffs used to calculate the
pre-Uruguay Round average were applied tariffs. When calculating
the post-Uruguay Round tariff averages, the same routine was used.
If the tariff was bound, the bound rate was used, and if it was not
bound, the applied rate was used. Where a country engaged in "ceil-
ing bindings," that is, where they agreed to bind a tariff, but at a level
above the applied rate, our calculations used a bigger figure for calcu-
lating the average post-Uruguay Round rate than before the agree-
ment. If Indonesia does not change its applied rates, then the pre- and
post-Uruguay Round average for Indonesia in terms of applied rates
would be the same, but there is a big jump in the security of access to
the Indonesian market, because there has been a substantial increase in
bindings (see the figures for Indonesia in Table 3). One way of de-
scribing an unbound tariff is that it is bound at infinity, because if a tar-
iff is not bound, then a country is free to do anything it wants with that
tariff.

Now, let me go next to the trade and income estimates. One model
with three versions was used, where the underlying assumptions were
changed from one version to the next. The model became progressively
more realistic as one moved from version 1 to version 2 to version 3. In
the paper from which the following tables are taken, there is a detailed
explanation of the assumptions underlying each of the three versions.2

Table 5 provides estimates of the increase in merchandise exports
due to the liberalization of trade in goods in the Uruguay Round (no
attempt was made to quantify the impact of the GATS on world trade
in services because there is nothing analogous to a tariff cut for ser-
ices). Across the top row of Table 5 you wil l see that the estimated in-
crease in the volume of world trade in goods ranges from around 9
percent for the first two versions of the model to 23.5 percent for the
third version. And that would be in 2005 when the full liberalization in
the Uruguay Round has been implemented.

Looking at the percentage increases for individual product groups,
the two biggest ones you see are for textiles and clothing, by a wide
margin. One of the things that comes out of the modeling exercises of
the Uruguay Round is that the liberalization of the Multifiber Arrange-
ment drives a lot of the results, because it is a major restrictive regime
affecting important categories of world trade.

Table 6 presents the estimated increases in trade by geographic re-
gions or groups of countries. While the world average increase under

2GATT Secretariat, "The Results of the Uruguay Round of Multilateral Trade Negotiations"
(November 1994).
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Table 5. Estimated Increase in Merchandise Exports
Due to the Implementation of the Liberalization

of Trade in Goods: Main Product Groups
(Percentage change in volume)

All merchandise1

Grains

Other agricultural products2

Fishery products2

Forestry products

Mining

Primary steel

Primary nonferrous metals

Fabricated metal products

Chemicals and rubber

Transport equipment

Textiles

Clothing

Other manufactures

Version 1

8.6
4.1

21.1

13.0

3.7

1.6

8.3
3.6

5.3

5.2

11.7

17.5

69.4
4.7

Version 2

9.6
4.4

21.0

12.9

4.1

1.8
8.4
3.9
5.4

5.4

13.6

18.6
87.1

4.7

Version 3

23.5

4.6
22.1

13.5

5.6

3.1

25.5

14.2

16.0

21.4

30.1

72.5

191.6

12.7

Actual value of
exports in 1992
(In billions of

U.S. dollars)

2,843

24.2

73.8

26.5

7.7

328.4

76.7
52.4

57.2

251.3

320.2

93.9

105.6

1,425.1

Source: GATT Secretariat, "The Results of the Uruguay Round of Multilateral Trade Negotiations"
(November 1994).

Note: Version 1 assumes constant returns to scale (no economies of scale) and perfect competi-
tion; Version 2 assumes increasing returns to scale in industrial sectors and perfect competition; and
Version 3 assumes increasing returns to scale and monopolistic competition in industrial sectors.

1Excluding intra-European Union trade, and including trade in petroleum.
2The marginally smaller gains under the second version of the model, relative to the first version,

are the result of resources shifting into production of those product groups whose production was
stimulated by the introduction of increasing returns to scale.

the third version of the model is 23.5 percent, the increase for the group
called "Developing and transition economies" is 36.7 percent, or
roughly 50 percent more. That is, the projected increase in exports, for
that group of countries is 50 percent more than for the world as a
whole. The grouping that gets the smallest boost to its trade from the
Uruguay Round in our table is EFTA. That is because a lot of their
trade is already duty free because of preferential arrangements with
the European Union.

In Table 7, we switch from looking at increases in trade to looking at
increases in world income or world welfare. This becomes a little more
complicated because the three versions of the model are subdivided
into two groups. Concentrating on the far right-hand column where
the first number is $510 billion—the largest number we have for the in-
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Table 6. Estimated Increase in Merchandise Exports Due to the
Implementation of the Liberalization of Trade in

Goods: Main Economies and Country Groups1

(Percentage change in volume)

Wor ld

Canada

Uni ted States

EFTA

European Union

Australia and New Zealand

Japan

Develop ing and transit ion

economies

China

Taipei

Version 1

8.6

5.3

7.5
3.2

7.3
8.4
7.5

13.7

6.1

4.5

Version 2

9.6

6.1

8.2
3.3

7.8
9.0
8.0

15.3

8.4
5.7

Version 3

23.5

16.6
21.7

6.3
19.4
24.0
18.3

36.7

26.5

14.4

Actual value of
exports in 1992

(In billions of
U.S. dollars)

2,843

134.1

448.2

226.9

568.7

52.3

339.9

906.4

85.0

81.5

Source: GATT Secretariat, "The Results of the Uruguay Round of Multilateral Trade Negotiations"
(November 1994).

Note: Version 1 assumes constant returns to scale (no economies of scale) and perfect competi-
tion; Version 2 assumes increasing returns to scale in industrial sectors and perfect competition; and
Version 3 assumes increasing returns to scale and monopolistic competition in industrial sectors.

1Excluding intra-European Union trade and including trade in petroleum.

crease in world income—we believe it is the most plausible. Sometimes
when people do these kinds of estimates they have three scenarios,
pessimistic, normal, and optimistic. This was not that kind of exercise.
The intention was to make the models progressively more realistic.

Although the $510 billion figure is the largest of the various esti-
mates, it almost certainly is a very big underestimate of the likely gains
from the Round. It does not take into account any of the dynamic gains
that economists have identified but have difficulty quantifying. It as-
sumes that the status quo would have been maintained if the Uruguay
Round had failed, and most important of all it does not capture at all
that part of the agenda that dealt with services, with intellectual prop-
erty, with stronger rules, with better dispute settlement, and so on.

The biggest gainer in Table 7 is the European Union with $163.5 bil-
lion. Then the United States and the developing and transition
economies are fairly close at around $120 billion. There are two reasons
why the United States and the European Union gained as much as
they did. One is that they are big traders and the other is that they also
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Table 7. Estimated Increase in Annual Income in 2005
Due to Uruguay Round Liberalization of Trade in

Goods: Main Economies and Country Groups
(In billions of 1990 U.S. dollars)

World

Canada

United States

EFTA

European Union

Australia and

New Zealand

J a p a n
Developing and

transition

economies

China

Taipei

Static Specifications

Version 1

109

2.3

30.4
10.1
47.7

1.5
11.9

-1 .9

4.1
2.6

Version 2

146

3.0
35.9
13.4
58.6

1.9
15.2

4.1

8.9
4.7

Version 3

315

8.0

75.6

23.1

103.3

3.1

17.0

70.2

10.1

4.5

Dynamic Specifications

Version 1

184

3.8
49.2
17.5
78.5

2.4
21.2

-0.7

6.9
5.1

Version 2

218

5.0

59.5
18.0
87.2

3.6
19.3

2.7

14.3
8.4

Version 3

510

12.4

122.4

33.5

163.5

5.8

26.7

116.1

18.7

10.2

Source: GATT Secretariat, "The Results of the Uruguay Round of Multilateral Trade Negotiations"
(November 1994).

Note: Version 1 assumes constant returns to scale (no economies of scale) and perfect competi-
tion; Version 2 assumes increasing returns to scale in selected sectors and perfect competition; and
Version 3 assumes increasing returns to scale and monopolistic competition in selected sectors.

liberalized the most, not just with fairly substantial tariff cuts, but also
by agreeing to get rid of the MFA. More generally, the gains shown in
this table for the different groups of countries are a combination of
gains that come from getting better access for their products abroad
and gains that come from opening up their own market. And, in fact,
what drives the gains for the European Union and for the United
States is the opening up of their own market. It is not gains that come
from better access abroad for their exports.

That the welfare (income) gains that countries get from the Uruguay
Round are determined to a large extent by their own liberalization,
and not by the better access to their exports abroad, needs to be
stressed because the negotiations themselves are carried out largely on
exactly the inverse presumption. Reductions in your own barriers are
described as "concessions." When you reduce your own barriers, it is
considered a concession, which you are willing to give in order to get
better access for your exports abroad. So clearly, from this perspective
the goal is better access to your exports and the price that you have to
pay is the reductions in your own barriers. But when it comes time to
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add up who has gained what from the Round, the principal determi-
nant is what you liberalized yourself, not your better access abroad.
There are obvious political economy reasons for this apparent incon-
sistency that everyone here would be familiar with.

Let me conclude with a few general points about the gains to devel-
oping countries from the Round and in particular, Africa. Two back-
ground comments. One is that the GATT—now the WTO—is not pri-
marily in the business of promoting free trade. Countries are allowed
to protect, to have tariffs, and all the WTO says is that if you are going
to protect, use a tariff rather than quotas or some other kind of quanti-
tative limitation. The principal function of the WTO is to provide a set
of rules and disciplines governing countries' trade policies, in order to
make future market access more predictable. It is the security of future
market access that is important. And that brings into the picture the
whole set of rules and disciplines and dispute settlement that were key
parts of the Uruguay Round.

Under the WTO, all countries have to submit schedules. They have
to submit a schedule in goods indicating the tariffs and which ones are
bound, and also a schedule of concessions on services indicating their
commitments. But the other rules and disciplines in the GATT and the
WTO, covering measures that are not in the schedule, are equally im-
portant because if you did not control these other kinds of measures
with rules and disciplines, then people could get around the bindings
by going home and giving generous production subsidies and other
things. So, it is these other sets of rules covering other kinds of mea-
sures that complement what is in the schedule with the bindings. The
goal is predictability of future market access. This is the way that the
WTO reduces the degree of uncertainty surrounding transactions
across national frontiers. By reducing the uncertainty surrounding
transactions across borders, you encourage trade-related investment,
and that is where a lot of the gains from trade liberalization come from.
Since the gains from trade liberalization depend heavily on the stimu-
lus it provides trade-related investment, the security aspect of the lib-
eralization is crucial. The Uruguay Round was only partly about cut-
ting tariffs and phasing out quotas.

One way mercantilist thinking can creep into the picture is to view
the bindings and the requirement to adhere to stronger rules and dis-
ciplines as burdens on the countries that agree to them. The African
countries that are members of the WTO have to agree to all the rules
and disciplines. It is a single undertaking. There is no longer a menu
from which you agree to some rules and not to others. You have to
sign on to the whole package. Some observers describe that as being
a burden for the African countries. My view is that not only is it not a
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burden but, in fact, it is one of the most important sources of gain for
African countries in the Uruguay Round. Governments gain because
the reduced discretion over trade policy reduces the political cost of
saying no to constant demands for protection. Domestic consumers
gain. Domestic firms that use tradable inputs gain, as well as domes-
tic firms more generally, because with the additional rules and re-
strictions on the trade regime they can plan their future investments
better. And by locking in reforms of the trade regime, the bindings
and the acceptance of the rules and disciplines enhance the credibility
of reforms among domestic and foreign investors. One of the things
that people talk a lot about is the need to find ways to increase inflows
of foreign direct investment into developing countries and into Africa
in particular. One of the benefits to the African countries, as well as
other developing countries having to sign on to the whole package of
rules, is that it should give more confidence to foreign investors and
stimulate inflows of foreign direct investment. This is particularly
true, I would say, for commitments in the services schedules, which is
one of the reasons a lot of developing countries have agreed to put the
tourist industry in their schedule of commitments under the GATS.
They wanted to increase the policy security of the environment of the
tourism industry to attract foreign direct investment.

The various considerations outlined above explain why it is difficult
not to be impatient with claims that many African countries will lose
from the Uruguay Round. When those claims take into account only
the projected reductions in margins of preference and higher prices for
imported food, they neglect all of the other results of the Uruguay
Round—for example, more opportunities to diversify exports—but in
particular, the gains to African WTO members from the increased
transparency and stability in their own trade regimes.
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This paper addresses aspects of the Uruguay Round of particular
concern to Africa. It covers four areas. First is preshipment inspection.
This is an aspect of the Round about which little has been said and yet
is one of some significance to African negotiators. Second is the erosion
of preferences: the fear that, as most-favored-nation tariffs came down,
the degree of preference that Africa received in markets of the Organi-
zation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) would be
reduced. This was perhaps the major concern expressed by African
commentators. Third is the nontariff barriers affecting African exports
and the abolition of the Multifiber Arrangement from an African view-
point. Fourth is the effects of the liberalization of agriculture on food
prices.

Preshipment Inspection
Preshipment inspection (PSI) is the practice of asking private com-

panies to inspect OECD goods that are destined for certain African
markets before they are dispatched.1 It is, perhaps, like a private sector
equivalent to customs activities, designed to ensure the quality of the
goods and that the revenue collected from tariffs approximates what
should be collected. This practice has raised a number of complaints
and concerns among industrial country exporters (see Table 1): for ex-
ample, at a practical level, it imposed extra costs on them; it imposed
delays on exports; it lacked natural justice in not having any appeal; it
ran the risk of companies having to disclose confidential information;
it lacked transparency, accountability, and agreed standards; it was ap-
plied in a discriminatory fashion, and there were weaknesses in the
ways PSI companies verified prices. There were also more philosoph-
ical points: it interfered with the freedom of contract between buyers

1This section is based on the paper by P. Low, Preshipment Inspection Services, World Bank
Discussion Paper No. 278 (Washingtoon: World Bank, 1995.)

Note: The author is grateful to Merlinda Inges for help with certain sections of the paper.
The views expressed are the author's; they do not necessarily reflect those of the World Bank
or its member governments.
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Table 1. Exporter Complaints Against Preshipment Inspection

Complaints made against the operations of PSI companies in the context of ECE,
USITC, and ICC discussions have been summarized under ten headings:

1. Extra costs to producers of complying with PSI requirements.
2. Shipping and payment delays caused by PSI procedures.
3. Absence of recourse or appeals procedures against PSI decisions.
4. Commercial risk from inadequate protection of confidential information.
5. Lack of transparency and accountability in PSI criteria and procedures.
6. Absence of agreed standards for PSI work.
7. Discrimination among countries and exporters.
8. Inadequate price verification methodologies.
9. Interference of freedom of contract between buyers and sellers.

10. Infringement of export country sovereignty.

Source: P. Low, Preshipment Inspection Services, World Bank Discussion Paper No. 278 (Wahington:
World Bank, 1995).

Note: ECE = Economic Commission for Europe; ICC = International Chamber of Commerce; PSI =
preshipment inspection; and USITC = United States International Trade Commission.

and sellers, and it infringed on the sovereignty of nations. The last two
are essentially unfounded, for much commercial law has those effects.
But the first set of points were serious and legitimate concerns for the
industrial countries.

At the outset of the Round there was some uncertainty about the le-
gitimacy of PSI activities. Switzerland and Germany had acted against
the preshipment inspection companies, and other industrial countries
had wondered whether they should also do so. The issue was put on
the Uruguay Round agenda by Indonesia, but thereafter became an
issue quite closely associated with the African states. Thus the very
fact that we have an agreement on preshipment inspection, and an
agreement that I shall argue meets many of these worries that the in-
dustrial countries have, can be counted in some sense as a victory for
Africa, for it quite clearly legitimizes the practice, so long as it is con-
ducted subject to various controls and regulations.

In return for this legitimacy, the user countries, that is, the import-
ing (African) countries, have to undertake a number of obligations
about the way in which their preshipment inspection companies wil l
behave (Table 2). First, preshipment inspection should be applied in
a nondiscriminatory fashion. That does not mean that every consign-
ment has to be treated identically but that the rules that determine
how a consignment is treated are objective and are uniformly ap-
plied. Second, government requirements on PSI must satisfy national
treatment so far as laws, regulations, and requirements are con-
cerned. That is not exactly the same as national treatment under the
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Table 2. User Country Obligations Under the
WTO Agreement on Preshipment Inspection

1. Nondiscrimination.

2. Governmental
requirements.

3. Site of inspection.

4. Standards.

5. Transparency.

6. Protection of
confidential
information.

7. Conflicts of interest.

8. Delays.

9. Price verification.

10. Appeals procedures.

11. Derogation.

Obligations

Procedures and criteria to be objective and applied on an
equal basis to all affected exporters.
National treatment to be guaranteed in respect of all laws,
regulations, and requirements.
Services to be performed by country of export, and only
exceptionally in country of manufacture (if different).
Inspections to be in accordance with standards defined by
seller and buyer, or in the absence of such standards,
relevant international standards.
User governments to ensure that PSI companies are fully
transparent and willing to supply information on
procedures, government laws and regulations, inspection
and verification procedures and criteria, the rights of
exporters, and appeals procedures.
All confidential business information to be adequately
protected. PSI companies are not permitted to see
information on data covered by intellectual property rights
or unpublished data other than those necessary to
demonstrate compliance with regulations and standards,
internal costs and pricing, profit levels, and contract terms
(unless essential for inspection).
Conflict of interest to be avoided within PSI firms and
between firms and other entities.
PSI firms must respect agreed inspection dates, issue report
of findings within five days of receipt of final documents,
and if requested by exporter, perform preliminary price
verification prior to physical inspection and immediately
inform exporters of the result.
Price verification is undertaken to prevent over- and under-
invoicing and fraud. In relation to customs, the WTO's
customs valuation rules are to apply.
The basis for price comparison is the price of identical or
similar goods offered for export from the same country of
exportation at or about the same time, under competitive
and comparable conditions of sale, in conformity with cus-
tomary commercial practices and net of any applicable stan-
dard discounts. Only prices providing a valid basis of com-
parison are to be used, and PSI companies shall not rely
on the price of goods offered for export to different coun-
tries of importation to arbitrarily impose the lowest price.
PSI companies must establish specific appeals procedures
and inform exporters of them.
PSI companies can establish thresholds below which goods
are inspected only if they are split consignments or in
exceptional circumstances.

Source: P. Low, Preshipment Inspection Services, World Bank Discussion Paper No. 278 (Washing-
ton: World Bank ,1995).
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GATT, but it is something approximating it. Third, the PSI agreement
states that goods should generally be inspected in the country of ex-
port rather than the country of manufacture, and, fourth, that in-
spection should be designed to discover whether the goods meet
standards that have been agreed between the seller and the buyer. A
fifth requirement is an obligation to have transparency in PSI prac-
tices; that is, to ensure that the laws, regulations, inspection proce-
dures, and so on, are all published. Sixth, there is provision for the
protection of confidential information. This means that PSI compa-
nies are committed not to ask for information that is not pertinent to
their contracted duties, and that they are responsible for the mainte-
nance of the confidentiality of the information they are given. Sev-
enth, there are procedures for handling conflicts of interest within the
PSI companies. Eighth, to counter delays, there are agreed inspection
dates, and a commitment that the report by the preshipment inspec-
tion company will be made within five days of its receiving the final
paperwork. For exporters, a critical part of the agreement concerns
methods of price verification. The agreement states that the price
comparison should be for identical or similar goods offered for ex-
port from the same country of exportation at or about the same time,
under competitive and comparable conditions of sale, in conformity
with customary commercial practices. In other words, price verifica-
tion is very narrow. The PSI companies cannot be asked to find the
lowest knockdown price that some other country is selling to some
other partner. The comparison has to be pretty much specific to the
contract that is being reviewed in terms of timing and size, for ex-
ample. Finally, there is now an appeals procedure and a brief adden-
dum about a derogation. Countries can set consignment size thresh-
olds below which there will not be inspections unless there are
suspicious circumstances.

Does the agreement match the aspirations of the proponents and
critics of PSI? Fairly well. It is true that delays will probably still con-
tinue somewhat and that there will still be costs to permitting the pre-
shipment inspection. But according to work done by the U.S. Inter-
national Trade Commission (USITC) these costs are not generally
very large. On the positive side, the appeals procedure, the protection
of confidential information, the transparency, and the agreement over
standards are all steps forward. In addition, discrimination is now
explicitly forbidden and price validation must be "relevant" as well
as honest. So, all told, the agreement largely meets the industrial
countries' concerns. On the other side, the developing countries now
have recognized rights to undertake preshipment inspection that
was, for them, an important goal in the negotiations.
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Figure 1. Erosion of Preferences

Preference Erosion
Figure 1 demonstrates one important point about preferences. When

one is talking about trade policy, at least in some rather loose sense,
trade creation (imports replacing costly domestic outputs) is a good
thing and trade diversion (preferred imports displacing cheap imports
from nonpreferred sources) is a bad thing. Tariff preferences divert trade:
they shift trade from the lowest-cost supplier to a less low-cost sup-
plier. When preferences are eroded, we are essentially undoing that
trade diversion. Trade moves back toward the sort of pattern that it
would have had under free trade. This is an important perspective on
the erosion of preferences. Preferences are, on the whole, distortionary
They may benefit the recipients of the preferences, but in terms of
world welfare, they are not smart policy.

Figure 1 applies to the market for a particular good and has prices on
the vertical axis and quantities on the horizontal axis. I represents the
demand for imports by the curve (Dd - Sd) domestic demand minus do-
mestic supply. That is, imports are what you need to buy from the rest
of the world when your domestic suppliers have satisfied the part of
domestic demand that they are willing to meet at the ruling price. I as-
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sumes that the rest of the world comprises two parts. First, a very large
part that can supply any amount of the good, at least so far as this mar-
ket is concerned, at a fixed price, Pw, the world price. Second, there is a
small preference-receiving country whose supply curve to the market
is Sp. It slopes up to show that higher quantities can be obtained only
in return for higher costs (higher prices). The case I have in mind is of
a good that the EU is buying from the rest of the world, but on which
it gives preferences, say, to the small ACP countries.

Imagine that we start off with an initial tariff that everybody
pays. I have called tT the Tokyo Round tariff before preferences were
granted. The world price is Pw, and so the internal price in our market
is (Pw + tT). At this price, the demand for imports is MT. But how much
of this is imported from the ACP countries? That depends on the price
they receive when they sell. This is PW, the world price, because in
order to sell in the internal market at (Pw + tT) they get Pw and the gov-
ernment gets tT. The ACP supply curve tells us how much they will
supply at Pw; and I have called that amount Amfn. The remaining im-
ports (MT - Amfn) come from the rest of the world.

Now let us give the ACP preferences, so that they no longer have to
pay the tariff. When the good sells at Pw + tT internally, all of that
amount passes back to the ACP exporter: the government does not
take a cut anymore. Now that the ACP countries face price (Pw + tT)
they are happy to produce some more, and so they expand their sales
to A T . The total amount of imports and the internal price are exactly
the same, as before: the latter is still (Pw + tT) because, on the margin,
supplies still come from the rest of the world (ACP cannot meet the
whole demand for imports) and if the price is the same, so is demand.
All that has happened is that we have moved from MT - Amfn being
supplied by the rest of the world, and Amfn being supplied by the ACP
countries, to a smaller supply from the rest of the world (MT - AT) and
a larger supply by ACP (AT). That is trade diversion. It is wasting real
resources so far as the world is concerned, because the rest of the
world can produce this good at cost Pw but it costs the ACP countries
more than that to produce units beyond Amfn. Trade of (AT - Amfn) is di-
verted and the lost welfare is area IJK—the sums of the amounts by
which ACP costs exceed world costs for the units between Amfn and
AT- NOW let us have the Uruguay Round and reduce the MFN tariff to
tu. The internal price falls to (Pw + tu) and the demand for imports ex-
pands. But the fall in internal price also reduces the price that the ACP
suppliers receive. Hence they cut back, moving sales from AT to Au.
They get a lower price from the EU market because there is less pro-
tection and they were previously beneficiaries of EU protection. This
change in exports (AT - Au) is the most obvious consequence of prefer-
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ence erosion. But it is not a cost to the world—just the opposite. In-
stead of paying extra to get the ACP to supply Aj of imports, we now
pay extra only to get them to supply Au. The trade diversion implied
by preferences has gone down.

In addition to the change in the quantity of exports that the ACP
countries send to Europe, they also lose some export revenue. The
price they receive within the EU has fallen, so instead of earning
(Pw + tT) on their exports, they earn only (Pw + tu). This is essentially a
cut in the income transfer they receive from EU preferences. Prefer-
ences essentially allow the preferred exporters to collect the tariff rev-
enue on their exports: when tariffs fall, so do the revenues they collect.

It is important to keep in mind these two effects. Preferences are
usually justified as an incentive for industrialization: that is, the bene-
fits are held to be a result of the quantity changes that preferences in-
duce. They are not usually justified just in terms of a straight income
transfer, for an income transfer to the producers of a particular set of
goods is often held just to encourage them to be inefficient. Thus it is
usually declining exports rather than declining prices that people are
concerned about when they worry about preference erosion.2

I am not keen on preferences as a means of aiding African countries'
development. Nonetheless, should I not be concerned that they might
lose some exports as a result of the Uruguay Round? In fact, not really,
for in the end it turns out that, at least so far as the least developed
countries in Africa are concerned, there are virtually no losses. The fact
is that preferences never were very much use for increasing exports
from most preferred countries. They are subject to very tight rules of
origin. There are considerable exclusions, the United States excludes
textiles and clothing, for instance. There are limits on the amount that
may be sold duty free. Preferences are unilateral concessions that can
be withdrawn by their donors at any time. It turns out that only rela-
tively small proportions of the trade between the OECD countries and
the preference-receiving countries actually qualified for preferential
treatment. Figures from the United Nations Conference on Trade and
Development (UNCTAD) indicate that in 1992 only 18 percent of ex-
ports from GSP-receiving countries to OECD countries qualified for
GSP treatment. Probably an even smaller percentage of them actually
used those preferences, because it required extra paperwork to make
use of them.

2This is rather perverse, for in most cases one suspects that the straight income transfer is
worth more than the profits on the additional exports. Note, it is the profit (surplus) on exports
that affects welfare not the total revenue, because the extra exports incur costs of production.
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Figure 2. Preference Margins for African Exports in EU Markets, by
Exporting Country

All these factors discourage developing country entrepreneurs from
investing to exploit their markets access. The returns are frequently
constrained and almost always too risky. Thus, by and large, prefer-
ences have failed to foster industrialization, and, therefore, if they are
lost, that is not such a disaster.

It is also the case that the margins of preference are generally very
small. For example, within the EU, something like half the imports
from the ACP countries already face a most-favored-nation tariff of
zero. In other words, there is no preference to be had because the MFN
tariff is zero. The WTO Secretariat suggests that of sub-Saharan
Africa's exports to the EU, 56 percent have MFN tariffs of less than 3
percent. And, if you have to fill out a lot of paperwork and bear a lot
of uncertainty just to get a preference of 3 percent, then it is quite un-
likely that you will bother.

Figure 2 presents the average preference margins for all exports to
the EU for the set of least-developed African countries. It is measured
in a slightly unusual way: for example, for three African countries,
the average tariff paid by exporters is between 2 and 1 3/4 percentage
points lower than the average tariff paid by other exporters, for one

©International Monetary Fund. Not for Redistribution



156 L. Alan Winters

country, between 2 and 2 1/4 percentage points lower, and so on. Most
countries get average preference margins of less than 3 percent
within the EU, and these averages are much lower in Japan and the
United States. Four percent is the largest average preference margin
that we came across.

Moreover, when we come to the Uruguay Round, not only are we
talking about small tariff preference margins, but many of the prefer-
ences were offered on agricultural goods for which preferential quan-
titative restrictions are more common. The Uruguay Round protected
most of those rights of preferential access. Indeed, the tariffication
whereby nontariff barriers were converted into tariffs has actually
made duty-free access more valuable in some parts of agriculture, be-
cause "duty-free" did not mean "free of all variable levies." Now that
these have been converted into tariffs, which are then remitted on pre-
ferred exports, the value of preferences is increased. The average re-
duction in the preference margin as a result of the Uruguay Round was
23 percent in the EU, 9 percent in the United States, and 15 percent in
Japan. This means that even for the two most preferred countries, with
average margins exceeding 4 percent, the new average margin is about
3 percent—a loss of competitiveness of about 1 percentage point.

To summarize, preferences never did much in the first place. Lots of
them were not affected by the Uruguay Round; those that were, suf-
fered very small changes. The largest average change you might find
in the rents to exporters is losses of 1/2 of 1 percent of the export
revenue.

When it comes to the quantities, the story is, in fact, even less dra-
matic. Preliminary work in the World Bank has analyzed tariff change
item by item for least-developed countries. This is more straightfor-
ward than for developing countries as a whole because least-devel-
oped countries are generally granted totally duty-free access to OECD
markets and for any amount that they can sell. If we look up the
changes in MFN tariff rates and the volumes of trade occurring in a
base year, and then make some assumptions about elasticities, we can
estimate the effects of the Uruguay Round on trade.

We find that, as a group, the least-developed countries will lose
something like $6 million worth of exports to the EU, and $3 million
worth of exports to Japan, but gain $52 million worth of exports to the
United States. The reason for the last figure is that developing coun-
tries do not receive preferences on textiles and clothing exports to the
United States, and the liberalization of the Multifiber Arrangement
plus the reductions in the United States' MFN tariffs will allow them
to compete more effectively, not against third-country suppliers, but
against U.S. producers.
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For the least developed countries in Africa, we estimate approxi-
mately a $4 million gain in the United States, a $5 million loss in the
EU, and a $6 million loss in Japan. Figure 3 graphs these data in terms
of percentages of total exports, excluding textiles and clothing. It also
estimates the effects of abolishing all preferences. The first two
columns of each block are very small. By far the largest is a loss ap-
proaching 1 percent in Japan, but Japan is a small market for African
countries' exports. The overall loss is on the order of about 1/5 of 1 per-
cent of exports.

One should not rely too much on the precision of these figures, but
the general message is quite clear. Preferences were not doing much
for you. Do not shed too many tears that they have been eroded.

The Multifiber Arrangement
The Multifiber Arrangement, rather like the agricultural prefer-

ences, is essentially a quantitative preference. It has the effect of keep-
ing, say, Korean and Chinese textiles and clothing out of the OECD
markets. That has two effects, each of which rebounded to the advan-
tage of African countries. First, it has opened up market "niches" in the
OECD markets, which African suppliers might be able to fill, and sec-
ond, it has encouraged Hong Kong, Korea, Thailand, and so on, to sell
those goods that they could not sell in the OECD elsewhere, including
African countries.

Abolishing the MFA is going to undo these two effects. It is quite
possibly going to reduce the supply of clothing to African consumers
and hence drive up the prices they face. Second, to the extent that
African producers are selling in OECD countries they will face extra
competition. Work that is being done in the World Bank3 suggests that
there is a policy issue here that needs to be addressed. All such num-
bers are very doubtful, but as far as we can tell, the direct costs of pro-
duction for clothing are rather higher in Africa than they are in some
other low-wage countries—see Figure 4. The message is that the real
problem that African clothing producers face lies in the cost of fabric,
which is the major cost in producing low-quality clothing. This prob-
lem might arise from the efficiency with which the fabric is cut, but
more likely, we suspect, it resides in tariffs and customs procedures,
and so on, for importing the goods.

3T. Biggs, and others, Africa Can Compete! World Bank Discussion Paper No. 278 (Washing-
ton: World Bank, 1994).
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Figure 3. Effect of Uruguay Round on African Exports

Source: Azita Amjadi, and Alexander J. Yeats, Nontariff Barriers Africa Faces: What Did the Uruguay Round Accomplish and What Remains to Be Done?
Policy Research Working Papers 1439 (Washington: World Bank, 1995).
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Against the difficulties that I have just noted one must remember
that the MFA always threatened to put a cap on any successful ex-
porter. The way the MFA worked was, of course, that you had free
trade until you got too good at it, at which point the OECD govern-
ments would suggest negotiating a friendly little quota with you. Just
as I said about preferences, this is no basis for an industrialization
drive. Entrepreneurs will not invest if they think they will be hit as
soon as they get good at something. Thus, by removing this threat, the
abolition of the MFA, albeit somewhat delayed, is going to be a signif-
icant benefit to Africa in the long run.

The critical point to recognize in all this is that the abolition of the
MFA is moving us from a managed market to a market that is free. The
people who benefit from free markets are those who are flexible
enough to expand output. At present, African producers face rather
few actual, as opposed to potential, barriers to clothing exports. In-
deed, they benefit from barriers on other producers and, because of
these, are able to stay in business even if they are allowing difficulties
to emerge in getting decent fabric into the firms where the shirts can
be produced. In the long run, African governments must address these
supply problems not only to expand where the MFA might once have
stopped them, but to hang on to their existing market shares.

Food Prices
A big worry for African countries about the agricultural liberaliza-

tion intended in the Uruguay Round was that by cutting export subsi-
dies, domestic protection in the OECD would drive up the price of
food on world markets. For poor countries that imported a lot of food
this could be serious, and during the Round commentators were talk-
ing about possible increases of 10-15, or even 20 percent in some food
prices. These estimates, however, were predicated on the assumption
that the liberalization of agriculture achieved in the Round would be
at least as deep as foreshadowed in 1991 by Mr. Arthur Dunkel, the
former GATT Director General— namely, 36 percent cuts in protection
levels, 21 percent cuts in quantities of subsidized exports, and 20 per-
cent cuts in domestic support. However, in terms of the erosion of in-
dustrial countries' agricultural protection, the Round was very very
much less successful than that. Agriculture has not been liberalized
very much at all. That is bad news for the world economy and for the
countries that export those goods. It is not, however, bad news for the
countries that import food, because the corollary of weak liberalization
is only small increases in world food prices.
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Figure 4. Direct Cost for the Production of Casual Long Sleeve Shirt

Source: Azita Amjadi, and Alexandr J. Yeats, "Nontariff Barriers Africa Faces: What Did the Uruguay Round Accomplish and What Remains to Be Done?"
Policy Research Working Papers 1439 (Washington: World Bank, 1995).
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Table 3. Terms of Trade Effects of the Uruguay Round

Wheat
Rice
Coarse grain
Sugar
Beef, etc.
Other meat
Coffee
Cocoa
Tea
Oilseeds
Dairy
Other food
Wool
Cotton
Other agriculture

World Prices Index
(1990

1992

166
270

98
187
230

1,128
132
103
188
112

1,661
83

120
88

= 100)
2005

147
267

91
235
280
858
196
147
179
108

1,066
86

146
96

Change in World
Price 1992-2005

(In percent)

-11.45
-1.11
-7.14
25.67
21.74

-23.93
48.48
42.72
-4.79
-3.49

-35.78
3.48

21.67
8.60

Price Change
Due to

Uruguay Round

3.8
-0.9
2.3
1.8
0.6

-0.6
-1.5
-0.7
-1.4
-0.3

1.2
-1.4
-0.9
-1.2
0.8

Source: I. Goldin and D. van der Mensbrugghe, "An Assessment of Economywide and Agricultural
Reforms," Chapter 2 in The Uruguay Round and the Developing Economies, ed. by W. Martin and L.A.
Winters, World Bank Discussion Paper No. 307 (Washington: World Bank, 1995).

Goldin and van der Mensbrugghe4 estimate the effects of the
Uruguay Round on a selection of food prices. Table 3 gives four sets of
figures: the world price in 1992, the World Bank's forecast of prices in
2005, the percentage difference between those two figures, and, finally,
Goldin and van der Mensbrugghe's estimate of the effect of the
Uruguay Round. The Uruguay Round effects are small, both ab-
solutely and relative to what we think was going to happen in prices
anyway.

Table 4 illustrates the effects of these price rises on the Central
African Republic, assuming that quantities do not respond at all. Col-
umn 2 gives the value of net exports of each of the products in 1990 to
1992. Column 3 values these net exports at the prices that we project in
the absence of the Round, and Column 4 repeats this at the prices pro-
jected allowing for the Round. The difference—the effect of the Round
on Central African Republic's food net export bill—is given in column
5. The numbers are tiny: in total, half a million dollars. That is, the

4I. Goldin and D. van der Mensbrugghe, "An Assessment of Economywide and Agricultural
Reforms," Chapter 2 of The Uruguay Round and the Developing Economies, ed. by W. Martin and
L.A. Winters, World Bank Discussion Paper No. 307 (Washington: World Bank 1995).
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Table 4. Effects of World Price Changes Due to Agricultural
Liberalization in the Central African Republic

(In millions of U.S. dollars, unless otherwise noted)

Commodity

Wheat
Rice
Coarse grain
Sugar
Beef, etc.
Other meat
Coffee
Cocoa
Tea
Oilseeds
Dairy
Other food
Wool
Cotton
Other agriculture
Total agriculture
GDP (1990-92)
Net loss relative

to GDP

Predicted
Price Change
from Round
(In percent)

3.8
-0.9
2.3
1.8
0.6

-0.6
-1.5
-0.7
-1.4
-0.3

1.2
-1.4
-0.9
-1.2
0.8

1,305

-0.039

Source: World Bank calculations.
- 2002.00

Value
of Net
Exports
1990-92

-6.41
-2.65
-0.07
-3.47
-0.10
-0.90

6.02
-0.20
-0.02
0.00

-2.92
-5.90
0.00

13.20
1.97

-1.45

Value of Net
Exports

(No Round)
2002

-5.47
-2.64
-0.06
-4.29
-0.13
-0.69
9.07

-0.28
-0.02
0.00

-1.85
-6.19
0.00

16.26
2.12

5.83

Value of Net
Exports

(With Round)
2002

-5.67
-2.62
-0.07
-4.36
-0.13
-0.69
8.93

-0.28
-0.02
0.00

-1.87
-6.10
0.00

16.06
2.14

5.32

Terms
of Trade
Effects1

-0.21
0.02
0.00

-0.08
0.00
0.00

-0.14
0.00
0.00
0.00

-0.02
0.09
0.00

-0.20
0.02

-0.51

Uruguay Round will worsen Central African Republic's terms of trade
for food by $0.5 million, or 0.039 percent of GDP.

The cost of the agricultural liberalization to the Central African Re-
public is around four ten-thousandths of the GDP. It is real. If you took
four ten-thousandths of GDP away from me I would feel pretty ag-
grieved. But it is by any standard small: much smaller than all the
other things that are happening to the economy, and small enough that
if only one gets one's own policy right by improving small things, like
customs administration or the distribution of the agricultural inputs,
one could easily offset it.

Table 5 repeats this exercise for every net food importer among the
least-developed countries in Africa. The figures are small throughout.
For example, Egypt, is estimated to lose 11-thousandths of GDP. To be
sure, this is a real cost, not a transitional one, in the sense that it will
not go away by itself. But it is a small cost, a small shock, that it is eas-
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Table 5. Estimates of the Effects of the Uruguay Round on Net
Food Importers' Terms of Trade

(In millions of U.S. dollars, unless otherwise noted)

Countries

Central African
Republic

Comoros
Egypt
Equatorial Guinea
Ethiopia
Gambia
Guinea
Mauritania
Mozambique
Niger
Sao Tome and

Principe
Somalia
Togo
Yemen
Zaire
Zambia

Source: World Bank
1Q'P(WR)-Q'P(NR)

Value
of Net
Exports

(1990-92)

-1.45
-4.81

-2,359.30
-10.42
-54.23
-72.82
-17.74

-101.67
-179.75

-56.12

-3.13
-52.19

-1.50
-746.95

-98.71
-36.19

calculations.
- 2 0 0 2

Value
of Net
Exports

(No Round)
2002

5.83
1.96

-2,252.93
-7.95
32.23

-75.56
-17.02
-93.76

-165.03
-55.13

-1.90
-46.91
24.29

-727.52
-49.80
-28.60

Terms
of Trade
Effects1

-0.51
-0.17

-40.24
-0.10
-3.31
-0.54
0.01

-1.25
-1.26
-1.46

-0.08
-0.94
-1.71
-8.85
-1.69
-0.92

GDP
1990-92

1,305
249

34,583
141

6,445
337
229

1,114
1,387
2,384

48
917

1,604
8,595
8,769
3,286

Net Gain/Loss
in 2002 Relative

to GDP in
1990-92

(In percent)

-0.039
-0.070
-0.116
-0.071
-0.051
-0.160
0.003

-0.112
-0.091
-0.061

-0.161
-0.102
-0.107
-0.103
-0.019
-0.028

ily handled by better economic management; it is a very very small
shock in a rather noisy system.

What conclusions do I draw from this? I do not say that we need not
worry about these numbers, but I do conclude that to put effort into
seeking compensation for it is a waste of time. Everybody suffers
shocks of this size in the course of everyday economic life. The answer
is to offset them through the benefits of liberalizing your own markets
and domestic policy stances.

Conclusion
This paper has considered briefly four aspects of the outcome of the

Uruguay Round of interest to sub-Saharan Africa. The first represents
a clarification of the trading rules—on preshipment inspection—that
Africans had desired. The remainder comprise two areas where the
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costs to Africa were much less than feared—preference erosion and
food prices—and one that laid longer-term gains against shorter-term
competitive pressure. What is conspicuously missing is any unam-
biguous gains. The reason is that African countries generally stayed on
the margins of the Uruguay Round's main business—exchanging mar-
ket-liberalizing concessions. The Africans had relatively little to gain
from other countries' concessions, for they already have fairly good ac-
cess to OECD markets, but they had large amounts to gain from liber-
alizing their own markets for imports. That they generally chose not to
reap these gains sets them apart from very many other developing
countries. Thus, while the Uruguay Round represents something of a
shot in the arm for many developing countries, for most African coun-
tries it represents more of a self-inflicted shot in the foot.
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Frieder Roessler

The architects of the postwar international economic order had fore-
seen the creation of three institutions: the International Monetary Fund
(IMF), the World Bank, and the International Trade Organization
(ITO). The IMF and the World Bank were established, but the ITO
never came into existence. All that remained of the ITO was its chap-
ter on commercial policy, which entered into effect for 23 countries in
1947 as the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT).

The Need for the World Trade Organization
The GATT was originally conceived as a provisional agreement to be

reconsidered upon the establishment of the ITO. As a result, the origi-
nal text of the GATT does not contain a complete institutional design.
Over time, however, the GATT acquired many of the attributes of such
an organization. On the basis of a general clause providing for the con-
tracting parties to "meet from time to time to give effect to those pro-
visions of this Agreement which involve joint action,"1 the GATT con-
tracting parties developed organs through which to act, concluded
treaties with sovereign governments (e.g., protocols of accession), and
acquired the services of a Secretariat.

Since the GATT already functioned as an international trade organi-
zation, why did the Uruguay Round negotiators consider it necessary
to create a new organization to replace the GATT? Having successfully
overseen the Uruguay Round, why was the GATT not entrusted with
the management of the results of this Round?

The answers to these questions are to be found in the lessons the ne-
gotiators learned from previous rounds. Prior to the Tokyo Round, the
major result of multilateral trade negotiations was the lowering of tar-
iffs undertaken by participants, mainly the major traders, whose ben-
efits were extended to all contracting parties under the GATT obliga-

1Article XXV(l) of the GATT.
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tion to accord most-favored-nation treatment. In addition to such tar-
iff commitments, the Tokyo Round produced a set of agreements gov-
erning the use of nontariff measures. These agreements were separate
from the GATT, whose contracting parties were under no legal obliga-
tion to sign them. Fewer than one-third of GATT contracting parties
accepted these agreements, and most developing countries chose not
to.2 This experience raised serious questions about the GATT's ability
to adapt to new needs by simply adding to its legal system new agree-
ments among which each contracting party can choose.

More generally, the experience of the Tokyo Round reinforced the
perception among trade policymakers that the operation of the MFN
clause made it more difficult to achieve results in multilateral trade ne-
gotiations. While the MFN clause had a trade-liberalizing effect since
new market access opportunities were made available to all exporters,
the automatic extension of these benefits reduced the capacity of gov-
ernments to make liberalization commitments. Since a country's ex-
porters could reap these benefits irrespective of their government's
trade policies, there was little leverage that could be applied on pro-
tectionist lobbies to argue in favor of domestic liberalization.

To resolve this dilemma, the Uruguay Round negotiators decided to
make the benefits of the multilateral trading system available only to
those who accepted the totality of the results of the round as a "single
undertaking," replacing all previous undertakings. This new treaty
would be presented to GATT contracting parties on a "take-it-or-leave-
it" basis. The management of the single undertaking could not, how-
ever, be entrusted to an organization—the GATT—whose members
were not bound by the new rules. If the substantive rights and obliga-
tions under the GATT were to be replaced, the GATT as an institution
had to be replaced as well. These considerations gave rise to the cre-
ation of the WTO.

Structure of the Agreement Establishing the WTO
The Agreement Establishing the WTO is a short one, containing just

16 articles. These provide for the establishment of an organization, at-
tribute certain competencies to that organization, and set out its insti-
tutional and procedural structure. Attached to the Agreement are the
substantive results of the Uruguay Round in the form of "annexes";

2A decision of the GATT's contracting parties in 1980 confirmed that contracting parties im-
plementing the Tokyo Round Agreements were required to extend the treatment provided
therein even to contracting parties that had not signed them.
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Annex 1 covers the multilateral trade agreements in the areas of goods
(1A), services (1B), and intellectual property (1C); Annex 2 covers the
dispute settlement procedures; Annex 3 covers the trade policy review
mechanism; and Annex 4 covers the plurilateral agreements on gov-
ernment procurement, civil aircraft, dairy, and meat.3

The tasks of the WTO include overseeing the implementation of the
agreements reached in the Uruguay Round, the administration of the
dispute settlement procedures and the trade policy review mecha-
nism, and cooperation with the IMF and World Bank. The WTO's
supreme organ is the Ministerial Conference, composed of representa-
tives of all member governments. The Conference is required to meet
at least once every two years; the first such meeting is scheduled to
take place in Singapore at the end of 1996. In between meetings of the
Ministerial Conference, its functions are carried out by the General
Council.

The General Council convenes as the General Council or as the Dis-
pute Settlement Body or as the Trade Policy Review Body. Under the
General Council are the three specialized councils overseeing the mul-
tilateral agreements in the area of goods, services, and intellectual
property protection. In addition, the Agreement Establishing the WTO
provides for three committees—already in existence under the GATT
1947—to cover Trade and Development, Balance of Payments Restric-
tions, and Budget, Finance, and Administration. The institutional
structure of the WTO is serviced by a Secretariat headed by a Director-
General.

The Ministerial Conference and General Council have the authority
to make decisions on all matters not specifically assigned to other or-
gans of the WTO. The governing body of the WTO may also take de-
cisions on any matter assigned to a subsidiary organ at the request of
a WTO Member. This ensures that matters that cannot be resolved in
their assigned forum are passed on to a higher level; at the same time,
the principle of subsidiarity is respected in order to prevent the higher-
level body from interfering with the functions assigned to the lower-
level body.

The Agreement Establishing the WTO states that the practice of de-
cision making by consensus under GATT 1947 shall be continued in
the WTO. This provision does not, however, imply that consensus is
necessary for decisions to be made in the WTO; it simply states that re-
course to voting should be avoided whenever possible. When a con-

3The plurilateral agreements are binding only on those WTO members that have accepted
them. The "single-undertaking" approach thus does not apply to the plurilateral agreements.
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sensus cannot be reached, the agreements contain rules for decisions
by vote on the basis of one vote per country.4 Waivers, for instance, re-
quire approval by at least three-fourths of the members.

Of particular significance in the WTO's decision-making rules is the
fact that amendments to the WTO Agreement that change the sub-
stantive rights and obligations of its members are binding only on
states that have accepted them.5 This aspect of the WTO means that no
new policy obligation can be imposed on a WTO member without its
consent. This feature leaves the WTO in a very similar position to the
GATT in the Tokyo Round with respect to achieving multilateral ac-
ceptance of the agreements reached in future rounds of negotiations:
new agreements reached under the auspices of the WTO will be bind-
ing only on those countries that have accepted them. It is therefore
likely that trade negotiators will find it necessary to end a major future
round of negotiations with a new "single undertaking" replacing that
of the WTO.

Legal Issues in the Transition from the GATT
to the WTO

Annex 1A of the Agreement Establishing the WTO incorporates the
GATT and the legal instruments and decisions adopted by the con-
tracting parties up until January 1, 1995, the date of the entry into force
of the WTO. The GATT and the legal instruments and decisions
adopted under it, as well as six understandings on GATT provisions
negotiated during the Uruguay Round, and the Uruguay Round pro-
tocol on market access are referred to as "GATT 1994" in the WTO
Agreement.

The WTO is, however, legally distinct from the existing GATT, re-
ferred to as "GATT 1947." The old GATT will remain in existence until
the end of 1995 in order to permit its contracting parties to finalize the
domestic ratification of the WTO Agreement and become WTO mem-
bers. Those contracting parties that have not become WTO members
by the end of 1995 will then be left without the protection of the mul-
tilateral trading rules. Fortunately, most of the GATT contracting par-

4The European Community is a WTO member, as are its member states, reflecting their
shared competence in the areas covered by the WTO Agreement. When the European Com-
munity exercises its right to vote, it has the number of votes equal to the number of member
states that are members of the WTO.

5Amendments that do not alter the rights and obligations of members, such as in the proce-
dures, are binding on all members, including those voting against.
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ties have already ratified the WTO Agreement within a surprisingly
short period of time.

The legal coexistence of GATT 1947 and the WTO is not without its
problems. Since the WTO incorporates the GATT, it also incorporates
the GATT's cornerstone principle of nondiscrimination. Since the MFN
clause requires the benefits of trade negotiations to be extended to all
contracting parties without conditions, it would therefore have re-
quired WTO members to extend benefits in the goods area even to
GATT contracting parties that had not become WTO members. Over-
coming this possibility of "free-riding" was the reason for the creation
of the WTO; at the same time, a period of legal coexistence was re-
quired to permit the completion of domestic ratification. To overcome
this problem, the GATT contracting parties decided to accord each
other a waiver permitting the withdrawal of WTO benefits from non-
WTO members.

Another issue raised by the legal coexistence of GATT 1947 and the
WTO is the different scope of rights and obligations in the area of trade
in goods under these two instruments. For instance, the WTO Agree-
ment provides for the phase-out of import and export restrictions af-
fecting trade in textiles and clothing that are illegal under GATT 1947.
Similarly, the tariffication of import restraints affecting agricultural
products has required the lifting of tariff rates subject to bindings in
previous GATT negotiating rounds. While the overall purpose of these
WTO provisions is a laudable one—to permit the liberalization of
trade in textiles and clothing and in agricultural products—their effect
is to provide a legal cover for some measures that are illegal under
GATT 1947. To overcome this dilemma, GATT contracting parties de-
cided to grant a waiver permitting contracting parties to take those
measures that they are permitted to take under the WTO Agreement.

A third problem that was identified for the transition from the GATT
to the WTO was the potential for disputes to be brought separately
under each forum, a form of double jeopardy. Here, the contracting
parties decided that rights under the GATT dispute settlement system
would not be available if a dispute was already being pursued under
the WTO.

Conclusion
The WTO has been described as an enormous change in the institu-

tional framework for international economic relations. However, to a
large extent, the WTO represents a formalization of the practices that
emerged under the GATT. This continuity is evident in the area of de-
cision making, but also in other areas. For instance, the WTO has taken
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over as its own the staff of the GATT Secretariat and has adopted the
same financial regulations.

The major change the WTO represents is the unification of all trade
policy and trade-related matters under a single institutional frame-
work. The multitier multilateral trade order that emerged from the
Tokyo Round, under which different contracting parties were bound
by different rules, has been replaced by an order under which, in prin-
ciple, the same rules apply to all. Subject matters that were linked in
the negotiations have now been legally linked as a balance of rights
and obligations across goods, services, and intellectual property pro-
tection. Violations of the rules in one area can now be responded to by
suspensions of obligations in another area. This is likely to raise the is-
sues arising in the WTO to higher political levels and foster decision
making less influenced by sectoral interests.

This unification of subject matters will have a profound impact on
the manner in which governments decide trade policies. Each action
taken, each position adopted, and each noncompliance contemplated
will now be viewed not only in the light of the constellation of inter-
ests in one particular area but in the light of the interest of the system
as a whole. This in turn is likely to raise the issues arising under the
WTO to a higher political level and foster decision making less influ-
enced by narrow sectoral interests. The historical significance of the
WTO Agreement may therefore lie not so much in the institutional
changes it brings about but in the integrated trade order and decision-
making procedures it makes possible.
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Comment

Ellen Frost

When the GATT was created in 1947-48, its scope was more or less
limited to things that happened at the border, namely, tariffs and quo-
tas. Over time there has been an expansion of the scope of trade rules,
and each new topic added to the trade agenda has required a fairly
lengthy period of time before it was ready for formal negotiations. So
fifteen or twenty years ago in the OECD there were discussions about
services, and there were discussions about intellectual property pro-
tection. In each case people said, "Oh no, too vague, you cannot possi-
bly discuss this." Today we have agreements in both areas. So the top-
ics I am going to talk about are not necessarily ready for discussion in
the WTO; in fact, most of them are not. But I think in a historical con-
text they are coming to our agenda. The expansion of the scope of
trade rules has received a sudden new emphasis, a twofold stimulus.

The first is, of course, the so-called globalization of business. What
does that mean? Everyone talks about it. It means typically that com-
panies locate their activities in a number of countries; they may pro-
duce one part in one country and another component somewhere else,
and assemble somewhere else, and they may add services from the
United States. They do all of this for a global market. Clearly, the old
paradigm of products made in one country, put on a ship, and shipped
to another country is very much out of date. Nowadays, how compa-
nies compete against each other depends a lot on the domestic policies
of those countries in which they are located. So domestic policies have
become more important from the perspective of globalization.

Second, thanks to the Uruguay Round, tariffs and quotas have been
diminishing considerably, exposing domestic policies as occupying a
more central place. So there is a kind of government reason and a pri-
vate sector reason why these new agenda items are surfacing. Charac-
teristically, the United States and the developed countries have been
relatively more in the lead in formulating this new agenda. It is not
surprising in that their companies tend to be the most active in over-
seas markets, but in some cases, we are joined by a number of the dy-
namic developing countries as well.

We have in the United States a particular dynamic that is pushing us
to explore these new issues. We measured trade as a percentage of
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GNP, in 1994 exports, imports, and earnings on investment, that is, the
current account minus unilateral transfers, and found that it is equiv-
alent to 27 percent of our GNP, up from 13 percent in 1970. So there has
been in the last twenty-five years a doubling of the world trade in our
economy. There is no going backwards for us as a country, and that is
why I think that despite individual pressure groups the momentum is
in the direction of market opening.

What is the best way to carry out the new agenda? In terms of
process and location I might say a quick word about the OECD. As you
know, the OECD is a forum where issues can be "cooked," so to speak,
in advance of negotiations, where consensus can be formed, where
principles can be devised, and then an issue can be turned over for
more formal negotiation. The obvious limitation of the OECD to date
has been its industrial country nature: it consists of 25 countries, of
which only two are not classified as industrial: Mexico and the Czech
Republic.

The OECD has recently entered into dialogues with so-called dy-
namic nonmember economies including Brazil, Singapore, Korea, and
most recently China. It still remains valuable as a place to discuss
emerging trade issues.

If you look at the new issues you can divide them crudely into "old"
new issues and "new" new issues. I want to spend more time on the
"new" new issues. But let me just quickly list the "old" ones. By old
new issues I mean post-Uruguay Round issues that are left over from
the Uruguay Round, but they are not new in a conceptual sense. The
main ones are investment and services, including financial services,
telecommunications, and audiovisual.

In this new world economy, investment is now integrated very
closely with trade. Far from exporting jobs, we find that investment is
linked closely to the export of goods and is a net driver of global trade.
In the United States, we find that investment overseas is linked posi-
tively with investment in this country and responds to new opportu-
nities. It is a net job creator. It is likely that at the OECD Ministerial in
May 1995 negotiations will be launched on a so-called Multilateral
Agreement on Investment (MAI), trying to raise standards above and
beyond what was negotiated in the Uruguay Round. This will be an
exciting opportunity for OECD members and nonmembers alike—to
aim a little bit higher than the agreement on trade-related investment
measures (TRIMs) that was negotiated during the Uruguay Round.

Services is a very dynamically growing sector of world trade. I have
read predictions that by 2005 trade in services could actually exceed
trade in goods, considering the explosive growth of the travel and
tourist business, not to mention insurance and accounting, and all the
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other kinds of services. In the United States, the export of services is
equivalent to about 40 percent of the export of goods and is growing
very dynamically. I think we are going to see services catching up to
merchandise exports rather quickly. The second biggest service ex-
porter after the United States is France. Besides the United States and
France, a number of countries have an interest in raising standards for
service exports.

Another old new issue is standards. This has been touched on
briefly in other presentations. The challenge is to harmonize or at least
allow for some sort of mutual recognition of standards and conformity
assessment and the like. A lot of trade in a nitty-gritty sense is bound
up with standards.

But I want to devote a little more time to the so-called new new is-
sues, many of which are not very new after all, but in a negotiating
sense they are. I want to touch very quickly on five: environment, tech-
nology policy, competition policy, regulatory issues, and labor
standards.

Trade and the environment is an issue that is here to stay, whether
we like it or not. That is to say, there are a number of instances in which
a country has acted unilaterally in the name of protecting the environ-
ment. The European Union has its problems with leghold traps and
animal rights. We have imposed trade restrictions on particular coun-
tries for certain environmental reasons. You can look at the environ-
ment initiative in the WTO as an opportunity to step back from this
growing unilateralism and try to reach some sort of broad consensus
on how to address environmental problems outside of your jurisdic-
tion, such as what happens when the trade provisions of an environ-
ment agreement conflict with the rights of membership in the WTO. It
is a very long-term effort; a working group has been created in the
WTO. I understand the concern of many in this group that there are
protectionist forces at work here. Of course, one cannot deny that there
are protectionist forces in the environmental community. But it is cer-
tainly the intent of most of the serious governments involved in this
issue to try to devise some sort of broad framework for reconciling
these different imperatives.

Technology policy does not arise in a single way. Sometimes it pops
up as a research and development issue—denying a foreign company
access to research and development, for example. The one rather new
manifestation of technology policy as a trade issue is biotechnology,
genetically modified organisms. In shorthand, we ask ourselves,
"When is a tomato not a tomato?" In other words, at what point when
you add a gene to a tomato does it cease to be a tomato and become
subject to some special regulation that can easily lead to protection?
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This could be a major issue in agricultural trade, especially between
the United States and Europe. So there is a range of issues here that
arise because governments realize that knowledge and technology are
competitive advantages and they try through various means to subsi-
dize technology development. That is why we have rules on subsidies
and why we try to limit support in this area to basic research. But it is
an issue that deserves a little more attention.

Next is the cluster of regulatory issues, broadly speaking. Excessive
regulation can be a barrier to market access for a number of reasons.
Sometimes the regulations are not open, so one solution is trans-
parency. Sometimes the regulations lend themselves to bribery, a seri-
ous problem, so there is a need to discuss anticorruption measures.
Again, transparency is one possible solution. Privatization is, of
course, also helpful. Then there is the issue of good governance: how
do corporations run themselves, how do governments run themselves,
and how can we strike the right balance between the governments'
need to regulate for purposes of protecting society on the one hand,
and on the other hand opening their markets as fully as possible? We
see the deregulation debate rather strongly developed now in Japan,
where it is estimated that a combination of deregulation and open
trade policies could cut consumer costs by as much as 50 percent.
There are a number of estimates, but in general there is no real dis-
agreement between American and Japanese experts on the costs of ex-
cessive regulations. The problem is the familiar "iron triangle" of reg-
ulated industries, members of parliament, and members of the
bureaucracy that engage in regulations. And that so-called iron trian-
gle is by no means unique to Japan; we have it here as well.

Regulation is a very significant topic, but once again the trading sys-
tem right now is not particularly well designed to handle it. There is
often criticism of the United States for its use of Section 301 or other
unilateral measures. In the case of Japan, we find that some of the bar-
riers that are very real do not lend themselves to WTO dispute settle-
ment cases, because those particular practices are not named in the
WTO as being actionable. So regulatory barriers to market access are a
problem that I think requires a lot of thought.

Competition policy is, of course, closely related to the deregulation
that I have just spoken about. In some ways competition policy is a
paradigm for the future of the trading system as a whole. That is to
say, in this model of the global economy that I have been sketching, the
healthiest outcome, and the one that is best for both national welfare
and consumer welfare, is competition. Here we are talking about
something a little broader than just antitrust in the legal sense. This
makes lawyers nervous, but from a trade policy perspective we do not
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look just at antitrust and subpoena powers and access to proprietary
data. We look more broadly on anticompetitive behavior with trade ef-
fects, anticompetitive behavior that has the effect of restricting market
access.

The Uruguay Round agreements call for a review of "investment
and competition policy" within five years. It is not too early to think
about this now. In the United States, we do not have a consensus be-
tween our various government departments in this area, and we are
somewhat handicapped in that respect. But other governments—I am
thinking of Canada, for example—are really ahead of us both in think-
ing this topic through and promoting it. Clearly, competition policy is
the long-run solution to antidumping. If you look at the Australia-
New Zealand experience, if you look at the European Union, a long-
run solution to the antidumping problem is to establish common com-
petition policies, and that is the main reason why it is going to become
so important. We are all very busy filing antidumping cases against
each other in a downward spiral. In the North American Free Trade
Agreement we are supposed to have a free trade agreement, but
Canada and the United States continue to file antidumping cases
against each other, which is really not sustainable in the long run. So
there are lots of reasons why competition policy is really by far the
most important of the various issues that I have named.

Last, but not least, is an issue I think has been exaggerated in im-
portance, certainly exaggerated emotionally, and that is the labor stan-
dards question. I disagree with Mr. Blackhurst that this issue is a threat
to the developing country workforce. If you formulate the issue in a
certain way, that is correct. If you say the purpose of this initiative is to
invoke sanctions against countries with lower wages, that is right; I
would be the first to admit that. But that is not the intention. The in-
tention is, in the case of the United States anyway, to build political
support for the trading system. That may seem strange, but this mo-
tive has been around for a long time. Recall that the issue of trade and
labor standards has been with us ever since the International Labour
Organization (ILO) was formed in 1918.

One of our problems in the United States is that there is a wide-
spread perception that other countries are somehow unfair. In our
public debate we have a great deal of difficulty with this particular
mood. We would like to be able to resist the worst forms of protec-
tionism by pointing to a broad multilateral consensus on how to han-
dle trade and labor standards. To the extent that there is any formal
discussion of this topic, the internationally recognized labor standards
at issue are limited to freedom of association, the right to organize and
bargain collectively, a minimum age for the employment of children

©International Monetary Fund. Not for Redistribution



1 76 Ellen Frost

(what that age is, what a child is, is not defined), and freedom from
forced or compulsory labor, which is already in the GATT. Nowhere is
there a discussion of the existence of low wages in the proposals that I
am familiar with. There is also a very widespread acceptance that
labor standards must depend on the level of development of a
country.

Even so, trade and labor standards is a very sticky and somewhat
dangerous topic. Again, like the environment, there are clearly protec-
tionist forces on the political scene, but to put it bluntly, we Americans
do not need labor standards to be protectionist. If we wanted to be pro-
tectionist, we have lots of ways of being protectionist, and lots of tools.
We do not need this. Protectionism is really not our motive in raising
this complicated issue. The consensus system remains in effect. There
is no way that any country is going to force this issue down the throats
of anyone else.

I would like to raise a distinction here that has not gotten attention
in the debate, but I think it should. Speaking personally, I think there
is a very important and basic distinction between low labor standards
that result from low productivity and poverty, on the one hand, and,
on the other hand, the deliberate suspension of basic labor laws in an
export-processing zone. To my mind that is a very big difference.
Those developing countries that are trying sincerely to raise their labor
standards, because they want to create a middle class and create de-
cent working conditions, have a reason to be concerned about a delib-
erate suspension of labor standards in an export-processing zone in a
competing country. That suspension could have a trade-diverting or
investment-diverting effect. So we look at the labor standards issue not
in macro terms, because I do not think there is any evidence that it re-
ally affects the overall levels of trade, but in terms of certain industries,
where it can be a trade-distorting factor. Should there not be some dis-
cussion of this? Should there not be some effort to prevent the com-
petitive downward spiraling of labor standards by a particular gov-
ernment or two that are deliberately trying to distort trade and
investment? And if there were such a consensus to develop—and per-
haps it cannot be even discussed in the WTO for a long time—would
it not make it easier for us as trading nations to resist the most protec-
tionist voices, especially from our unions? We see the issue in that pro-
market, pro-trade context, and we are talking about internationally
recognized labor standards, not U.S. standards. We are talking very
broadly about some minimal set of core standards that most of these
countries have subscribed to in the form of the ILO conventions, one
way or the other. Can it be abused in the future for protectionist pur-
poses? Sure, just like a lot of things. But to keep it off the agenda en-
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tirely just makes it more difficult for us to deal with this very emo-
tional problem.

There may be other issues that you would like to suggest, but envi-
ronment, technology, competition policy, regulation and labor stan-
dards would be the five that we think of as the so-called new new is-
sues. We see a rather long period of time required to discuss these
issues and build a consensus. We encourage all of you to try to take
part in the debate about post-Uruguay Round issues earlier rather
than later, to get in on the ground floor if you can with the concerns
that you have. Some of you have sectors in your economy that have be-
come very modern very fast, even if the overall level of development
is still relatively low, so you can jump ahead a generation or two con-
ceptually and help us think through these particular issues.

©International Monetary Fund. Not for Redistribution



Comment

Grant Taplin

I would like to speak about the role of the Fund in the post-Uruguay
Round agenda. These are more my personal views than official views.

The papers of Roessler and Frost are very interesting and cover a
wide area. Frost has given us an extensive list of trade policy areas that
emerged during the Uruguay Round negotiations, many of which un-
doubtedly will spill over in due course into the World Trade Organi-
zation. Which ones the WTO will pick up and when, and how they will
be shared with other agencies, will be determined in large measure by
political forces.

To repeat some of what has been said, the areas appear to be trade
and trade-related agenda including environmental issues, competition
issues, investment policy, technology policy, and free trade agree-
ments. All of these are correctly advanced under the umbrella of glob-
alization. 1 would like to pick up the discussion and comment on labor
standards, as well as two more closely Fund-related issues, namely,
capital flows and policy coherence.

Labor standards and trade liberalization. The issue of linkages between
labor standards and trade liberalization falls outside the direct man-
date of the Fund, but how it unfolds and whether or not it becomes
subject to internationally agreed disciplines will undoubtedly have an
impact on trade and investment, and therefore the balance of pay-
ments and growth prospects of Fund member countries. It should be
noted that this is a highly political issue being pressed by a number of
major players in the multilateral trading system and being strongly re-
sisted especially, but not exclusively, by developing countries. Even
those that are resisting trade-labor standards linkages are also arguing
that the WTO should not be engaged to enforce labor standards; that
this is the rightful domain of the ILO, but this raises questions about
the strength of ILO enforcement instruments. The debate is further
complicated by disagreement over whether countries with low wage
rates and minimal labor standards do actually have competitive ad-
vantages. Lastly, the debate is murky as to what comprises "core" labor
standards—those that should be respected as a minimum. In fact, some
labor standards identified by some as core ones are actually human
rights standards. But, then this would lead to a new trend of thought—
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which actually has emerged—linking trade concessions to respect for
fundamental human rights—economic, social, and cultural rights, in-
cluding the right to development, and political rights. Some major
players already link GSP privileges to human rights and labor issues.
Thus one can ask if this is not an overload of the trade policy agenda.

Capital flows. As has already been noted, trade and investment are on
the trade policy agenda. In concrete terms, this is reflected in the
Agreement on Trade-Related Investment Measures. Of course, this is
not a new item on the international agenda—after all the OECD Code
of Liberalization of Capital Movements was adopted in 1961. Perhaps
these issues have become more pressing in view of the increased glob-
alization of the world economy, and with the modern communications
network, capital can move from one country to another almost instan-
taneously. This volatility of international capital and the role of regu-
lation has been examined by the Bank for International Settlements
(BIS); and capital account liberalization is part of the Fund's policy di-
alog with member countries. We all recognize that capital surges can
complicate economic policy management. With respect to developing
countries, capital inflows (and reflows) require appropriate policy re-
sponses to safeguard gains made in economic and financial stabiliza-
tion and establishing the foundations for high-quality economic
growth. Depending on the circumstances and the type of flow, the ap-
propriate response is a combination of sterilization, fiscal adjustment,
and exchange rate appreciation. In most circumstances, capital flows
should be avoided. An additional aspect is that there is no agreed en-
forceable set of rules covering capital flows (and investments).

In view of globalization, and also recent events, capital flows are on
the global agenda. (I do not want to repeat what are widely accepted
views that financial market deregulation and liberalization contribute
to the efficient distribution of resources globally—as well as inter-
nally.) It could be noted that the Fund's jurisdiction over capital flows
largely derives from its surveillance function under Article IV of its Ar-
ticles of Agreement. I would also note that the Fund's Articles were
framed at a time when capital controls were pervasive, and indeed the
Articles permit the Fund to require a country to institute capital con-
trols in certain circumstances—a provision that has never been used.
With the experience of this clearly in mind, emphasis was placed on
current account liberalization. In short, the Fund has the authority to
approve restrictions on current account transactions—existing restric-
tions can be maintained under Article XIV, and the intensification of
existing restrictions and the introduction of new restrictions are subject
to Article VIII.
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Consideration of capital flows is relevant to post-Uruguay Round
issues precisely because commitments in services in the Uruguay
Round create obligations to liberalize related current and capital ac-
count transactions. In view of this, can conflicts arise between a Fund
member's rights and obligations under the Fund's Articles of Agree-
ment and its undertakings in the WTO? And if they can, who is to ad-
judicate the matter? Presumably, a WTO (and Fund) member not ful-
filling its WTO commitments can be the object of dispute settlement.
Does this in effect transfer to the WTO what some would argue should
implicitly be an issue in the Fund's jurisdiction? As you all know, cap-
ital account issues are regularly studied by the Fund staff, and the
Fund's Executive Board will soon (in May 1995) have a new occasion
to discuss the Fund's role. A question that will have to be confronted
is whether there is a basis and a will to extend Fund jurisdiction over
capital flows without an amendment to the Articles. Moreover, the
WTO's role will have to await actual complaints, and the initiating of
dispute settlement procedures—only concerned parties can make
complaints and seek relief through dispute settlement, as indicated by
Roessler. But it is clear that formulation for rules to govern capital
flows will become more urgent. Also, it is an area that will require
close cooperation and collaboration between the Fund and the WTO.

Coherence. It is worth recalling the WTO text, Article III, paragraph 2:
"With a view to achieving greater coherence in global economic poli-
cymaking, the WTO shall cooperate, as appropriate, with the Fund
and the World Bank, and World Bank affiliates." Elements are spelled
out in the Declaration on the Contribution of the WTO to Achieving
Greater Coherence in Global Economic Policymaking. The basic issue
is how to promote improved policy coherence, but the precise mean-
ing of this issue is elusive. Moreover, it has an international dimension
as well as a domestic dimension. Let us all agree that we do not want
a situation where the policy advice from the Fund to a country is con-
tradictory to that provided by the WTO. Also, we are working out a
framework for closer collaboration, to avoid conflict situations, which
have been very infrequent in the past. It must also be noted that in cer-
tain circumstances certain contractual undertakings by members in the
WTO are second-best economics, and that the Fund as the interna-
tional body mandated to exercise firm surveillance over exchange rate
policies of its members is obliged to offer first-best recommendations.

It should also be remembered that countries have the obligation to
achieve greater coherence in domestic policies. It may be true that a
member's trade policies can offset the intent of its exchange (and mon-
etary) policies, and vice versa. It is also true that some members of the
international community believe and assert that greater stability in the
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system can be achieved by using the exchange rate as an anchor of pol-
icy, where others see greater exchange rates as derived from an appro-
priate macroeconomic and financial framework. It is likely that this de-
bate will continue, with little meeting of minds.

An additional element of coherence in the minds of some is a closer
association at the international level of officials responsible for mone-
tary matters with those responsible for trade matters at the interna-
tional level. Some of you will have undoubtedly seen the views of the
WTO Director General on international policy coordination. I am sure
that these issues will figure often in the international debate in the
post-Uruguay Round context. But "progress" in this area, however
progress is conceived, will once again be dependent on the political
will of (the major) member countries.
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Patrick B. de Fontenay

The seminar has touched upon a number of issues, actually quite a
wide range of issues, covering unilateral, regional, and multilateral as-
pects of trade policy. On unilateral trade liberalization, I think the sem-
inar has spent some time on trade reform, and there I think the main
issues identified were exchange rate policy, as well as sequencing.
Then trade liberalization issues in industrial countries were covered,
starting with the presentation by Professor Lawrence, who focused
among other issues on the difference between what he calls "shallow
integration," which is a reduction of trade barriers at the border, and
"deeper integration," which is really an attempt to harmonize national
differences in areas such as property rights and other issues.

Then the seminar moved on to the regional and multilateral aspects
of trade policy, and in particular whether the Fund, the World Bank, and
the World Trade Organization should be concerned about the prolifera-
tion of regional trading arrangements. Do regional trading arrange-
ments complicate the trade dispute between countries that belong to
different regional trading arrangements? What can be done to ensure
that regionalism complements multilateralism? And what can be done
about countries that are left out of regional trading arrangements?

The seminar also covered the trade liberalization issues in Eastern
European countries and the Baltics, Russia, and other countries of the
former Soviet Union, where the proliferation of antidumping has
emerged as a major issue. Also discussed were the best ways of cir-
cumscribing the use of antidumping, and whether antidumping policy
should be reoriented from its current sectoral perspective toward a na-
tional perspective, requiring stricter provisions in national antidump-
ing legislation.

And finally, the seminar covered the impact of the Uruguay Round
and post-Uruguay Round agenda. The discussion demonstrated that
the benefits were the largest for those countries that liberalized the
most. Also the potential losses for the least-developed countries in
Africa were regarded as small in terms of preference erosion and food
import costs. Some of the questions were how the Fund, the World
Bank, and the WTO could help countries maximize the benefits of the
Round and minimize the costs. And finally, among the post-Uruguay
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Round issues that were identified, there was first the liberalization in
services and foreign investment, as well as possible agreements in the
areas of competition policies, environment, and labor standards. Many
participants felt that the latitude might be used for protectionist pur-
poses and raised the question of how legitimate concerns on environ-
ment and labor standards could be met without this being a clog for
protectionism.
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Masood Ahmed

I would like to focus my comments on three broad areas and in that
context weave in some of the points that were raised earlier. The three
points are, first of all, the importance of pressing on with trade liberal-
ization of the good old-fashioned kind, particularly in many develop-
ing countries. Second, I want to pick up on the question of moving for-
ward to implement trade liberalization in those areas that the Uruguay
Round has now brought within the framework of international trading
arrangements. That is a set of issues that was also raised here. And
third, I will list some of the items of the new trade agenda, which I am
particularly concerned about. In fact, those are also some of the con-
cerns that were reflected in the papers.

The first point is trade liberalization, especially in developing coun-
tries. It is important to recognize that even after the Uruguay Round,
trade barriers will remain a significant issue for many developing
countries. It is certainly the case that they have made substantial
moves to liberalize their trade over the past decade. But it is also the
case that, particularly, say, in Africa and in South Asia, and in a num-
ber of countries in other regions, barriers are still quite high. The rea-
son I am focusing on this is to go back to the point about the gains from
the Uruguay Round. I think the point that Alan Winters was making
(Chapter 12) was that one of the main reasons why the impact of the
Uruguay Round on Africa is so marginal is because African countries
have not liberalized very much in the context of the Round. If we be-
lieve that the main gains from trade liberalization come from what you
do yourself rather than what your trading partners do, then it is very
important to press on with reducing barriers in those countries where
they are still high.

Some will argue that you need to go about this in a fairly gradual
way, to provide enough time for industries and countries to adapt to
the competition that would come from removing these barriers. That
is certainly a valid concern, and every country ultimately has to figure
out what is the appropriate speed for itself. But it is worth noting that
there is now a growing body of evidence that suggests that the coun-
tries that have undertaken speedy liberalization are also the countries
that have done better, and that, in effect, what starts out as an orga-
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nized gradual process to reform trade barriers over time runs the risk
of becoming a victim or captive of forces generated during the process
that are against liberalization. One such study that has just been com-
pleted by some of my colleagues in the World Bank looks at eight re-
publics of the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) and comes
up with some quite interesting contributions in that regard.

The second point is the question of the unfinished agenda, and that
is a point that has also been raised in the notes that you circulated. I
think we all recognize that the main contribution of the Uruguay
Round in agriculture and services has been to provide us with a frame-
work for liberalization, but that the actual process of liberalization or
a reduction of barriers is largely ahead of us. Similarly in other areas
like the MFA, it is important to recognize that much of the estimate of
gains that people talk about will really only accrue when what has
been agreed is, in fact, fully implemented. The fact is that most of the
numbers that you now see in terms of the aggregate gains from liber-
alization in the Round are numbers that will only become valid at the
end of the process. And I want to stress that point, because I think
there is a concern that there is a growing popular sentiment in a num-
ber of industrial countries that argues for more protectionism in the
face of rising imports from developing countries. As the world econ-
omy becomes more integrated, as developing countries increase their
share in the world economy, as the share of trade in GDP increases in
both developed and developing countries, the process of this integra-
tion is bound to create some transition costs both in industrial coun-
tries and in developing countries. But every responsible piece of analy-
sis that I have seen suggests that these costs are far outweighed by the
gains that come from the process of integration and greater trade. Un-
less countries and governments recognize that some segments of soci-
ety or industry will suffer adverse consequences—in both developing
and industrial countries—and take pro-active steps to try and deal
with this issue, those segments can become an obstacle to progressing
with the liberalization and therefore to achieving the aggregate gains
that everybody agrees on a net basis are positive and large. Thus, it is
important to press ahead with the implementation of the agreements
in services and agriculture, and for that matter, with the other agree-
ments in trade-related aspects of intellectual property rights (TRIPs)
and trade-related investment measures (TRIMs).

Finally, let me list quickly three or four areas of the new trade agenda
that we are particularly concerned about. First of these is antidumping.
Your reference is mainly to transition economies. My sense is that in a
rather unfortunate illustration of technology transfer, antidumping has
now migrated from industrial countries to a whole range of develop-
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ing countries. We run the risk of seeing the effect of the abuse of
antidumping as one of the issues in the next few years. Most of the ev-
idence shows that antidumping is primarily used to protect a small
group of producers at the expense of the economy as a whole. The real
question is, how can one begin to put into place mechanisms that take
a broader look at gains and losses, rather than to put into place an-
tidumping laws and regulations that have the likelihood of being
abused? I have recently gone through three or four countries where
they have been trying to put into place antidumping legislation. In all
of those cases these concerns surfaced. When you look at the industrial
structure in some of those countries and find it is heavily concentrated,
the risk of the abuse of antidumping is higher rather than lower.

The second issue is the question of regional trading arrangements,
which have grown in number and changed in nature. It is generally ac-
cepted that once you start introducing deep integration into regional
trading arrangements, then you need to rethink the analytical frame-
work for trying to evaluate the gains and losses. You cannot do a sim-
ple analysis of the conventional trade-diversion /trade-creation type
alone. It is also the case that right now one does not have an entirely
satisfactory way of analyzing what the dynamic gains would be, what
the magnitude of gains would be from, say, harmonization of stan-
dards, for example. But I am still a bit concerned that this fascination
with regional trading arrangements may well divert energy and effort
away from proceeding with further liberalization of the multilateral
track. It is interesting that when you look at most of the analyses of re-
gional trading arrangements they are compared with a counterfactual
that is quite a different counterfactual from, say, proceeding down the
multilateral track. It is important, when looking at these analyses, to
take a hard look at what the counterfactual is against which the bene-
fits are being assessed.

And then there are these rather difficult issues of how do you deal
with environment and labor standards in relation to trade policy. In
the case of labor standards, it is particularly seductive to set up a straw
child, if you like, or rather a straw man, and say, "Look, you've got this
poor exploited child worker and in some sense how can you be against
using any instrument that you have, whether it is trade policy, or any
other policy, to try and address that very real problem." The difficulty,
I think, is that everybody agrees on the objective, which is to create
conditions where this kind of violation of rights or, indeed, unaccept-
able living conditions or working conditions for children or other peo-
ple, for that matter, are addressed. I think you can even make a case
that some dimensions of these are legitimate to address through inter-
national policy. What I think is the problem, however, is that it is not
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at all clear that trade policy is the most effective instrument for ad-
dressing them. The other concern is that there is a substantial risk that
what starts out as being a completely well-intentioned exercise to use
trade policy to address what most people would agree is a legitimate
objective, even if you are not sure about the effectiveness of the instru-
ment, becomes captured by people who really want to use it for pro-
tecting certain kinds of industries. All you would end up doing is giv-
ing protectionism a good public relations cloak rather than actually
addressing the problem. There is a real dilemma. Now people are talk-
ing about whether one can have a set of core standards, which in some
sense one should address through trade policy, and then some coun-
try-specific additional standards that one would not address through
trade policy. I remain a little bit concerned about how effectively one
can identify a set of common core standards and police them and use
trade policy for that purpose.

Let me just pick up one additional point and that is the question on
the impact of the Uruguay Round. The point that was raised was that
there are real transition costs in the short term, and what can agencies
like the Bank and the Fund do to help countries in dealing with these
issues. I would argue that there are two kinds of things that one can
do. One is to help countries identify what the transition costs are. The
transition costs are not just transition costs for food importers or pref-
erence losses, but the costs of moving into an integrated economy. Un-
less one identifies where the costs are likely to be located, which seg-
ments are going to be adversely affected, and, as I said, move
proactively to try and address those concerns, then there is a real risk
that those segments will become a lobby against liberalization rather
than have their legitimate concerns dealt with. Part of the issue is ob-
viously financial. But the financial dimension is a small part of the
larger issue that one has to actually create a framework within which
one can deal with those things.

The second thing one can do is begin to identify some of the issues
or constraints that impede countries from exploiting the opportunities
that are provided in the new, more integrated, more liberalized trading
environment. In that regard there is one example that I would like to
speak on. It is the whole question of the liberalization of services in
trade. One of the most remarkable recent phenomena is the increasing
tradability of services, mainly as a result of the revolution in telecom-
munications and technology. So what you now have is a far greater use
of long-distance services, where the traditional concept that services
had to be consumed where they were produced is no longer valid for
a much wider range of areas. Some countries have already begun to
exploit the potential for exports in services that comes from this phe-
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nomenon, but many others still have a whole set of regulatory or other
impediments that prevent the exploitation of this new area. Agencies
like the Bank, the Fund, the WTO, and others can help provide cross-
country examples of how different countries are beginning to take ad-
vantage of the opportunities that are available and identify the com-
mon factors that appear to be the driving forces behind these successes
and the impediments that appear to be holding back other countries
from exploiting them. That contribution is likely to be as useful as the
contribution of focusing on how to deal with the losses and how to
compensate the losers for them.

Let me also pick up on a few points that were raised by the partici-
pants. On the point raised about the importance of having some con-
crete plans at the country level to try to exploit the gains: it is a diffi-
cult trade-off between recognizing that there are opportunities that
need to be exploited and identifying what sort of generic or general
conditions enable a country to exploit those opportunities, whether
they are policies, a lack of infrastructure, or whatever; or going the
extra step, which is to actually start identifying, ex ante, which are the
specific businesses or industries in which a country has a comparative
advantage and then trying to push for their development. Most of the
evidence shows that when official agencies, whether national or inter-
national, have attempted to identify which industries are the ones that
are likely to be the winners of tomorrow, and should therefore be
pushed to exploit the opportunities that exist in the world, by and
large they have not been very successful in doing so. Indeed, in some
cases it has taken them a long time to recognize that what they are
doing is not successful. In the meantime, resources tend to get diverted
away from people who actually have pretty good ideas and want to
exploit them but cannot because of this official focus on a particular set
of industries. So, speaking from the point of view of the Bank, we think
there is a lot to be done in trying to identify the obstacles at the sectoral
level that are impeding the development of that sector in the country.
For example, in the case of Morocco, there has been a very active dia-
log between the Bank, the private sector, and external consultants, who
are looking at industrial competitiveness and trying to see what are the
issues in the case of Morocco that need to be addressed to develop
competitiveness at the national level. I will stop short of saying that
what you really need to do in Morocco is put into place 16-inch textile
loops because that is really where there is a market need that Morocco
can comfortably exploit.

On the role of multinationals, it is true that they have an important
role to play. It is already the case that overseas sales of multinationals
are now, if I recall correctly, 2 1/2 times the volume of trade. So, in some
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sense, they are already having a greater impact by their presence in
different countries rather than through the trade that comes from
them, and more and more of the trade is actually sort of intra-multi-
national companies. But my sense is that the conditions that attract
multinationals are frequently the same conditions that attract domes-
tic industry, and in some sense trying to create a framework that is
geared to attracting multinational corporations is unlikely to succeed
unless you have a framework that is resulting in a thriving domestic
private sector as well, and frequently there is a lot of overlap between
what attracts the two.

On regionalism, I agree that open regionalism is better than closed
regionalism. My concern is that when regionalism gets formalized in
agreements, there is a danger that the base of further reduction of bar-
riers of the group vis-a-vis the outside world will be determined as
much by the laggards in that group as by the ones who want to liber-
alize faster. So the trade-off is, in the aggregate, by grouping together
do you accelerate the pace or do you slow it down? That is the empir-
ical question. I do not know the answer. Obviously, it varies from case
to case, but that is the kind of concern that I wanted to raise.

On the question of taking appropriate measures to deal with sectors
that are negatively affected by trade liberalization: it is certainly true
that it is very difficult to identify and deal with issues of equity and is-
sues of effectiveness. The fact of the matter is also that in a number of
cases, particularly if you look at developing countries, you can start
identifying fairly quickly some 20-30 large enterprises, many of which
happen to be in the public sector, most of which would be hurt by a
program of liberalization in the sectors in which they had been previ-
ously protected, and in many of those countries implementing trade
liberalization programs is held back frequently as a result of the polit-
ical pressure and lobbying that is generated by the managers and
workers of those enterprises. In the first generation of reform pro-
grams in many developing countries, trade liberalization had diffi-
culty being implemented through to the industrial-restructuring stage
because people did not recognize upfront that there was a potential
lobby that needed to be dealt with in one form or another. So the only
point that I am making is that one has to recognize ex ante that if you
implement a program there are certain groups that are going to be ad-
versely affected and will therefore lobby against it. In some cases, there
may be some ways in which you can help them because they happen
to be in four enterprises and you can identify them, while in other
cases where they are dispersed all the way through a large economy, it
may be impossible to find appropriate ways to identify them, let alone
help them. I do not know what the answer is going to be in each case.
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It may well be that in 80 percent of the cases the answer is that you re-
ally cannot do anything specific for those people, but unless in the de-
sign of the program, one factors in that political economy, it makes the
implementation more difficult.

The answer to the question of how to build consensus to bring about
liberalization is not going to be that easy. It is certainly the case that at
the end of the day, particularly now as societies become much more
open across the world, the notion that you can reach agreements on
important issues of economic policy and impose them by having a
small group of officials within one ministry of the country agree with
their external counterparts is no longer valid. One has to work much
more to build a broad-based consensus among a range of stake hold-
ers who influence decisions, and that now includes, in many countries,
much more active participation by parliamentarians, trying to get
agreement of influential people in the press, and in some sense one is
beginning to see this in many developing countries. But in certain
other countries one has had those sets of issues for a while, and they
do make reaching consensus on difficult decisions a more complicated
slow process. That is just one of the facts of life one has to work with.

The real issue is, if you relate that to trade liberalization, do you be-
lieve that trade liberalization is a concession or do you believe that
trade liberalization is a policy that improves your own economic per-
formance? If you believe that it is a kind of bargaining game in which
you give away a bit in exchange for somebody else giving away some-
thing, then the whole thing ends up being seen as a sort of zero-sum
game in which one is constantly trying to justify that what was given
away is in some sense compensated for by what one has got in ex-
change. It is tough to convince people that you are getting that, and
then your focus shifts very much on what the other partner is doing
and whether they are likely to actually live up to their agreements or
not. In a recent book by Paul Krugman, there is an interesting sentence
that says that one of the things that separates economists from other
professions is that all economists see that trade liberalization is an ob-
viously good thing, and all other professions think of trade liberaliza-
tion as being a sort of giving away something in exchange for some-
thing else. Now, I suspect, I have been in Congress for too long now to
change my perception, but I just cannot get used to the notion of think-
ing of trade liberalization as a kind of "I will stop shooting myself in
my foot if you stop shooting yourself in your foot first," and then you
sort of compare the size of your respective wounds and say you have
a bigger wound so I am better off. I honestly think that one has to start
thinking of trade liberalization as being a process that basically,
whether somebody else does it or not, helps a particular country in any
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given state of the world. So that is one starting premise. Now if one
disagrees with that starting premise, obviously a lot of what I have
been talking about is thrown out of the window.

Now that said, it is also the case that the state of the world matters.
So the benefits that you accrue from your own trade liberalization are
not independent of the state of the world in which one operates, and
that is the reason why the complementary part of what I wanted to say,
and that I would like to emphasize again, is that it is important to
maintain the pressure to make sure that things like labor standards,
environment, and antidumping do not become the new instruments of
protectionism. I think you benefit from trade liberalization regardless,
but the gains from that effort will be proportionately higher if you are
not also faced with additional negative external conditions, which are
the kinds of issues that are now coming on the table. That is why the
role of agencies like the WTO, the Bank, the Fund, and other agencies
is to work simultaneously on these two parallel tracks, to encourage
countries to keep moving forward with their own liberalization efforts,
and in parallel, to identify the issues that could reduce the gains from
liberalization: unclear rules, arbitrarily applied rules, and procedures
not working well, new forms like rules of origin or antidumping that
reduce the benefits to people who are liberalizing. That is the basic in-
tellectual framework within which I see this thing.

Now, just to come back and finish up on the first point, which is the
issue of liberalizing one's own economy regardless of what happens in
the world. It is in that context I think that we need to look at the polit-
ical economy of how to bring about liberalization in your own econ-
omy. And that is where I come back to my earlier point. One needs to
recognize that there are some people who are going to be against lib-
eralization because they personally are going to lose from it, and then
one must take steps to try and identify and isolate these losses. In a
more and more open society where you can only make these decisions
through consensus, you simply will not be able to impose these losses
just because you have decided in your own mind you want to liberal-
ize. And unfortunately if the two sides talking are economists from the
ministry of finance and economists from the World Bank, then they
may both see this as being an obviously good thing, but they do not re-
alize that there are many outside who do not see this as an obviously
good thing. It is a real effort that one needs to make to convince peo-
ple that the benefits are there. And I would not do it by comparing it
with a sort of three-hundred-year process of industrial countries so
much, as between more of a cross-section analysis; I would say, "Look,
here are some countries that have gone forward, liberalized their
economies, these are the gains and losses that accrued, and here are
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countries that decided not to, they basically grew at 3 percent a year for
the last twenty years, and you know, they have taken that as a natural
rate of growth." So here is the kind of comparison one can make and
then see if there are some lessons to be drawn from a more compara-
ble cross-country treatment rather than a historical one, which could
easily become one that does not lead to any operational outcome.
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