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I. Introduction lJ 

This paper investigates the economic implications of the Uruguay Round 
(UR) on industrial, developing, and transition economies, providing more 
detailed background for the overall assessment contained in the main 
paper. 2/ The qualitative analysis presented here should be considered in 
the nature of a preliminary assessment pending release by GATT of details of 
the final commitments in national schedules signed at Marrakesh on April 15, 
1994. 3J 

The paper is organized as follows. Section II discusse- 'Lade 
liberalization in goods under the Round as it pertains to tariffs and 
nontariff measures with respect to industrial products, agriculture, and 
textiles and clothing. The "new" areas of services and intellectual 
property rights are discussed in Section III. Strengthened rules (such as 
safeguards, dumping, subsidies and countervailing duties) and institutions 
are touched upon in Section IV. Sections V and VI discuss respectively the 
role of preferences for developing countries and their integration in the 
multilateral system, including special and differential treatment in the 
GATT/WTO. The discussion is supplemented by additional information 
contained in boxes on specific topics. A Quick Reference Guide to the UR 
provides a synopsis of the main results (Appendix Table 1); this table 
should be read in conjunction with individual sections below. 

II. Trade Liberalization 

A number of studies have estimated the implications of the Uruguay 
Round agreement for global income and trade. Almost all of these studies 
predated the conclusion of the Round and were in general based on 
assumptions about the likely outcomes with respect to reductions in tariffs 
on industrial and agricultural products, rather than the final results. 
Also, estimates of price effects of trade liberalization are confined to the 
agricultural sector (see sub-section 11.3) and therefore very partial. 
Calculations of overall terms of trade effects, including the effects of the 
liberalization of trade in industrial products, are not available. 

1/ The principal authors of this paper are Mr. Harmsen and 
Mr. Subramanian. 

2/ Section IV of the main paper provides an overview of the economic 
implications of the Round. This paper builds upon earlier Fund staff papers 
reporting on the Round's results and on quantitative estimates of its 
aggregate income and trade effects based on existing studies. See 
"Conclusion of the Uruguay Round - An Agreed Final Act," SM/94/56, 3/l/94, 
and World Economic Outlook, May 1994. 

3J At the time of this writing, GATT CONTRACTING PARTIES had not yet 
decided to release national schedules of final commitments and their 
detailed summaries from GATT's integrated database. 
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Annual gains in world income from fu‘L1 implementation are estimated at 
$212 to $274 billion, of which $78 billion annually would be attributable to 
developing countries (IMF, 1994b). 1/ These results, however, provide 
only a partial picture and likely underestimate the real gains of the Round. 
This section attempts a broader, more qualitative assessment of the impact 
of trade liberalization. 

1. Tariffs on industrial products 

a. Industrial countries 

Under the Round, industrial countries will reduce import-weighted 
average bound tariffs on industrial products from 6 percent to 3.6 percent 
at the end of the five year implementation period Z?/ (Table 1). However, 
as applied rates are lower than bound rates in the base period for many 
industrial countries, the former provide a better basis to measure actual 
liberalization; taking applied rates as a point of departure, import- 
weighted average tariffs on industrial imports will decline from 5.0 percent 
to 3.6 percent. J/ 

A closer look at the structure of tariff reductions by groups of 
industrial products reveals that these have been uneven across sectors 
(Table 2). The highest cuts, ranging from about 40-70 percent (measured in 
terms of bound rates), have been made in sectors where tariff levels were 
already modest (wood, paper, pulp, and furniture; metals; and nonelectric 
machinery). More limited cuts, ranging from about 20-25 percent, pertain to 
sectors that continue to face structural adjustment difficulties, and where 
current levels of protection are high (textiles and clothing; transport 
equipment; and leather, rubber, footwear, and travel products). 

Moreover, many products in the highly protected sectors will remain 
subject to high tariff peaks (defined as tariffs exceeding 15 percent), in 
particular sensitive sectors such as textil.es and clothing. In those 
sectors which are subject to more far-reaching liberalization, such as wood, 
pulp, paper, and furniture, tariff peaks have been reduced significantly or 
fully eliminated. 

lJ For a critique of quantitative estimates in existing studies of the 
Round, see World Economic Outlook, May 1994. 

2J These estimates differ from those of GATT (6.3 percent and 3.9 percent 
respectively) as GATT definitions include South Africa among the industrial 
country category. 

J/ As in past MTNs, the Uruguay Round tariff cuts will have an impact on 
fiscal revenues to the extent that applied rates are brought down. It is 
difficult to measure the true budgetary costs, including the second round 
effects on revenues deriving from the income gains generated by the Round. 
In general, reliance on trade taxes as a so'urce of government revenue is not 
very significant in industrial countries and the net budgetary costs, if 
any, of the tariff cuts are expected to be absorbed without major problems. 
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Table 1. Industrial Countries: Uruguay Round Tariff Reductions on Industrial Products by Country 11 

(In percent1 

Australia 

Import-weighted Import-weighted Import-weighted 
average bound rates, average applied rates, average bound rates, 
PKS-UNgUay Round pre-Uruguay Round POSt-UNfJlUly Round 

20.1 10.0 12.2 

Austria 10.5 9.0 7.1 

Canada 9.0 4.9 4.8 

EU 5.7 5.7 3.6 

Finland 5.5 5.4 21 3.8 

Iceland 18.2 5.1 11.8 

Japan 3.9 1.9 1.7 

New Zealand 23.8 20.4 11.9 

Norway 3.6 3.6 2.0 

Sweden 4.6 3.8 3.1 

Switzerland 2.2 2.2 1.5 

united states 5.4 5.4 3.5 

Industrial Countries 6.0 5.0 3.6 

Sources: GATT, and IMF staff estimates. 

11 These numbers are based on available GATT and IMF data. The table shows the average level at which 
tariffs are bound (column 2), actual average applied tariffs (column 3), and the level at which tariffs are 
bound after implementation of the Uruguay Round agreement (column 4). In cases where only a part of tariff 
lines is bound (column 2 and 4), average bound rates are calculated as an average of bound and applied rates. 

21 Simple arithmetic mean. 
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Table 2. Industrial Countries: Uruguay Round Tariff Reductions by Sector 

Un nercent) 

Wood, pulp, furniture, paper 

Reduction 

69 

Developing countries 
with high export interest 11 

Cameroon, Congo, Ghana, 
Indonesia, Paraguay 

Metals 59 Bolivia, Cameroon, Sierra 
Leone, Zaire, Zimbabwe 

Non-electric machinery 58 Mali, Singapore 

Mineral products 52 Congo, Sierra Leone, Zaire, 
Zimbabwe 

Electric Machinery 47 Malaysia, Singapore 

Chemicals & photographic supplies 42 Jamaica, Namibia, Niger 

Fish and fish products 26 Belize, Cuba, Ecuador, 
Honduras 

Transport equipment 23 

Textiles and clothing 22 Bangladesh, Egypt, China, 
Hong Kong, India, Korea, 
Morocco, Macau, Pakistan, 
Sri Lanka, Tunisia 

Leather, rubber 18 Kenya, Nigeria, Paraguay, 
Uruguay, Cambodia 

Source: GATT 

11 This column shows selected developing countries where exports of the mentioned categories of 
products exceed 20 percent of total exports. 
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Dutv-free imports entering industrial country markets will grow 
considerably. The average share of trade at zero duty is expected to 
increase from 20 percent to 43 percent. The growth of the share of duty- 
.free trade will be particularly high in sectors such as machinery, metals, 
mineral products, wood, pulp, paper, and furniture; and chemical products. 
However, the share of duty-free trade in the more protected sectors 
mentioned above will remain relatively low at 4 percent to 21 percent. 

Table 3 shows that tariff escalation remains, but at lower levels. For 
example, the decline in nominal average tariffs on imports of finished 
industrial products from developing countries amounts to 32 percent, 
somewhat lower than average tariff reductions on semi-manufactures and raw 
materials (47 percent and 62 percent, respectively). 

b. Develooinz and transition countries 

Many developing countries continued their policies of unilateral trade 
liberalization- -including a reduction in tariffs--in the past several years. 
However, prior to the UR, they were in general reluctant to bind lower 
tariffs--or, in many cases, any tariffs at all--under the GATT (Table 4). 
As a result of this failure to lock in reforms, a high degree of uncertainty 
continued to exist about future tariff policies in developing countries. 
This situation will improve considerably with the implementation of the UR 
agreement, as many developing countries have undertaken to bind all or a 
large part of their tariff lines. The coverage of bindings on industrial 
products will increase from 14 percent to 59 percent of imports. A number 
of countries agreed to increase the coverage of tariff bindings from 
relatively low levels to 100 percent (Argentina, Brazil, Colombia, Jamaica, 
and Uruguay). 

r...The increased coverage of bindings will result in increased 
predictability of developing countries' trade regimes, but will not lead to 
actual trade liberalization as the newly bound tariffs generally exceed 
currently applied rates (Table 5). u Also, notwithstanding major tariff 
reductions in recent years, the average level of tariffs and the number of 
products subject to tariff peaks will remain very high in many developing 
countries. In some countries (e.g., Indonesia, Jamaica, Tunisia, Uruguay) 
the differential between bound and applied rates remains large even after 
full implementation of the UR agreement. A notable exception is India, 
which agreed to bind future tariff reductions that it will implement in the 
context of a comprehensive reform of its trade regime. 

I/ Thus, the direct budgetary effects of developing countries' tariff 
concessions are negligible. In transition economies, the direct effects 
will vary from zero in Romania to somewhat more significant levels in 
Hungary. 
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Table 3. Tariff Escalation on Industrial Countries' Imports 
from Developing Countries 

(In percent) 

Tariffs 
Share of Percentage 

each stage Pre-UR Post-UR reduction 

All industrial products 
(excluding petroleum) 
Raw materials 
Semimanufactures 
Finished products 

Total 

All tropical industrial products 
Raw materials 
Semimanufactures 
Finished products 

Total 

Natural resource based products 
Raw materials 
Semimanufactures 
Finished products 

Total 

22.0 2.1 0.8 62.0 
21.0 5.3 2.8 47.0 
57.0 9.1 6.2 32.0 

100.0 6.8 4.3 37.0 

35.0 0.1 0.0 100.0 
30.0 6.3 3.5 44.0 
34.0 6.6 2.6 61.0 

100.0 4.2 1.9 55.0 

11.0 3.1 2.0 35.0 
40.0 3.5 2.0 43.0 
17.0 7.9 5.9 25.0 

100.0 4.0 2.7 33.0 

Source: GATT. 



Table 4. Tariff Bindings u 

Industrial Products Agricultural Products 
Percent of Percent of Percent of Percent of 

Tariff Lines Imports Tariff Lines Imoorts 
Pre-UR Post-UR Pre-UR Post-UR Pre-UR Post-UR Pre-UR Post-UR 

By major country group: 
Industrial countries 78 
Developing countries 22 
Transition economies 73 

By selected region: 
North America 
Latin America 
Western Europe 
Central Europe 
Asia 

99 100 99 100 92 100 96 100 
38 100 57 100 36 100 74 100 
79 82 98 98 45 100 87 100 
63 98 68 97 45 100 50 100 
17 67 36 70 17 100 40 100 

99 94 99 58 100 81 100 
72 14 59 18 100 25 100 
98 74 96 51 100 54 100 

Source: GATT. 

lJ Excludes petroleum. 
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Table 5. Developing Countries: Uruguay Round Tariff Reductions on Industrial Products 11 

(In nercent) 

Argentina 

Brazil 

Chile 

Colombia 

Costa Rica 

El Salvador 

Hong Kong 

India 

Indonesia 

Jamaica 

Korea 

Macau 

Malaysia 

Mexico 

Peru 

Philippines 

Singapore 

Sri Lanka 

Thailand 

Tunisia 

Turkey 

UN&WY 

Venezuela 

Zimbabwe 

Import-weighted Import-weighted Import-weighted 
average bound rates, average applied rates, average bound rates, 
PE-UNgUay Round PITdNgUay Round POSt-UNglUl)’ Round 

38.2 20.0 30.9 

40.7 15.0 27.0 

34.9 15.0 24.9 

44.3 11.0 35.3 

54.9 24.0 21 44.1 

34.5 17.8 21 30.6 

0.0 0.0 0.0 

71.4 54.0 32.4 

20.4 20.4 36.9 

16.5 13.6 50.0 

18.0 7.9 8.3 

0.0 0.0 0.0 

10.0 9.1 9.1 

46.1 13.0 21 33.7 

34.8 15.3 29.4 

23.9 25.6 22.5 

0.4 0.4 5.1 

28.6 25.1 28.1 

35.8 35.8 28.1 

28.3 27.0 21 40.2 

25.1 7.7 y 22.3 

20.9 17.0 30.9 

50.0 12.0 31.1 

4.8 40.0 4.8 

Sources: GATT, and IMF staff estimates. 

11 See footnote 1, Table 2. In some cases, column 4 shows higher rates than column 2. This is due to the 
fact that these figures are calculated as averages of bound and applied rates for unbound items; and that the 
coverage of bindings has been expanded at higher levels than applied rates. 

21 Expected to prevail at the end of the six-year implementation period. 
21 Simple arithmetic mean. 
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East European countries have also increased the scope of bindings, from 
74 percent of imports currently to 96 percent after the implementation of 
the UR agreement. Further, east European countries will in general reduce 
their tariffs (Table 6). An exception is Romania, where applied tariffs are 
considerably lower than the bindings under the Round. 

Table 6. Transition Economies: Uruguay Round Tariff Reductions 
on Industrial Products lJ 

(In percent) 

Import-weighted Import-weighted Import-weighted 
average bound average applied average bound 
rates, pre-UR rates, pre-UR rates, post-UR 

Czech Republic 4.9 5.7 2/ 3.8 
Hungary 9.6 11.0 2J 6.9 
Poland 16.0 11.6 3J 9.9 
Romania 11.8 11.8 33.9 
Slovak Republic 4.9 5.7 2Jj/ 3.8 ' 

Sources: GATT, and IMF staff estimates. 

I/ See Table 1, footnote 1. 
2/ Simple average of MFN statutory rates. These averages typically 

differ from import-weighted averages, which partly explains that average 
applied rates exceed the pre-UR bound rates. 

J/ Excluding the 6 percent import surcharge in Poland and 10 percent .' 
import surcharge in the Slovak Republic. 

.: 

The impact of the Round for developing countries' access to industrial 
country markets is mixed. Developing and transition countries that stand to 
gain most are those whose exports are heavily biased towards products where 
tariff cuts are the largest: metals, mineral products, wood, pulp, paper, 
and furniture. This group includes Bolivia, Cameroon, Congo, Ghana, 
Indonesia, Sierra Leone, Zaire, Zimbabwe, and countries of the FSU. The 
cuts in industrial countries' tariffs on tropical industrial products and 
natural resource-based products (Table 3) will also increase export 
opportunities for a large number of developing countries and transition 
economies. The group of countries that on the basis of its export structure 
is less well positioned to benefit from widened market access includes, for 
example, Ecuador, Honduras, and Kenya. The export earnings of these 
countries are heavily dependent on industrial products where tariff cuts are 
limited, such as leather, rubber, footwear, travel goods, fish, and fish 
products. 
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2. Nontariff barriers on industrial D roducts - 

In most industrial countries, the use of voluntary export restraints 
(VERs) and other "grey area measures" (such as import surveillance) against 
imports of industrial products had increased significantly during the 1980s 
to become the most important category of nontariff barriers. The Uruguay 
Round agreement provides for the virtual elimination of grey area measures 
within four years after the entry into force of the agreement. Signatories 
are allowed to retain one VER until end-1999. 

a. Industrial countries 

The elimination of VERs may have far-reaching implications for future 
trade policies in industrial countries. As noted in the main paper, 
nontariff barriers continue to be significant (covering around 14 percent of 
imports) and often take the form of VERs. VERs are often subject to 
discretionary action by the authorities, reduce competition and 
predictability of market access for foreign suppliers, raise prices and 
create rents for domestic industries and foreign suppliers with privileged 
market access. 

Various studies confirm the considerable negative effects of VERs 
(Goldberg and Ordover, 1991). For instance, VERs on Japanese cars resulted 
in increases in domestic car prices of 12-20 percent in the United States 
and the EU. Similar conclusions apply to the U.S. textiles and clothing 
sectors and the semiconductor trade agreement between Japan and the United 
States. The elimination of VERs may therefore have considerable positive 
welfare effects in industrial countries. The full benefits from the 
elimination of VERs will be felt only if they are not replaced by other 
forms of protection, such as antidumping measures. Furthermore, as 
officially sponsored VERs are ended, there is a risk that more industry-to- 
industry VERs may crop up. Because such actions are nontransparent, 
vigilance is needed to ensure that the Uruguay Round agreement is 
implemented in letter and spirit. 

b. Developing and transition countries 

Given the fact that developing countries and transition economies 
normally do not impose grey area measures as instruments of trade 
protection, the elimination of these measures under the Uruguay Round 
agreement will have little or no immediate impact on their own trade 
liberalization. However, the Round will have implications for access to 
industrial country markets. In 1992, nearly one-tenth of developing 
countries' exports to industrial countries was covered by grey area 
measures. Fish and fish products are the group of goods most often hit by 
restrictions: nearly half of their exports of these products was subject to 
grey area measures. Other sectors where grey area measures against exports 
from developing and transition countries are highly significant include 
footwear, iron and steel, consumer electronics, textiles and clothing, and 
agriculture (the latter two categories of products are discussed below). 
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The elimination of grey area measures by industrial countries will increase 
export opportunities for developing countries. Low and Yeats (1994) 
estimate that the average trade coverage ratio of nontariff measures (NTMs) 
(including QRs and restrictions under the MFA) against imports from 
developing countries will decline from 18.0 percent at present to 4.2- 
5.5 percent after the implementation of the Round. 

3. Agriculture 

An outstanding achievement of the Uruguay Round was the integration of 
the agricultural sector in the multilateral trading system. The agreed 
reductions in domestic market supports and export subsidization (Appendix 
Table 1) will mitigate distortions in world markets and increase export 
opportunities for more efficient producers. 

a. Industrial countries 

Given the significant cost of agricultural subsidization in most 
industrial countries, the welfare gains from liberalization are 
considerable. Goldin et al. (1993), for instance, estimated the positive 
impact on GDP of liberalization in line with the Draft Final Act at 
$57 billion for the EU, $16 billion for Japan, $12 billion for the United 
States, $9 billion for EFTA, and about $2 billion for Canada and 
Australia/New Zealand (1985 prices). Nguyen et al. (1993) come to roughly 
comparable numbers. u 

As noted in the main paper, the costs and distortionary effects of the 
EU's Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) had already induced EU members to 
agree on the 1992 CAP reform. The reform provides for a phased shift away 
from subsidization of production to direct payments to farmers, and 
significant reductions in guaranteed prices for cereals and beef to be 
completed in the marketing year 1995/96. Scenarios on the future 
development of agricultural production in the EU made by the European 
Commission show a significant decline in output of cereals during the 
nineties as a result of the CAP reform (European Commission (1993a)). If 
events prove that the CAP reform is insufficient to produce the outcome 
required by the UR agreement, further measures will be needed. 

The implications of the UR agreement for agricultural policies in the 
United States seem to be less far-reaching. The commitment to reduce trade 

u For a discussion of these studies, see World Economic Outlook, May 
1994. Note that the studies may overestimate the magnitude of actual 
liberalization under the UR for two reasons. First, the flexibility allowed 
in the process of "tariffication" of existing QRs may result in higher than 
actual base tariff rates, implying less liberalization; and second, the 
exemption from the required subsidy cuts of support which is not entirely 
decoupled from production would result in less liberalization than assumed 
in the studies. 
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distorting domestic supports is expected to have rather limited 
consequences, because supports for a number of commodities have already been 
reduced in recent years. Reductions in domestic intervention prices likely 
will not exceed 1 percent per annum during the UR implementation period 
(U.S. Advisory Committee on Trade Policy and Negotiations, 1994). The 
commitment to reduce export subsidies will have consequences for U.S. 
exports of subsidized commodities (including those under the Export 
Enhancement Program), which are expected to decrease from baseline program 
levels by over $500 million per annum by the end of the implementation 
period and beyond. On the other hand, U.S. agricultural exports (especially 
grains and animal products) are expected to increase by $1.6 billion to 
$4.7 billion in 2000 (USDA, 1994). 

The main implications for the Japanese agricultural sector result from 
commitments on market access for rice. Japan will provide minimum access to 
the domestic rice market equivalent to 4 percent of domestic consumption 
(about 400,000 metric tons) in the first year of implementation (1995), 
rising to 8 percent of domestic consumption at the end of the six-year 
period of implementation (2000). The UR provisions on domestic supports and 
export subsidies are not expected to have consequences for Japanese 
agricultural policies. Japan had already achieved the UR target on domestic 
supports by 1992 through cuts in domestic prices and a production limitation 
program since 1986. Also, Japan does not provide any export subsidies for 
agriculture. 

b. Developing and transition countries 

Developing and transition countries made an important contribution to 
the security of market access by binding 100 percent of agricultural product 
tariff lines. However, as a result of the high level of bound tariffs, the 
direct impact of the UR agreement on access to agricultural markets in 
developing countries is expected to remain limited in the short run. At the 
same time, a number of food exporting developing and transition economies 
stand to gain from higher prices and lower subsidies in industrial 
countries, such as the members of the Cairns Group, u sugar producers 
(e.g., Cuba, Brazil, Dominican Republic, Thailand), and east European 
countries (e.g., Bulgaria, Poland). Further, a large number of developing 
and transition countries with potentially strong agricultural sectors (e.g., 
China, Kenya, Mexico, South Africa) may benefit from a more liberalized and 
market-oriented environment if they succeed in implementing the needed 
structural adjustment measures with a view to developing domestic production 
capacities. 

The world market price effects of the expected decrease in supply of 
temperate zone products as a result of agricultural reforms in industrial 

1/ The Cairns Group comprises Australia, Argentina, Brazil, Canada, 
Chile, Colombia, Fiji, Hungary, Indonesia, Malaysia, New Zealand, the 
Philippines, Thailand, and Uruguay. 
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countries have been the subject of various quantitative studies (see Brandao 
and Martin (1993)). Although the magnitudes of the estimated price effects 
differ considerably, all studies--except one-- show relative price increases 
for a limited number of heavily protected commodities, notably wheat, rice, 
meat, dairy products, and sugar. Brandao and Martin (1993), for instance, 
show that price increases for these products as a result of reduced 
protection under the UR agreement could reach 4-10 percent by 2003. 

A concern expressed by developing countries is that higher prices may 
lead to adverse welfare effects in developing countries which are net 
commercial importers of food (see Table 7). Brandao and Martin identify 
African and Mediterranean countries (including the Maghreb) as experiencing 
possible adverse effects; this is also indicated by Goldin et al. (1993) 
whose study shows possible net welfare losses, for example, for 
Nigeria, lJ and Mediterranean countries. It should be noted that terms of 
trade losses resulting from higher food import prices are likely to be 
offset in most cases by gains in other areas as a result of wider access to 
industrial country markets for products that are important to developing 
countries (such as textiles and clothing and, as noted earlier, agricultural 
products). Also, there are important caveats to the calculations in the 
above mentioned studies, which, if taken into account, could change the 
picture considerably in a more favorable direction. First, the calculations 
are all based on the text of the Draft Final Act or other, more general 
assumptions, which imply a higher degree of liberalization in industrial 
countries than was actually agreed upon in the Final Act of the Uruguay 
Round. Second, the estimated effects on food prices do not fully take into 
account the possible supply responses of nonsubsidized producers in 
industrial and developing countries, which could mitigate the price 
increases considerably. 

The parties to the Uruguay Round agreement have nevertheless recognized 
that least-developed and net food-importing developing countries may 
experience negative effects from the Round. A Ministerial Decision in the 
Final Act provides for, inter alia, negotiations "to establish a level of 
food aid commitments sufficient to meet the legitimate needs of developing 
countries during the reform program," and "to adopt guidelines to ensure 
that..an increasing proportion of basic foodstuffs is provided to least- 
developed and net food-importing developing countries in fully grant form 
and/or on appropriate concessional terms..." 

lJ Their net result for sub-Saharan African countries is zero. 
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Table 7. Food Imports and Food Aid of Selected Countries, 1991 
(In percent) 

Food Imports Food Imports 
as Percentage as Percentage 

of Total Imports of GDP 

Food Aid 
as Percentage 

of Food Imports 

Guinea-Bissau 

EgYPt 

Jordan 

Senegal 

Algeria 

Bangladesh 

Mauritania 

Burkina Faso 

Peru 

Congo 

Nigeria 

Cote d'Ivoire 

32 

29 

26 

26 

26 

26 

23 

23 

20 

18 

18 

18 

11 -- 

7 3 

16 14 

7 -- 

5 - - 

4 1 

10 -- 

5 -- 

3 5 

4 -- 

3 -- 

3 -- 

Source: IBRD, FAO, and IMF staff estimates. 
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4. Textiles and clothing 

a. Industrial countries 

Notwithstanding the continued prevalence of high tariffs and tariff 
peaks, and the very much backloaded integration of the MFA in the 
multilateral trading system, the welfare gains could be substantial from the 
abolition of the MFA and the elimination of VERs on textiles and clothing 
(see Box 1 for a history of the MFA). De Melo and Tarr (1990) estimate that 
in the United States the welfare costs due to MFA quotas are almost 
US$12 billion (at 1984 prices). The United States International Trade 
Commission (1993) estimates that abolition of the MFA, while leaving 
existing high tariffs in place, would result in a welfare gain in the United 
States ranging from US$9.6-USS10.8 billion (at 1991 prices), equivalent to 
about 24 percent of the total value of US textiles and clothing imports. 
The MFA restraints alone account for over half of the total welfare costs of 
protection in the United States. 

Abolition of the MFA is likely to lead to higher import penetration and 
employment losses in the domestic industries in industrial countries. In 
the case of the United States, the USITC study estimates that about 
37,000 jobs would be lost, mainly in the more heavily protected apparel 
sector; dividing the estimated economy-wide welfare gain by the estimated 
job losses suggests that the welfare cost of each job protected by the MFA 
is about US$270,000. In light of the likely impact on the weaker segments 
of the domestic textile and clothing industry, the European Commission has 
approved an allocation of ECU 400 million for the modernization of the 
Portuguese textile'industry. Also, a widening of market access to 
developing countries is of particular concern to many industrial countries. 
This is reflected in the Agreement on Textiles and Clothing, which specifies 
that all members shall take such actions as may be necessary to abide by 
GATT 1994 rules and disciplines so as to "achieve improved access to markets 
for textile and clothing products through such measures as tariff reductions 
and bindings, reduction or elimination of nontariff barriers, and 
facilitation of customs, administrative, and licensing formalities." 

b. Develooing and transition countries 

GATT (1993) estimates that developing countries' exports to major OECD 
countries could increase by 82 percent for textiles and 93 percent for 
clothing over the lo-year implementation period of the UR agreement on 
textiles and clothing. A major part of the gains will come at the end of 
the period. Trela and Whalley (1990) estimate that the removal of 
protection in Canada, the EU and the United States would lead to a gain of 
around US$8 billion (in 1986 prices) for the 34 developing countries 
included in their study on the assumption of elimination of tariffs and 
quotas. 
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Box 1. Multi-Fiber Arranaement (MFA) 

.The textiles and clothing sectors have an important role in world 
trade, accounting in 1992 respectively for 3.2 percent and 3.6 percent of 
world merchandise exports. For several countries, mostly in the developing 
world, exports of textiles and clothing represent a large share in total 
merchandise exports (Appendix Table 2). In industrial and developing 
countries imports and exports of textiles generally continued to increase in 
1990-92, while output generally stagnated or declined. In industrial 
countries, employment in the sectors is declining: in the U.S. it fell by 
about one percent between 1986 and 1992, and in the European Union it 
contracted by about 14 percent between 1988 and 1992 (Hufbauer and Elliott 
(1994), Commission of the European Communities (1993b)). 

In many developing countriee, the share of clothing and textiles in 
total merchandise exports has changed dramatically during the past decade 
(Appendix Table 3). While existing trade restrictions may have contributed 
to the observed trends, these long-term fluctuations point to the importance 
of the textile and clothing sectors in export-oriented development 
strategies. In some countries (e.g. Bangladesh, China, India, Indonesia, 
Mauritius, Morocco, Pakistan), the expansion of the textile and clothing 
sectors partly reflects industrialization and diversification away from 
resource-based exports. In other countries (e.g., Hong Kong, Korea, Taiwan 
Province of China) the declining relative importance of the textiles and 
clothing sectors suggests that countries which during the sixties and the 
seventies embraced an export-oriented trade strategy have been able during 
the past decade to move towards more technologically advanced sectors, 
reaping the gains of rapid physical and human capital accumulation. 

Trade in textiles and clothing has been largely regulated by 
international agreements over the past 34 years. Following the Short-Term 
(1961-62) and the bong-Term (1962-73) Arrangements, the Multifiber 
Arrangement (MFA) came into existence. The original MFA (1974-78) was 
followed by MFA II (1978-81). MFA III (1982-86) and MFA IV (1986-July 1991). 
MFA IV was subsequently extended three times: first to December 1992, then 
to December 1993, and recently to December 1994. MFA participants--forty- 
four countries in July 1993--accounted in 1992 for some eighty percent of 
world textiles and clothing exports (excluding intra-EU trade). 

The MFA's stated objectives were to achieve the expansion and 
progressive liberalization of world trade in textile products, while at the 
same time avoiding disruptive effects in individual markets and lines of 
production. Representing a major departure from the GATT's principle of 
nondiscrimination, the MFA envisaged essentially two types of quantity 
restrictions: (1) those under its Article 3, which permits bilateral or 
unilateral restrictions as a result of market disruption, and (2) those 
under Article 4, which provides for bilateral agreements to eliminate the 
risks of market disruptions. The MFA has "flexibility" provisions that 
permit switching between individual quota categories (swing), carryover of 
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Box 1 (concluded). Bulti-Fiber Arrwnt CMFU 

unutilized quota to the following year, or borrowing (carry forward) of next 
year's quota. Through the years, the number of participating countries and 
the product coverage of the Agreement has expanded. Although quotas 
generally have been increased annually by one percent for wool products and 
six percent for all other products, major suppliers are frequently subject 
to lower growth limits. According to the GATT Textile Surveillance Body 
(TSB), the number of bilateral restraint agreements on exports of textiles 
and clothing applied under the cover of the HFA was 99 as of July 1992. u 

Within the MFA framework, some participating countries (e.g., Austria, 
Finland, Japan, and Switzerland) impose few restraints, but others (e.g., 
the European Union and the United States) have been more restrictive. MFA 
restraints continue to apply almost exclusively to exports from developing 
countries, as has been the case throughout the life of the Arrangement. 
While some countries not participating in the MFA (e.g., Sweden) maintain a 
very liberal trade regime in textile products, several additional 
constraints on trade are imposed outside the MFA framework, often in 
nontransparent ways, both by industrial and developing countries. Such 
constraints include bilateral restraint agreements, quotas applied on 
imports from specific origins or non-MFA products (for example, silk), and 
less formal government-to-government, government-to-industry and industry- 
to-industry arrangements. 

u GATT (1993). Between July 1992 and July 1993 five additional new 
agreements were notified to the TSB. 
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The abolition of the MFA will also have important effects on specific 
groups of developing countries. These effects may work in opposite 
directions for individual producers and are in general hard to measure. 
First, the existence of binding quota restraints on some countries has 
probably led to the relocation of production towards less quota-restricted 
countries. The elimination of MFA restrictions may lead to a concentration 
of production to more efficient producers (e.g., China, Viet Nam) or new 
locations. Second, although restraints under the MFA apply to most 
developing countries, some exporters (e.g., Morocco, Tunisia, Mexico) 
currently enjoy preferential access to specific markets. Elimination of the 
MFA may erode their relative competitive position in these markets, while it 
may expand their trading opportunities in other markets previously 
restricted. Third, several exporting countries have been able to maintain 
market shares due to the rigidities of the quota system, notwithstanding 
declining competitiveness (Hong Kong, Korea). These countries may 
experience a gradual weakening of their market positions as a result of 
increased competition from more efficient producers when the MFA is phased 
out. 

III. New Areas 

1. Trade in services 

International transactions in services have become increasingly 
important in both industrial and developing countries over the last few 
decades. During the period 1982-92, world exports of services grew at an 
annual average rate of 9.5 percent, compared with 7.1 percent for 
merchandise exports. As a result, the share of services in total export of 
goods and nonfactor services increased from 17.7 percent in 1982 to 
21.1 percent in 1992. 

The General Agreement on Trade in Services (GATS) represents therefore 
an important achievement of the Uruguay Round. By setting up a multilateral 
framework based on non-discrimination and transparency, and by instituting a 
forum for negotiations of market access among participant countries, the 
GATS has extended the reach of multilateral rules and disciplines to the 
services sector, and will also provide a stimulus to the world economy by 
fostering liberalization of trade in services. I/ 

I-J Liberalization of trade in services takes place through negotiated 
market access and national treatment for each of the four modes of supplying 
services defined in the GATS (Article I), namely: (i) cross-border supply 
(the user receives the service from a provider located in another country); 
(ii) consumption abroad (the user consumes the service outside his country 
of residence); (iii) commercial presence (the service provider establishes a 
facility in the user's country); and (iv) movement of natural persons (the 
service provider needs the temporary presence of non-resident natural 
persons in the user's country). 
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Industrial countries, the major world suppliers of services (Table 8), 
are expected to gain significantly from an opening up of markets in this 
sector. However, over the period 1970-92, developing countries have 
increased their share of exports of services from 11 percent to about 
15 percent. In addition, revealed comparative advantage indices suggest 
that a number of developing countries are relatively specialized in services 
(Hoekman 1994), and therefore developing countries will have a significant 
stake in liberalization of trade in services. Indeed, this is reflected by 
the large number of developing countries (77) that have submitted schedules 
of commitments in services under the Uruguay Round. 

The composition of trade in services has changed significantly over the 
last two decades: the share of total exports of the traditional services 
consisting of transport and travel has declined in favor of financial 
services, nor-merchandise insurance, cultural services (films and videos), 
consulting, and other professional services. In the case of financial 
services, there has been an increased integration of world markets, 
reflecting, inter alia, the significant internationalization of business 
activities through the expansion of multinational corporations, financial 
innovations such as the development of complex hedging techniques, rapid 
progress in telecommunications and information technologies, and reduction 
of exchange and capital controls in both developing and industrial 
countries. 

Industrial and transition countries have included almost all services 
sectors in their commitments. The sectoral coverage of commitments made by 
developing countries is in general more limited. 

Commitments on financial services made by the United States, the EU, 
and Japan cover the banking and securities sectors and insurance services. 
No financial subsectors are exempted from the scope of the commitments. By 
and large, the existing regime for financial services in these three regions 
is made applicable to all countries, although in some cases commitments have 
been made to increase market access. Japan, for example, has offered to 
gradually open up its pension fund management to foreign firms, and the EU 
has agreed to make the benefits of the Single Market available to all 
foreign financial institutions. However, because it considered as 
insufficient liberalization offers by some countries, the United States 
decided to limit the extent of its liberalization commitments for the time 
being to a number of basic financial services. Further access will be 
contingent on other countries providing better access to their financial 
markets. Negotiations are still continuing with a view to improving offers, 
and are scheduled to be completed within six months after entry into force 
of the WTO. Appendix Table 4 contains a list of exceptions to market 
opening and national treatment in the schedules on financial services for 
selected industrial and developing countries (Brazil, the EU, India, Korea, 
Japan, and the United States). 
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Table 8. Leading Exporters and Importers in World Trade 
in Commercial Services, 1992 u 

EXDOrtS ImDorts 
Percentage Percentage 
Shares in Shares in 

World Exports World Imports 

Industrial countries 
United States 
France 
Italy 
Germany 
United Kingdom 
Japan 
Netherlands 
Spain 
Belgium-Luxembourg 
Austria 

Developing countries 
Singapore 
Hong Kong 
Korea 
Mexico 
Taiwan Province of China 
China 
Thailand 
Turkey 
EgYPt 
Philippines 

Transition economies 
Poland 
former CSFR 
Hungary 

Memorandum OJS$ billion): 
World Services Exports 

16.2 
10.2 

6.5 
6.4 
5.5 
5.0 
3.6 
3.6 
3.5 
3.0 

1.8 
1.7 
1.3 
1.3 
1.1 
0.9 
0.9 
0.8 
0.7 
0.7 

0.5 
0.3 
0.3 

1,000 

Industrial countries 
Germany 
United States 
Japan 
France 
Italy 
United Kingdom 
Netherlands 
Belgium-Luxembourg 
Canada 
Spain 

Developinv countries 
Taiwan Province of China 
Korea 
Saudi Arabia 
Hong Kong 
Mexico 
Singapore 
Thailand 
China 
Malaysia 
Brazil 

Transition economies 
Poland 

Memorandum tUS$ billion): 
World Services Imports 

11.3 
10.9 

9.9 
8.5 
6.8 
4.8 
3.6 
3.3 
2.8 
2.2 

1.9 
1.5 
1.5 
1.2 
1.2 
1.1 
1.0 
0.9 
0.8 
0.7 

0.4 

988 

Source: GATT. 

u This table presents the top ten leading exporters and importers among 
industrial countries and among developing countries separately. Some 
industrial countries not shown in this table actually have higher trade 
shares than some developing countries mentioned in this table. 
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2. Intellectual oropertv rights 

a. Industrial countries 

Given the growing importance of intellectual property-based industries 
in international transactions, the agreement on TRIPS can be considered as 
one of the most important achievements of the Uruguay Round. Between 1970 
and 1991, intellectual property income from abroad for G-7 countries grew 
from USS1.9 billion to USS30.0 billion (Table 9). In the short-run, 
producers of intellectual property-based goods will benefit through 
increased sales and profits at the expense of competitors hitherto supplying 
the market through imitation, and through higher profits as they assert 
their market position mainly in developing countries. In the long run, 
higher levels of IP protection may serve to increase global levels of 
innovation, creativity, and R and D, thereby lowering costs of production 
and increasing product variety, benefitting consumers worldwide. 

Table 9. G-7 Intellectual Property Income from Abroad, 1970-91 

(In billions U.S. dollars) 

1970 1980 1990 1991 

G-7 
Credit 
Debit 

Net 

u s A 
Credit 
Debit 

Net 

Intellectual property 
flows as a percentage 
of total services trade 

G-7 
U.S. 

1.9 8.4 28.1 30.0 
1.6 7.1 23.1 24.1 
0.3 1.3 5.0 5.9 

1.3 5.0 17.1 18.5 
0.2 0.7 3.2 4.2 
1.1 4.3 13.9 14.3 

4.4 3.8 5.6 5.8 
5.7 6.9 8.3 8.8 

Source: OECD 

The major beneficiaries of the TRIPS agreement will be found in the 
high technology industry, the entertainment sector, and the luxury goods 
industry. High technology industries such as the pharmaceutical, chemical, 
and information technology industries, the prime movers of the TRIPS 
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initiative, will benefit from better protection of technology through 
patent, trade secret, copyright, and computer "chips" protection. In the 
entertainment sector, producers of sound and video recordings, motion 
pictures, and publishing will benefit: from improved copyright protection. 
Finally, producers of luxury brand products--perfumes, T-shirts, watches-- 
will in general benefit from better enforcement of their trademark against 
counterfeiting by imitators. 

b. Develooing and transition cOUntr& 

Developing countries, as net importers of technology, were initially 
reluctant to agree to higher levels of IP protection because of concerns 
about its potentially adverse impact on prices and welfare. Concerns were 
most acute in the pharmaceuticals sector because patent protection has a 
more decisive impact on market outcomes in this sector. 

The economic impact of higher patent protection in pharmaceuticals has 
static and dynamic dimensions. For a net importer, the static effects are 
likely to be adverse because patent protection makes the market less 
competitive, thereby increasing prices and reducing welfare (Chin and 
Grossman 1990). I-/ These adverse static effects could in time be offset 
by possible dynamic effects in the form of higher R and D induced by 
stronger patent protection and new incentives for the development of 
specified pharmaceutical products (if developing countries' markets are 
sufficiently large to induce higher R and .D), which would reduce long-run 
costs and increase product variety. Also, the timing of the implementation 
of the TRIPS agreement is such that its full economic impact in the 
pharmaceutical sector will only be felt in 2015, 20 years after the WTO 
enters into force. Further, developing countries will retain the right to 
use remedial measures in the event that the patent owner charges very high 
prices. Higher IP protection would benefit those developing countries that 
are important exporters of copyright-based audiovisual products and may 
serve to attract foreign investment and technology. 

3. Investment measures 

TRIMS refer to measures requiring or inducing foreign enterprises to 
meet certain yardsticks of performance. The most commonly used TRIMS are: 
local content requirements (LCRs), when a firm must ensure that local inputs 
are used for a specified amount or share of production; export performance 
requirements, when a firm must ensure that a specified amount or share of 
local production be exported; and trade (foreign exchange) balancing 
requirements, when a firm must ensure that imports are no greater than a 

1/ Estimates for the annual static welfare losses for some developing 
countries vary from US$67 million to US$387 million (Argentina), 
US$220 million to USS1.3 billion (India), US$153 million to US$879 million 
(Brazil), and US$75 million to US$428 million (Mexico), depending on the 
assumptions (Subramanian 1994, Maskus and Ronan, 1994). 
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specified proportion of exports. The Uruguay Round TRIMS agreement 
prohibits the use of LCRs, trade and foreign exchange balancing 
requirements, but not export performance requirements. 

TRIMS are employed more commonly by developing than industrial or 
transition countries. A review of trade regimes shows that 17 out of 
22 developing countries employed LCRs in the period 1991-94. I./ LCRs were 
most prevalent in the automotive sector; specification of the extent of 
local content varied from about 25 percent to 70 percent. Studies show that 
there is disparity between the amount of foreign investment theoretically 
affected by TRIMS and the amount of investment reported by companies as 
covered by TRIMS. This is because the application of TRIMS by countries is 
discretionary and hence negotiable; moreover, TRIMS may often not be binding 
insofar as they require a course of action that the firm would even 
otherwise pursue. 

The elimination of TRIMS will have economic effects broadly similar to 
liberalization in other areas of trade policy (Grossman 1981, Krugman and 
Obstfeld 1987). The most frequently used TRIM- -LCRs--when they are binding 
serve to raise the costs of production by forcing the use of higher cost 
locally produced over imported inputs, For instance, the oil import quota 
scheme operated by the United States in the 1960s and 197Os, which amounted 
to an LCR, cost the consumers about US$5 billion per year. Most of this 
represented a transfer to domestic oil producers, resulting in a net welfare 
cost of about US$l-2 billion, Trade and foreign exchange balancing 
requirements are conceptually analogous to quantitative restrictions as they 
have the effect of restricting imports. 

IV. Strengthened Rules and Institutions 

The Uruguay Round also provides for a clarification or strengthening of 
rules with respect to the use of specific trade policy instruments, notably 
safeguards, antidumping, and countervailing measures. 

Safenuards 

The agreement on safeguards provides for the elimination of grey area 
measures (including VERs), a sunset clause, and procedural requirements, 
including public notice for hearings. The implications of the elimination 
of VERs are discussed in subsection 11.2. The provisions on the use of 
safeguards may both strengthen and weaken discipline in this area. The 
relatively strict conditions of GATT Article XIX had discouraged use of the 
safeguards clause and had induced resort to grey area measures such as VERs. 
To reduce such disincentives, the UR modified some aspects of the safeguard 

1/ These included Argentina, Bangladesh, Chile, Egypt, Ghana, Indonesia, 
Mexico, Nigeria, Peru, Philippines, Senegal, South Africa, Thailand, and 
Uruguay. 
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clause. Specifically, exporting countries affected by a safeguard measure 
are not allowed to suspend concessions on their side for a period of three 
years. Also, the new agreement provides for some selectivity, by allowing 
safeguard measures to be imposed only against specific exporting countries. 
On the other hand, discipline will be strengthened by the increase in 
transparency, a strengthening of rules on the provision of evidence of 
injury, the sunset clause, and, equally important, the requirement of 
progressive liberalization of the measures if its duration is over one year 
(see Appendix table 1). 

Antidumping measures 

The Uruguay Round also succeeded in clarifying procedural issues and 
encouraging enhanced transparency in the area of antidumping measures. The 
new procedures are designed to enhance the fairness of proceedings. It is 
as yet uncertain to what extent the new rules will substantively alter 
existing practices and whether the use of antidumping (AD) measures will be 
appreciably restrained upon implementation of the agreement. Indeed, based 
on the trend over the last several years in the use of AD among traditional 
industrial country users, and emerging interest in its use among developing 
countries, there is a risk that resort to antidumping actions may continue 
to spread during the 1990s. A detailed assessment of antidumping and the UR 
agreement is contained in Annex I of Supplement 3 of the main paper. 

Subsidies and countervailing duties 

Under the Uruguay Round agreement on industrial subsidies, actions 
against subsidies can be taken under two tracks: first, they can be 
countervailed, pursuant to national procedures under which the existence of 
a subsidy, of injury to a domestic indust,ry, and of a causal link between 
the two need to be demonstrated. I/ The 1Jruguay Round does not specify 
which subsidies can be countervailed unde:r national law, although it defines 
two kinds of subsidies which may not be countervailed: "green box" 
subsidies (see below) and "de minimis" subsidies (subsidies less than 
1 percent of the value of the product, and less than 2 percent in the case 
of developing countries). By implication, all other subsidies are 
countervailable pursuant to national laws and procedures. 

The second track comprises those subsidies governed by multilateral 
procedures. In this connection, the Uruguay Round defines three groups of 
subsidies: prohibited ("red box"), actionable ("amber box"), and non- 
actionable subsidies ("green box"). The red box covers export subsidies 
(including, e.g., currency retention schemes, subsidized export credits) and 
subsidies for the use of domestic over imported goods. The amber box covers 
non-prohibited subsidies which cause injury to a domestic industry, cause 

I/ However, the Uruguay Round also sets conditions on these national 
procedures. If countries do not comply with these conditions they may be 
subject to multilateral challenge. 
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nullification or impairment of benefits for other WTO members, or "serious 
prejudice" to the interests of another member. Serious prejudice arises if 
the subsidy affects exports to the subsidizing country or to third country 
markets, or if it leads to significant price undercutting or an increase in 
the world market share of the subsidizing country. Serious prejudice is 
presumed to exist in the case of production subsidies exceeding 5 percent of 
the value of a product, subsidies to cover operating losses of an industry 
or by an enterprise (other than one-time measures to provide time for the 
development of long-term solutions or for social reasons), direct 
forgiveness of debt, and grants to cover debt repayment. Such subsidies are 
therefore virtually prohibited. The green box covers subsidies which are 
non-specific to (a group of) enterprises, or which provide support for 
research activities, assistance to disadvantaged regions, and to 
environmental adaptation. 

The agreement provides for a number of important exceptions for 
developing countries and transition economies in terms of actions that can 
be taken against subsidies granted by them pursuant to multilateral 
procedures (in other words, these exceptions do not apply to countervailing 
measures that can be taken against such subsidies). Least developed and 
developing countries with per capita GNP of less than $1,000 a year need not 
eliminate export subsidies. I/ Other developing countries and transition 
economies need to do so after eight and seven years, respectively. Also, 
developing countries' subsidies arising from debt forgiveness in the context 
of privatization programs are exempt from the presumption of serious 
prejudice; transition economies are also exempt, but only for a period of 
seven years. 

The major difference between the Uruguay Round and Tokyo Round 
agreements on subsidies are: first, the UR gives a clearer definition of 
different types of subsidies that are actionable or non-actionable. Second, 
it clarifies the concept of serious prejudice and thereby strengthens the 
disciplines on subsidies. And third, notwithstanding exceptions, the new 
rules will apply more broadly to developing countries and transition 
economies (Appendix Table 1). However, in relation to specifying which 
subsidies may be countervailed, the Uruguay Round agreement is 
broadly similar to the Tokyo Round agreement. For example, debt forgiveness 
was countervailable under the Tokyo Round and continues to be so under the 
Uruguay Round. 

The improved definitions and dispute settlement procedure may lead to a 
reduction in trade distortive state supports in industrial countries. It is 
not clear how the exemption of green box subsidies and the longer 
implementation periods for developing and transition economies will affect 
future progress in encouraging reduction in subsidies. In general, however, 

lJ This will not apply if such countries have attained "export 
competitiveness" (greater than 3.25 percent share of world trade for a 
product in two consecutive years) in particular products. 
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the strengthening of procedures and transparency with respect to 
countervailing measures as well as the exclusion of relatively small 
subsidies from countervailability may increase discipline, although much 
will depend on the practical application of the arrangement. 

Other 

The Uruguay Round agreement will also lead to a number of institutional 
changes, including changes with respect to the TPRM, a strengthening of 
rules on dispute settlement, and the establishment of the World Trade 
Organization. At the conclusion of the Mid-Term Review of the UR in 1989, 
it was agreed that decisions on the work of dispute panels would no longer 
be dependent on the consent of the parties to the dispute. The Uruguay 
Round agreement has further strengthened dispute settlement arrangements by 
eliminating the right of parties to a dispute to veto the conclusions of the 
dispute panel and the authorization of the right to retaliate when a country 
does not comply with a panel ruling; this will lend greater automaticity to 
dispute settlement procedures. It is expected that this change will 
strengthen the role of WTO panels in international trade disputes. It is 
also important that the agreement has limited the scope for unilateral 
action. 

V. Preferences L 

The MFN tariff cuts under the Uruguay Round will lead to a small 
erosion in the preference margins that beneficiaries currently enjoy under 
schemes such as the GSP, Lome Convention, and the Mediterranean Agreements 
(see Box 2). This erosion is less than suggested by the MFN tariff 
cuts. 1/ The impact of preference erosion will vary across groups of 
countries. The major beneficiaries of preferences (in terms of the value of 
imports affected) are the more advanced dE!VelODinE countries under the 
GSP. Z!/ Furthermore, preferential margins are on average higher for these 
countries as their exports are weighted in favor of higher value-added 
products which face higher MFN tariffs. Accordingly, the impact of erosion 
of preferences due to declining MFN tariffs is likely to be important for 
these countries. However, the advanced developing countries in Asia and 
Latin America will also be major beneficiaries of the Round because of 

L/ According to UNCTAD (1994), the reduction in GSP preferential margins 
in the EU, U.S. and Japan would be 23 percent, 9 percent, and 15 percent, 
respectively (or about 18 percent on average, compared with an average MFN 
tariff cut of bound rates of 40 percent). The differences between the MFN 
tariff cuts and reductions in preferential margins are due to the product 
composition of MFN tariff cuts. 

2/ The least-developed countries account for about 1 percent of imports 
that received preferential treatment under the GSP. 
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Box 2. Coverane of Preferences 

The most important existing preferential schemes u are the GSP, under 
which preferences are granted by many industrial countries to most 
developing countries, 2/ the Lome Convention (by the EU to certain African, 
Caribbean, and Pacific (ACP) developing countries), Mediterranean Agreements 
(by the EU to North African developing countries), and the Caribbean Basin 
Initiative (by the U.S. to developing countries in the Caribbean). 2/ 
Preferential access takes the form of goods usually being allowed to enter 
duty free or at lower-than-MFN rates. 

The annual average increase in GSP imports of OECD countries between 
1976 and 1992 was almost twice that of total imports from all beneficiaries 
and about 1.5 times that of imports from all sources. Total OECD imports in 
1992 from GSP beneficiaries amounted to USS426 billion, of which 71 percent 
represented dutiable imports (Appendix Table 5). However, only $156 billion 
(or 50 percent of dutiable imports) consisted of products covered by the GSP 
scheme, and only $77 billion (about 26 percent of dutiable imports) actually 
received preferential treatment. &/ Exports of the least developed 
countries (LDCs) (excluding ACP countries) which received preferences in 
OECD markets under the GSP amounted to US$l.O billion, or about 19 percent 
of these countries' total exports to OECD markets (UNCTAD 1994). The EU 
accounted for the largest share of preferential imports (46 percent or 
USS35.7 billion) granted by OECD countries, followed by the U.S. (22 percent 
or USS16.7 billion) and Japan (16 percent or USS12.3 billion). 

u Such preferential agreements differ from regional trading arrangements 
mainly in that the preferences are nonreciprocal. Preferences represent a 
derogation from GATT's MFN principle. For GSP schemes, this derogation was 
first sanctified by a waiver granted by the CONTRACTING PARTIES in 1971, and 
later made permanent under the Enabling Clause of the Tokyo Round in 1979. 
Other preferential arrangements such as the Caribbean Basin Initiative are 
covered by waivers from GATT rules. 

2/ At least 130 developing countries are eligible for GSP treatment. 
OPEC countries are excluded from the U.S. scheme. 

1/ The GSP covers a wide range of industrial (excluding textiles and 
clothing in the case of the U.S. scheme) and agricultural products 
(excluding some processed agricultural products in the case of the EU 
scheme). There are numerous conditions attached to the grant of 
preferences. The Lome Convention grants unrestricted and duty-free access 
in industrial products, including coal, steel, textiles and clothing; ACP 
countries also benefit from duty reductions and preferential quantitative 
access on a number of agricultural products. The Mediterranean Agreements 
cover a wide range of industrial and agricultural products. The Caribbean 
Basin Initiative covers most products with the exception of textiles and 
clothing. 

&/ The difference between actual preferential treatment and eligibility 
arises because of the numerous country- and product-specific conditions 
attached to the grant of preferences. 
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Box 2 (concluded). Foveraee of Preferenc es 

The major beneficiaries of preferences are the more advanced developing 
countries. Ten countries (Mexico, Malaysia, Thailand, Brazil, Philippines, 
Indonesia, India, Israel, Venezuela and Argentina) accounted for about 
83 percent of the total U.S. imports receiving preferential treatment in 
1992; the top 3 countries accounted for two-thirds of the trade creation 
effect (Langhammer and Sapir, 1987). In the KU, ten countries (China, 
Brazil, India, Thailand, Indonesia, Hong Kong, Singapore, Kuwait, Romania, 
and Malaysia) accounted for 72 percent of imports receiving preferential 
treatment in 1989. Twelve countries accounted for over 80 percent of 
preferential imports. The top nine beneficiaries of the Japanese GSP scheme 
in 1990 were Korea, China, Taiwan Province of China, Brazil, Hong Kong, 
Thailand, Philippines, Indonesia, and Chile. The top three beneficiaries 
accounted for 50 percent of Japanese preferential imports. 

The urn6 Convention and the mean Agreements each provided 
preferences covering over US$9 billion of KU imports in 1989 (Appendix 
Table 6). while smaller than the GSP in the value of preferenti.al imports 
affected by preferences, these schemes cover fewer countries (64 and 
12 countries, respectively). Under the Lomb Convention, preferences are 
more important in agriculture compared with industry, as a large amount of 
imports of industrial products from ACP countries face zero MF'N tariffs. 
Under the Mediterranean Agreements, preferences are more important in 
industrial products as exports of agricultural products, are relatively 
small. 

Preferences under the Caribbean Basin Initiative covered USS1.5 billion 
of imports in 1992, or 16 percent of imports from beneficiary countries. 
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market opening in agriculture and textiles. I/ Furthermore, the benefits 
from MFN cuts are likely to outweigh any losses from preference erosion as 
preferential exports represent about 26 percent of total dutiable exports in 
OECD markets. 

ACP countries receive preferential treatment affecting about 
US$lO billion of their exports under the Lome Convention and the Caribbean 
Basin Initiative. Although smaller in absolute value than preferences 
received by the more advanced developing countries, preferential exports 
account for a very large share of dutiable exports (virtually 100 percent in 
the EU market). The actual effect on these countries is nevertheless likely 
to be small for three reasons. First, preferential margins are on average 
smaller for these countries due to the fact that the composition of exports 
is often weighted in favor of commodities which in any case face low MFN 
tariffs (Table 10). Interpolating from a World Bank study (Yeats 1993), an 
18 percent reduction in preferential margins would entail very small annual 
export losses to sub-Sahara African countries (SSA). 2/ Second, the 
composition of exports of ACP countries suggests that even this estimate 
could be overstated. Two-thirds of the preferences received by ACP 
countries are in the agricultural sector. The requirement in the UR 
agriculture agreement to guarantee a certain amount of imports as a share of 
domestic consumption can be met by providing market access to preference 
receiving countries in line with their current market shares. Thus, current 
levels of access can be preserved. Finally, owing to the phase-in of the 
tariff cuts, the full impact of preference erosion will only be felt five 
years (industrial products) and six years (agricultural products) after the 
entry into force of the WTO. l/ There may, however, be a few countries, 
which are overwhelmingly dependent on preferences on industrial products, 
and could therefore be seriously affected by preference erosion. The impact 
on individual countries will need to be closely monitored in the context of 
Fund- and Bank-supported programs as the UR agreement is implemented. 

L/ Advanced developing countries in any case face the prospect of being 
graduated out of GSP schemes. The European Commission announced in June 
1994 a phased graduation of countries and sectors from preferential tariff 
treatment based on a combination of per capita GDP and industrial and export 
performance at a sectoral level. 

2/ Yeats (1993) estimates the value of preferences enjoyed by SSA 
countries in OECD markets at US$5 billion. This is calculated as the 
present discounted value of foregone exports consequent upon the elimination 
of all preferences. On a rough calculation, the export losses consequent 
upon the UR would be less than 0.3 percent of the value of their exports in 
1992, 

3/ Future renegotiation of the Lome Convention and the Mediterranean 
Agreements, a process under way currently, could change preference margins 
under those schemes. 



Table 10. Sub-Saharan Africa: Preferences for Non-Oil Exports in Industrial Countries u 

(In percent) 

*rta -l=J 

Sub-Saharan Africa 
Angola 
Botswana 
Cmerocn 
CemtralAfricanRep. 
Chad 
MO 
Cote d*Ivoirm 
Ethiopia 
Gaban 
Raihma 
Guinea 
K-m 
Liberia 
nadagascar 
tklawi 
nali 
Uauritania 
Lsauritius 
Niger 
Nigeria 
SCalCi~al 
Sierra Lsone 
Sudan 
Swaziland 
Tanzania 
TO80 
Uganda 
Zaire 
Eaubia 
zimbahue 

OECD Average EU USA Japan 

African Preference African Preference African Preference African Preference 
Tariff Mar6in 2/ Tariff Margin z/ Tariff Margin z/ Tariff Margin 2/ 

0.2 -1.5 0.3 -3.2 0.1 -0.4 1.8 0.0 
0.3 -2.0 0.1 -2.9 3.5 -1.1 0.0 -2.1 
0.4 -2.5 0.1 -2.8 2.1 -1.1 0.0 0.0 
0.2 -2.2 0.2 -2.3 0.0 -1.1 0.0 0.0 
0.4 -2.7 0.2 -2.9 1.6 0.0 2.5 0.0 
0.1 -1.4 0.0 -2.2 0.3 -0.6 0.0 0.0 
0.7 -3.1 0.3 -3.3 3.3 -2.0 1.2 -0.5 
0.7 -1.3 0.1 -1.9 2.0 0.4 1.5 -1.3 
0.6 -2.0 0.0 -2.7 2.9 0.7 0.0 0.0 
1.0 -2.2 0.1 -3.1 2.6 -0.9 2.3 0.0 
0.6 -2.3 0.0 -2.9 1.9 -1.0 1.8 -1.9 
0.5 -3.3 0.2 -3.5 3.1 -2.3 2.4 -1.1 
0.6 -1.7 0.3 -1.9 2.5 -1.1 0.0 -0.3 
0.5 -2.0 0.4 -2.7 0.8 -1.0 0.8 -0.2 
1.1 -2.4 0.1 -3.5 5.4 -0.6 0.0 -0.1 
0.4 -3.4 0.2 -3.5 3.1 -2.2 0.0 -1.6 
1.7 -2.3 0.2 -3.9 1.2 -1.6 3.6 -0.4 
1.3 -3.1 0.2 -3.4 6.4 -1.8 4.8 -1.1 
0.1 -3.0 0.0 -3.0 3.3 -1.6 0.0 0.0 
2.7 -0.9 0.1 -2.6 5.2 0.7 3.7 -0.8 
0.5 -3.3 0.3 -3.5 4.9 -1.2 3.6 0.1 
0.5 -3.1 0.0 -4.0 2.3 -0.2 2.6 -0.7 
0.1 -1.5 0.1 -1.9 0.7 -1.0 0.0 0.0 
0.8 -4.4 0.5 -4.9 3.5 -1.9 6.7 -3.0 
0.1 -2.3 0.0 -2.5 0.0 -2.4 1.4 -1.0 
0.3 -2.8 0.2 -2.8 0.2 -2.0 9.8 -0.8 
0.9 -2.4 0.6 -3.0 2.1 -0.3 0.0 0.0 
0.3 -2.1 0.1 -2.4 1.3 -1.1 0.0 -0.5 
0.3 -1.7 0.5 -2.9 1.4 -1.4 0.0 -0.6 
0.9 -2.5 0.2 -3.3 4.0 -1.0 1.2 -1.0 

Sburce: A. Yeats, "What Are OECD Trade Preferences Worth to Sub-Saharan Africa?" 1993, mimeo. 

I/ Tariffs are simple (unweighted) averages of nominal duties levied on the country's exports. 
2/ Preference margin is the difference between the simple average tariff on the African country's exports and the simple average tariff on other exporters 

of the same products. 
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Mediterranean countries enjoy preferences affecting USS9.2 billion of 
their exports. Industrial products are the major beneficiaries of the 
preferences; while the Uruguay Round would allow for the preservation of 
existing levels of access in agriculture, this would not be the case for 
industrial products. lJ For this reason, the overall impact of preference 
erosion is likely to be more significant for countries under the 
Mediterranean Agreements. Even so this impact will be felt gradually over 
five years after the entry into force of the WTO. 

From a forward-looking perspective, it is likely that preferences will 
continue to be eroded not only as a result of current and post-Uruguay Round 
multilateral liberalization, but also because of proliferating regional 
trade liberalization initiatives. Reliance on preferences, even where they 
have static positive effects, is therefore not a viable long-term strategy 
for current beneficiaries. At the same time, preferences have not been an 
unmixed blessing. They have been subject to frequent changes, particularly 
where preferences have led to successful exports, and have therefore not 
offered a reliable or secure basis for export growth. Preferences have also 
been used as a bargaining tool by industrial countries to secure policy 
changes in areas such as workers' rights, intellectual property, and 
services, with unpredictable consequences. While preferences may have a 
beneficial effect on exports, the superior export performance of the newly 
industrializing economies has resulted from their outward-oriented growth 
strategies rather than preferences. 2/ 

VI. Integration Issues 

The Uruguay Round was unique in terms of the breadth and intensity of 
developing country participation in the negotiating process compared to 
previous rounds. The number of developing countries that participated in 
the Round was 91, considerably higher than in previous Rounds. In the Tokyo 
Round, preserving special and differential treatment (S&D) had been a high 
priority for developing countries (Box 3). In the Uruguay Round, however, 
twenty-six developing countries offered tariff concessions, and the least 
developed countries will need to do so by April 1995. The most important 
symbolic indicator of developing countries status in the new trading system 
is their universal adherence to all the multilateral agreements of the 
Uruguay Round. The principle that all countries should have similar rights 
and obligations is thus enshrined in the WTO. In terms of the substantive 
commitments, moves toward equality are reflected in the following major 
areas: 

I;/ However, some preferential access will be preserved in textiles and 
clothing during the transition period. 

2/ The EU market which grants preferences to newly industrializing 
economies, ACP, and Mediterranean countries witnessed average annual import 
growth between 1980 and 1989 from these three groups of 12.1 percent, 
-5.5 percent, and 3.7 percent, respectively (Pohl and Sorsa 1992). 
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Box 3. Evolution of Soecial and Differential Treatment 

Developing countries have traditionally had a special status in the 
GATT in terms of their rights and obligations relative to industrial 
countries --the so-called special and differential (S&D) treatment. This was 
legally enshrined in the GATT in 1965 when Part IV on Trade and Development 
was added, in the Enabling Clause of the Tokyo Round in 1979, JJ and in 
the Punta de1 Este Declaration, which launched the Uruguay Round. In 
essence, S&D treatment had three elements: 

First, and foremost, a greater freedom to take trade restrictive 
measures than industrial countries. This was a consequence of the pursuit 
of inward-oriented policies by developing countries coupled with the 
bargaining framework of the GATT, which implied that liberalization, being 
costly ("a concession" given), should not be required of developing 
countries. A logical corollary was that even less liberalization should be 
sought of the least developed countries. This greater freedom to take 
restrictive measures was reflected in (a) fewer tariff bindings than 
industrial countries (see Table 4); (b) persistent recourse to QRs for 
balance-of-payments reasons under Article .XVIII:B of the GATT: and (c) fewer 
commitments in regard to other restrictive measures, such as export and 
domestic subsidies, import licensing, and government procurement, as 
reflected in limited adherence by developing countries to the relevant Tokyo 
Round codes. 

Second, developing countries sought p+eferential access for their 
exports to the markets of industrial countries; a related feature was the 
right of developing countries to grant preferences to each other's exports 
under less stringent conditions than permitted under Article XXIV of the 
GATT. These features were enshrined in various GATT provisions. That 
developing countries needed preferential access to compete internationally 
followed in part from the infant industry view of developing country 
industrialization; but it also resulted from inward-oriented policies which 
acted as a tax on exports and hence rendered them uncompetitive without 
preferential access (Wolf, 1987). 

By reserving the right to protect and seeking preferential access, 
developing countries effectively disqualified themselves from participating 
equally in the GATT process of bargaining and were consequently unable to 
seek a reduction in protection in products of particular interest to them-- 
(agriculture, textiles and clothing, and footwear). The MFA, a system of 
discriminatory and restrictive measures on exports of textiles and clothing 
from developing countries, and the wide-ranging quantitative restrictions, 
variable levies and export subsidies deployed by several industrial 
countries in agriculture, were testimony to the inability of developing 
countries to effectively secure liberalization in products of interest to 
them; this was inherent to the nonreciprocal relationship engendered by 

lJ Formally called "Decision on Differential and More Favorable 
Treatment, Reciprocity and E'uller Participation of Developing Countries." 

L 
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Box 3 (concluded). Evolution of Snecial and Differential Treatment 

S&D treatment (Wolf 1987). More recently, they were also unable to prevent 
the growing use of contingent protection measures which were increasingly 
directed at their exports. 

However, in the middle to late 198Os, spurred by a change in thinking 
in favor of more outward-oriented policies, often under Fund- and Bank- 
supported structural adjustment programs, the status of developing countries 
in the multilateral trading system underwent a significant change in the 
direction of fuller integration. A large number of developing countries 
acceded to the GATT. Between 1987 and April 1994, 29 developing countries 
acceded to the GATT compared to 17 in the 20 years preceding 1987. Unlike 
earlier accedents, a number of developing countries undertook significant 
liberalization commitments. Further, since 1989, six out of 18 developing 
countries invoking QRs for balance of payments purposes ceased to do 
so. u Also, developing countries, confirming their growing status, 
became more involved in GATT disputes. Prior to 1988, developing countries 
had been involved in 14 percent of all disputes; after 1988, more than one 
in three disputes involved developing countries. Finally, there were 
increasing moves toward "graduation", namely, withdrawing the eligibility of 
certain countries to preferences under the GSP scheme. u The United 
States, for example, withdrew GSP eligibility for the four dynamic Asian 
economies--Hong Kong, Korea, Singapore, and Taiwan Province of China--in 
1989. Graduation was an inevitable concomitant of the underlying rationale 
for preferences, namely that their grant was related to the weak competitive 
position of developing countries: success therefore should obviate the need 
for preferences. 

1/ This figure understates the extent to which developing countries 
reduced reliance on QRs for BOP purposes because several of them did not 
notify their QRs to the GATT, and hence did not invoke Article XVIII:8 in 
the first place. 

2J Implicit graduation began even before these countries were officially 
declared ineligible under the GSP; it took the form of removal of products 
of export interest to these countries from the GSP list and more restrictive 
conditions imposed on them (Langhammer and Sapir, 1987). 
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(1) Tariff bindings. As noted earlier, the scope of tariff bindings 
undertaken by developing countries will move closer to the levels achieved 
by industrial countries. 

(2) Quantitative restrictions. Resort to QRs and other trade 
restrictions for balance of payments reasons under GATT Article XVIII:B has 
decreased among developing countries. lJ Under the Uruguay Round 
future disciplines on the balance of payments provisions would require 
emphasis on price-based measures instead cf QRs. 

(3) Other non-tariff measures. Developing countries will in 
principle have to adhere to the rules on subsidies, anti-dumping, 
safeguards, TRIMS, import licensing, customs valuation, and technical 
barriers to trade, although they will have recourse to transitional 
arrangements (see below). 

(4) New areas. Developing countries will have to adhere to the same 
standards with respect to TRIPS and the same general rules in the area of 
services. 

(5) Integration of sectors of importance to developing countries. As 
discussed in Box 3, a consequence of S&D treatment was the inability of 
developing countries to secure non-discriminatory market opening, according 
to normal GATT principles, in sectors of importance to them. In the Uruguay 
Round developing countries have been able .to correct the anomaly that 
sectors of interest to them (textiles and clothing, agriculture) are 
exempted from the scope of GATT rules. 

(‘3) Preference erosion. As discussed earlier, the decline in most- 
favored-nation tariffs will erode preferences currently enjoyed by 
developing countries under schemes such as the GSP, Lome Convention, and the 
Caribbean Basin Initiative. 

The UR agreement will nevertheless continue to provide S&D treatment 
for developing countries in various ways: 

I/ In 1988, 16 countries had invoked the balance of payments cover for 
trade restrictions under GATT Article XVIII:B, including (year of 
disinvocation in parenthesis): Argentina (1991), Bangladesh, Brazil (1991), 
Colombia (1992), Egypt, Ghana (1989), India, Korea (1989), Nigeria, 
Pakistan, Peru (1991), Philippines, Sri Lanka, Tunisia, Turkey, and 
Yugoslavia. Today, the number has been reduced to 10 (Bangladesh, Egypt, 
India, Nigeria, Pakistan, Philippines, Sri Lanka, Slovakia, Tunisia, Turkey) 
with a few invoking this provision under GATT Article XII (Israel, Poland, 
South Africa). 
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(1) Fewer substantive oblipations orpreater freedom to tak-5 
restrictive measures. In several areas (tariffs, agriculture, government 
procurement, and subsidies), developing countries will continue to have 
greater freedom to take trade restrictive actions. 

(2) Transitional arrangements. The most important element of S&D in 
the Uruguay Round is that developing countries will have longer time periods 
in assuming the levels of obligations of industrial countries. Important 
examples include agriculture, TRIPS, TRIMS, subsidies, and safeguards. 

(3) Preferential exemntion from restrictive trade action. A positive 
aspect of preferential treatment will be that the standards of trade 
restrictive actions in certain areas (such as safeguards and countervailing 
duties) will be higher for imports from developing countries, rendering them 
less susceptible to such actions. 

(4) Technical/financial assistance. Several agreements (e.g., TRIPS, 
services) provide for technical assistance to developing and least developed 
countries to implement the results of the Uruguay Round. There is also a 
recognition of the need to assist least developed and net food importing 
countries (in the form of food aid and technical and financial assistance) 
if they are adversely affected by an increase in the price or reduced 
availability of food imports. 

While the Uruguay Round represents a watershed in the process of fuller 
integration of developing countries in the multilateral trading system, this 
process is not yet complete. Much remains to be done both in terms of 
developing countries' own liberalization efforts and of securing greater 
market access in areas of interest to them. One important lesson of the 
Round is that fuller participation--the willingness of countries to commit 
themselves to international liberalization--has been rewarded in terms of 
locking-in unilateral reforms, securing greater market access in crucial 
areas and, above all, in maintaining and strengthening a rules-based system 
that will be vital to ensure the success of developing countries' structural 
adjustment efforts. Fuller participation is also essential in giving 
developing countries more effective influence in addressing the policy 
challenges that lie ahead, many of which are likely to impinge crucially on 
developing countries' interests (for example, trade and the environment, 
trade and labor standards, and investment rules). 



Table 1. Quick Reference Guide to the Results of the Uruguay Round 

A. we 

1. TARIFFS Cutr in import-wmi6htod wuqm bound tuiffs in five equal armu~l rmductionm, bo@u&q with mtry into form of the World Trade 
Or8anisation (Wl’O) (mxpmtsd Jmuwy 1995). 

la. Industrial country . 40X cut in i.mport-woi6htmd l vunge bound tuiffa on a11 industrial producta b industrial countries, md an incrwsm in tariff 
t.s:1ffs on bindings (lqal muimun rat-s) to covu 98X of isxports (previously 94X). Poti8 02 over 15X in tariffs on industrial products 
industrial rmducmd from 7X to 5X of all imports. and tbm uoightmd wu.8. bound tariff is down from 6.3X to 3.9X. 
prnducts 1/ 

l Zero-for-zuo qra-ta in 10 wjor sactora incraaam thm sham 02 duty-from iqort~ frm 20X to 43X in industrial countries. 
Lowu thm wuym tuiff cutm made in smnsitivo aactors, such l a textiles. clothiry, footmu, and transport l quipmnt. 

l Import-wmightod avuage bound tuiff on industrial-amtar tropical products fa1l.a fra 4.2X to 1.9X, resulting in l 55X 
reduction. 

l 33X cut in bound tariffs on natural rmsourca-baaed products. roduciw tbm vmi&tod woram fra 4.02 to 2.7X. Lu&sr than 
awry. .sains in moma wtala and minorah, and lower .5ainm for fish. 

lb. Dwolopi~ country Tariff bindius incr,u*d frm 14X to 59X of importm by dowlopiw countrims urd fra 74X to 96X of importa by transition 
md trmsition l cmd*s . 

w2onaay tariffs on 
industrial 
products L/ 

2. AGRICULTURE Thm atat of a eradual libu~lir&ion process in thm aactor--initially ovu 6 y-us for industrial countriom urd 10 years for 

dmwloping countrion. In Lb* final yu 02 tba 4A-tation puiod (dofinmd in thm yro-t m 6 ymrs). mmbua agrm to 
•*~* in ne6otiatioru to continu* th* reform procam. 

2a. Uuket acc.118 l All non-tuiff mo.wr**. l capt thoao justified under noram GATT l xcoptioas (m.g., balance of payments), to bm converted to 
tuiffm (tuiffication) at the ntut of thm in@-tation puiod, with wuyo tufif cuts by industrial countriw of 36X over 6 
ymua from l 1986-88 base. uxd a minm cut of 15X on all tuiff lint. 'Ihuo um * fr l xqtioau from tba tuiffication 
camitmmt (utilirod by Japan (rica) and Israel (sboopmat, akim mill powder, snd cbaoam)) and, in thasm c.s.., 4X of dowstic 
consumption in thm 1986-88 beme period is . minm .ccmsn guumtmo that uwt. incraum w 0.8X uurually to 8X by thm mud of the 
implanntatim period. This l auption will bm reviewed in the final yeu of tba impl-t&ion period. 

l Tuiff bindiqs incroasmd frm 81X to 100X of imports in industrial cmmtriu. frown 25X to 100X in dewloping countries, and 
fram 511 to 100X in trmsition l conomi*s. 431 cut in qriculturml tropical products by industrial countries. 

l Hinti import wzcess by tuiff quotas to ba 6uumntood in reapact of all tuffffd products. If imports urn less than 3X of 
dcmomtic consrrmption in 1906-00 bum period. .cc.se larst increasm to at least 3X and 5X at the be&inning and and of the 
implauntation puiod. rmspectivoly. If the l cc**a 10~1 is grmatmr tlmn 5X in the bmso period, this level of access must b* 
maintained (current access). 

A/ Excludiw pmtrolsum. Data on tariffs urn based on GATT "News of the Uruguay Round." April 12, 1994. 
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subj act 

2b. Intwnal support 

Rosulta 

l Dcmuatic support, as calculated by the Total Aggragato Hoasuraomt of Support (AM) for all products takm together. must b* 
reduced by 202 Fran a 1906-00 base owr th* hphmmtation pmriod. Dowstic supports of lass than 5X are exanptod from the 
reduction camitmmt (de minimis urovision). The so-called “gram box” l bsidios--certain gave- t sorvic@ progrmns, docoupled 
income support, social safety-net progr-. structural adjustmunt wsistmcm, mvir-ta1 progrmu. and regional assistance 
progr---are l xampted from reduction caunitamts. Alao exempted are non-docoupled incomw mqport provided this support is linked 
to production-limiting progrmus. 

Zc. Export subsidies Export nubaidiaa must ba roducod by 36X in value and 21X in volm for each product over the impl-tation pwiod from a 1986-90 
baw. In c*rtain ca**s. in th* initial y.ar*, tha reduction caunikmnts can be calculated fran a 1991-92 baa*, md there is saw 
flaxibility in phaning thm cuts b&wan tba second and fifth yaara. 

2d. Special safeguard Special aafoguard provisions, triggered by volurrw 1ncraas.s or price reductions, prmit the imposition of additional duties up to 
spocifiod limits. The vollmv trigger is smsitivg to the dogroe of Amport pmotratioa. The price trigger is related to 1986-88 
avwags prices sxprassod in dmstic currmcy. Th* ML- trigger laads to the non-discriminatory application of additional 
duties, whereas tha price triggot loads to additional duties fixed on a consiwt-by-consimt basis. 

2m. Dowloping countrims Sworal provisiona introduce groatsr flaxibility for dovaloping countrim: 

l Rmductions in tariffs. dcmwstic mpport. md oxpert subsidies are sot at two-thirds the levels spocifiod above, and spread over 
tm years. 

l Examptian frm tbo tuifficatim cgrPimt on my agricultural product that is a primaq staple in a traditional diat. subject 
alao to the tufffication sxwpticm provisoa wntionod abow (utilizod b7 Korea and the Philippines in tbo case of rica), but with 
*lightly differmt minti access cm-ta. Hind access nust rise from 1X of base period dmstic consqtion to 4X at the 
boginning of the tmth ,.ar. 

l Cmiling bindings (legal mua tariffs sot abova applied rates) arm por&ttod as tbm basis fran which tariff reductions ara to 
ba calculated during tba implwmtation period. If l cmiling binding is l doptwzl instead of tuiffication, the special safeguard 
randy (26) abow is not avail&la md t.h* currmt and m.ininrrm access cdtuents do not l ppl7. 

l Exwtiana Fran dmstic subaid camimts rbm subsidies rolata to invosat (and ara gmerally available), diversification 
aray frao production of illicit narcotic crop‘ and input subsidiw for larinow producers. Thm ds minimis provisions on 
domestic mbsidias apply at a 10X love1 of l pport (5X for industrial countrims), 

l Exwtions from export nubaid reduction corrmrimtr wbm the subsidies rolato to oxport marketing and transport. 

l Food aid l xanptod frown l xport subsidy camitmmts. provided aid is not tied to c-rcial oxparts, ccqlias with FM 
principlar. and is supplied cm tams no lass fsvorabh than those of the 1986 Food Aid Convmtion. 

l The Minirtarial Decision on Measurea Concwning the Possible Ragativa Effactr of tha Reform Progrm on Least-Developed md Ret 
Food-Importing Dewloping Countriaa containa provisions on maintaining adoquata levels of food aid and prafarmtial treatamnt in 
relation to agricultural export credits. It alao notes that dowloping countries ma7 ba l ligibla to draw on the resources of 
intwnational financial institutions under existing facilities. or such facilities as may be l stablishod, in order to meat my 
l djusmnt naoda -sting fran the Uruguay Round. 

2f. Peaca clause A "psacs clauma" (9-you duration) cowtrains the use of anti-subsidy actions. In the case of subsidies excluded from the 
reduction camitwnts (t.h* gram box subsidies), the moawres will be considered non-action&Jo in terms of countervailing duties 
and legal challmgo in thg UTO (on grounds of violation. nullification or im&rmmt, injury, and sarious prmjudica). In the case 
of subsidies aubjwzt to dollwstic reduction ccmnitamts and oxport aubsidios, countervailing duties may be lwiod upon proof of 
injury or threat thereof. and cwtain restraints we imposed on legal challenges. 
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Subject Result. 

3. TEXTILES AND CLOTEING . Gr.du.1 integration of th. sector into the WTO/GATT 1994 in a four-stage phase-out over 10 years, under th. supervision of . 
Textiles Monitoring Body. 

. Product. accounting for not 1.6s than 16X of tot.1 vo1u.w of imports (in term. of th. stated Harmon ized System lines or 
c.t.gor1.s) in 1990 to bm integrated into GATT 1994 upon mtry into force of the WNI. Mtor th. third year of the phase-out 
period. at Least a 
further 17X of tot.1 1990 import voluno. of the 1ist.d product. to be integrated, fol1ow.d b7 .t least 18X after the seventh year, 
and the remainder (49X) .t th. l d of th. t.n-year period. Each pbas.-out must mcaapass products (cbosm by th. restricting 
country) fran four group.--tops md y.rnm, fabric., m.d.-up t.xtil.., md clothing. 

. Out.tmding quot. r.striction. ahall b. .xpmd.d by th. pr.v.iling (bil.t.rally negot1.t.d) quot. growth rat. plus 16X annually 
in th. f1r.t three ywr., by 25X in th. aubasqumt four year.. and by 27X in the final tbr.. y.nrs. Swing, carryover, and carry 
forward provision. ah.11 continu. to apply . . they do under the WA. 

. A caunitmant is msd. to talt. th. n.c.as.ry mticirclwmtion mo.sur.s to de.1 with trmsshi~t, rerouting, false declaration 
of origin, and forguy. 

. E.t.blisbmmt of . "trmsitional aafeguud" only on products not yet integrated into GAIT 1994 which could include product. not 
subject ta rsstriction. This ssfeguard mrg bo applied soloctivoly to particular oxportor.. S.foguard. may bo maintained for . 
InaxiIlun of thrm y..rs. md pb...d out over tb.ir duration. Tber. is less fl.xibility in the US* of safeguards against small 
l xportera, l...t-d.v.1op.d countri.., wool producers. outward processors, and c0tt.g. industries. 

o Proviricm. to r.di.tribut. quot.. in favor of quot.-constr.1n.d and efficient .xportor.. 

1. SAFEGUARDS . Hrx. fl.xibl. us. of ssfsguards under tighter diacip1in.s to b. monitored by . newly establishad Canaitt.. on Safeguards. 
Diaciplin.. includ. aprcific.tion of proccdur.. for iw.stig.tion, publication of findings and notification, and of relevant 
critori. for dotermfn.tian of injury md causality. Lmport quotas for safeguard purpo... me7 discriminat. a~opg suppliers only in 
sxc.ption.1 circurIst.nc.., wh.rc lmprtm fran . &.r incr.... disproportionately. 

. Duration of aofoguud m..eur.. is D rrraximmn of four year. in the first instance, but cm be extended for . further maxfmum 
period of four yaara, providbd conditions w.rrmt this, appropriate procedur.. ars follwed. and there is evidence th. industry 
concwmed is adjusting. Degressivity of safeguard m..ur.. t.k.n for more than on. year is r.qu1r.d. Developing countries cm 
maint..in ~~y.sur.. for . maximum of tan, inatsad of oigbt years. 

. Existing aafaguards to b. .limin.ted in 5-8 ysars. 

. Norm safeguard mw.ur~. cannot usually b. rs-introduced for . period equal to the time they have been previously applied, and in 
any ev.nt not until two ysars .ftor th. prwioua application of ths m..sure. Developing countries may re-impose safeguard 
meaauroa aftmr half the tim. of 8 previous spplication. provided the minimum two-year period of non-application he. elapsed. 

. Lmdor sp.cif1.d conditions, no ret.li.tion is foresam during the first three years during which . measur. is applied. 

. Developing country export..rs accounting for less thm 3X of . country's import. of a product shall be exempt from safeguard 
action, providgd that all d.v.loping rmmbmrs with lass than . 3X share account for less than . 9X share overall. 

0 Voluntary export restraints (m.) md similar me.aur~ on export. or impartS are to be eliminated within four years, although 
each mombar h.s th. right to maintain on. such w..ur. until the end of 1999. Governments .r. not to encourage or support the 
adaption of VER-like m~..ur.. by public or private mtorpriaes. A ..feguard meaaur. t&m in the form of a quota under this 
agreement could. by mutual consent, b. administered by the exporting member. 
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2. ANTIDLHE'ING (AD1 . Sum. 1mprov.d provision., including in ralation to dunping margin calculations, injury det.nnin.tion, th. d.finition of 
damstic ;ndu.try, inv..tig.tion procedurmr. and standard of evid.nc.. Tightor disciplines includ. reducing discr.tion in the 
calcul.tion of dqing# .p.cification of p.rt1.s with standing. of conditions und.r which provisionalm.a.ur.s and price 
undortalrings CM b. r..ortmd to. of public notic. md judicial rsv1.u r.quir-ts, of refunds of antidwuping dutie.. and of the 
u.. of b..t inform.tion .v.ilabl. in investig.tions. 

. Tb.r. .r. de minimis provision. relating to th. mugin of dunping (1.1s than 2X), the volmo of drrmp.d imports (lsss than 3X of 
impert., or c~lativoly 7X mung .xport.r. supplying l..s than . 3X *hue). md the l xtmt of injury. Cmlation of imports from 
mro thm on. count- in m injury inv..tig.tion 1. not pormittod under circunstancms of d. minimis (nor unless c1rcumsta.nc.s so 
warrant) . 

. A ".uns.t* provi.1011 r.qu1r.a that antidumping duti.. ramin in p1.c. no longor thm fiv. years unless a r.viw d-str.t*s 
th.t th. r-al of . duty would lik.ly had to continuation or racurrmco of dwing and iqlury. 

. Th. .tmdard of r.viw provisions could curt.11 th. r..ch of disput. sottlwnt procoduros. In addressing th. facts of a cas., 
pm.1~ .r. 1imit.d to . con.id.r.tion of wh.th.r facts -or* prop.rly l stablished and their *valuation unb1as.d md objoctiv.. If 
thos. .tmd.rds .r. s.ti.fi.d, . d.ci.im by n.tional .uthoriti.s cannot b. wmrturnmd, wm if a pm.1 might h.v. r.ach.d . 
diff.rmt conclu.ion. In con.id.ring m.tt.rs of 1.~. in accordant. with cu.- rules of public int.mational lme, if th.r. 1. 
mro thm on. p.rmissibl. int.rpr.t.tion. a pm.1 *hall find in fawr of th. nation.1 mtidwping l utboritios if tb.ir c... r.st. 
upon on. of tha.. int.rpr.t.tions. 

. Anti-circwvmtion provisions. .llcuing for mtidrmping .ction .g.inst producers tbmt shift th. loc.tion of production in order 
to avoid .nt.idumping duti... ..r. not 1nclud.d in th. .gr*-t. but r-in subject to nogoti.tion. 

3. SUBSIDIES l Subsid1.s cu. .xplicitly d.fin.d 6. involving a finmci.1 contribution by th. gov. -t and being specific to cert.in 
mt.rpri..s or indu.tri.s, (i.... not gm.rally l vail.bl.1. Subsidiss U. c.t.gor1r.d 6s: (1) prohibited (export su.bsid1.s and 
subsid;.. favoring tb. u.. of dgu.tic over-imported goods); (2) actionablm (if tboy C.US. injury, null.ification or impainumt of 
bm.fit.. or ..rious pr.judic.); md (3) non-actionrbl. (non-specific subsidies. l .sist.nc. for c.rt.in r.s.arch activities, 
r.gional subsidi... and sub.id1.s for mvirolmunt.1 .d.ptation). 

. Subsid1.s th.t m.y b. count.rv.ilod purruant to n.tion.1 proc.dur.s uo not sp.cif1.d .xc.pt that th.y must involv. a financial 
contribution and b. .p.cific .s d.fin.d e.bov.. Ewovu. two cat.gor1.s of subsidi.s--non-.ction.blm ((3) .bov.) md de minim;. -- 
(10s. than 1X ad v.lora.. 1.8s thm 2X in th. cas. of d.v.loping countr1.s) --subsidfos cannot b. count.rvai1.d und.r national law. 

. S.rious pr.judic. is pr..& to .xi.t uhm sub.idi+.tion of . product l xcsods 5X, subsid1.s .r. uaod to cover operating loss‘s 
(*xc.pt in c.rt*in c1rcuw.tmc.s). or wb.r. ther. is dir.ct d.bt forgivmess. Nonrecurring subsidies, including debt forgiv.n.s., 
1ink.d to priv.tiration progrrna in d.v.loping countrio. .r. not actimabl. for ..rious projudico or nullific.tion or imp.irmmt 
of bonefit.. 

. Least-d.v.1op.d countr1.s (LDC.) .r. allcuod to maintain .xport subsidies, .s are other dovaloping countrias who.. p.r capita 
incaw is l.ss thm USSl,OOO par mn~. D.v.loping countri.. th.t l r. not, or c.as. to ho, in thos. cat.gor1.s. are r.pu1r.d to 
ph.s. out .xport subsidi.. within .igbt y.ars (with the possibility of .xtmsion). Dov.loping countries and LDC. l r. examptsd 
from th. pr..unption of s.rious projudic.. Tb. prohibition of aub.1di.a Linked ta tb. us. of dmatic over imported products 
shall not .pply to d.v.loping countrio. for fiv. years, and to LDCa for might y.ars. 

. Economf.. in transition .r. grantod . a.v.n-y.u p.riod within which to l 1imin.t. prohibited subsid1.s and are exempted during 
thia period from th. prosunption of ..riou. projudic. for subaidi.. on d.bt forgiven.ss. 

. Export sub.1d1.s cmnot ba incraasui from 1986 l.v.ls. *r l*v*l. pr.v.iling uhm th. .gr.ement l ntsrs into force, md must b. 
rmov.d if .xport canp.titiv*n..s i* 6tt.in.d (d*fin.d 6. 3.25X of world trade in the rolwmt product for two consecutive y..r.). 

. Provisions v.r)r aimi1.r to thos. on antid-ing .r. included in the text on count.rvailing duties. Th. d. minimis prov;s;on. 

.stablish exemptions for d.v.loping countries from count.rv.iling duties wb.n subsidy levels do not .xc.ed 2X (or 3~ if . country 
accsloratsa the timrtabl. for .liminating export subsidies). or import shares are less than 4X, and cumulatively among countries 
benefittlns frca this provision, leas than 9X of total imports. 
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4. F'RESEIFMENT INSPECTION 0 Cr.*t*s 4 fr- rk for d..Ling with *ctiviti.s of preshipn.nt inspmtion campan1.s relating to th. vsrification of th. 
qu*lity. quantity. pric*. and cu.tomm clsssification of goods in tb. t.rritory of m .rporting PPabar. 

l Sot* out obl;g*tions of user govennnm ts on non-discriminstion, transparency, confidmti*lity and appeals procodur., and non- 
discrimination, trm*p*rmcy. and technic.1 l saistmc. cawitmmts of l portar govormmts. Establi*hes guid.1in.s for pric. 
verification, and th. basis on which canp*ri*on* may ba mad. (but l.6v.s customs v*lu*tion aside). 

l 1ntroduc.s ind.pmd.nt r.vi.w procaduras for disputes betrem proshipllwnt insp.cticm mtit1.s and .xport*rs. Wority 
decisions ar. tak.n by th. rov1.w body md are binding on both part1.s. 

5. RULES OF ORIGIN l E*t&li*h.* disciplines for rulss of origin us.d in non-pr.f.rmti.1 camrcial policy inst- ts, .xplicitly .xcluding origin 
ru1.s rel*ting to pr.f*r.ntisl trading arrang-ts. Sots out a throo-ymr work progrm to humon ig. non-pr*f.rmti*l ru1.s of 
origin (in coop.ration with th. Custaos Coop.r*tion Council). 

. Discipl1n.s sp.1l.d out on tran*par*ncy, consist.ncy, tb. us. of positive crit.ria for th. d.finftion of origin, transpumcy, 
con*ult*tion, r.vi.w, and prot‘ction of confid.ntial information. Soaks a camon definition of substantial transformation, and 
cr.at.6 . presqtion in favor of tb. changs in tariff h.*ding criterion w.r an .d valorw rul. or crit.ria r.l.ting to 
proc*s*ing op.ration*. 

. Cont*in8 4 Camwan D.clu*tian cm pr.f.rmti*l ~1.8 of origin th.t corits mwbers ti'gmeral dLscip1in.s. but not to 
h*nrwnir*tion. 

6. TECENICAL BARRIER.5 l-Q 
JXADE (TBT) 

. Tocbnical r.gulation* hundatory 8tmduds) and canformity l ssw-t procedures arm not to discriminate against imports or 
betwe.n imports from difformt countriw. rhq should not croato umxocossuy obstachs to trade and hmc. should not be more 
tr*d.-rwtrictive than n.cems.q to fuLLi a 1.gitim.t. objoctiv., taking into l ccnunt th. risk8 of non-fulfillnmt. Establ1sh.s 
a code of good practic. for tb. pr.pu*tion. adoption and qplication of vuluntax-7 standuds. 

l Creates l prwrrmption in fmor of h -ic.d int.rnatiun*l standuds, tochntcal regulations, and confotit7 .ss.s-t .yst.ms, 
without. horw.r. dmying my &or th. right to l .t.bl1.h 1~~1s of l tmduda it cm.id.rs appropriat. to fulfil1 legitinut. 
object;“... 

l Extend. th. cwer.g. of the ur.-t to sub-nation.1 mtit1.s md ta product-r.1at.d proc.ss md production m&hods, and 
l .tab1i.h.. n.u discipl1n.a for voluntu7 stmdards. 

7. SANITARY AND PEYTO- l M..sur.. rs1st.d to food s.f.t7. .nd animal md plant regul*tions aJst not ubitruil7 or unjustifiably discriminate b.tr..n 
SANITARYUEASURES wdaors or used .s disgui6.d Wad. buri.rs. Th.7 should b. app1i.d on17 to th. l xtmt n.c.ssaq to ach1.v. obj.ctiv.s, be based 

on scimtific principlss, and not b. =intain*d against scientific rvidmce. 

. H.**ur.* l hould b. ba8.d on int.rn*tion*l standards. Strictsr #tanduds ue p.rmitt.d if thorn is scientific justification or 

.s . consequmco of l ppropriat. rink l ssossmmt. Str1ct.r standards u. not to b. more tr*d.-r*strictiv* than nacessary, givsn 
l conanic md t.chnic.1 f.*sibility. 

8. GATT (1994) ARTICLES I/ 
8a. Bound tariff l Requirmnt to include other duties and cbarg.s (ODCs) in bound sch.du1.s; CKlCs to h. bound at th. 1.~1 of th* most recent 

schedules r.ther th.n th. first negoti*tion of * t*riff. 
(Article 11:1(b)) 

L/ A text on non-*pplic*tion modifi.* the provi*ions of GATT 1947. 



Table 1 (continued). Quick Reference Guide to the Results of thm U~~JZUW RounQ 

Subject Results 

8. GATT (1994) ARTICLES 
cont'd... 

Bb. Balance of paynmnts . Rae amnondation for the 6rmstu uaa of price-based (a.&., impart surchar&aa) meaauxs r&her than quantitative restrictions. 
provisions 
(Articles XII. l Public mnouncanent of time achedulas for rmmval of mtmaures. 

XIV, XV. XVIII:B. 
and 1979 Declaration l Improved procedures for balance-of-paymats consultations. 
on Trade Measures 
taken for Balance of 
Payments Purposes) 

6c. State-trading l Dmwlops a clearer workin& definition of atata-tradiry ontwprisea for notificatiOIl purpoSOa, and makes provision for thm 
l ntmrprises review of notifications md counter-notifications. 
(Article XVII) 

Ed. Customa unions and 
frw-trade arman 
Mrhrticla XXIV) 

l Establisbaa a wthodology for tha evaluation of dutims baforg and after the folmation of to&anal trading arrangawnt~ (RI&s). 

0 Sets out clouar criteria for the rwiou of new or mlar13od RIAs. Interim agramta should lmd to full-fledgad RTAS within 
tan years. 

69. Waivers frcm GATT l Sota conditiona md tim limita for waivera in accordance with WTO provisions. All l xistiw rrfvars to be tmminatod in two 
obli&xtions y.lra unlass their ronwal ia yreed upon. 

(Artich xxv:S) 

8f. ROna6otiation of 

tariff bindin 
(Article XXVIII) 

l Ime procoduros for det=rminatian of Mars with nqotiating righta; in addition to l stablishod no&otiating rights, one 
additional na&otiat.ing right in established--for tb= mm&or with tha highoat proportiOn of tha product coacwrmd in its exports. 

9. mmu LICENSING . Emtablisbes 6rmat.r clarity on, md l -positing for l utcautic and non-automatic liconsos, ~tr.n#,h.ning provisions on th* 
sctoinistration of licmaing procedures, and on publication rquirwnts. Emphssi.~.os that licauing rquir-ts should not in 
thaelvw constitute obstacles to trade. 

lo. cuss VALUATION l I%* T-o Round l &rwwnt rmaaina uuchangod, but a Fltnimtorial Decision rocogniros dffficultioa faced by soma customs 
administrations in detwting fraud. Tba dacisiou permits l partial rovorml of t.ho burden of proof away from tha authorities and 
onto th* importu in ca8.s uhar* doubts parsist rqarding ths transaction value. 

l Another tliniatarial Daciaion reitaratas the right of developing countries to zetain officially l stahlished mininnmn prices for 
valuation purpasas under toma and conditiona -rood to by tha darn. Developi! couatriocl can dalay implamntation of the 
cuatoma valuation qrerrwnt for a fiva-yar period. which may be extmded if conditions ‘O warrant. On tha question of valuation 
of import1 by Wl~ agmta, sol* distributors and sola concosaionaires. thm decision rat-nds support and studies fran the 
Customs Cooperation Council. 
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c. NmtArms 

1. TRADE-RELATED l Establishes standard* for tha acquisition and protection of int*lloctual property righta, provisiona for their national 
INTELLEcTuALFRoPERTY enforcmnant. and for multilateral dispute prowntion and sottlawnt. 
RIGfITS (TRIPS) 

l National treatwnt mnd most-favorod-nation trmatmmt are to apply in rupoct of all intolloctual property rigbta cowrod by the 

agra-nt. 

l tlinfiarm standards of protection for intalloctual property are provided in rospoct of copyright, trademarks, goo&raphical 
indications, industrial dmsiys. patenta, layout doaigna of into&ratod circuita, prOtOCtiOU of undiscloamd information. 

l In tba patmat area, for example, minioup standards provide for patmnt protoctioa in all areas of technology, including 
pharmaceuticala. for 20 years. Munbmta cannot rmquiro tbo local worki- of patmtm. but can licanso non-patentees (caupulsory 
licensing) to produce tha patantmd product under cartain conditions. 

l The agrmmont rocogriros tba right to control anti-cCmpatitiv0 practices, and to this md, pmvidos for consultation and 
cooperation - mm&us. 

l Thm anforc-t provisiona are doaiwod to onsur. that intolloctual property rights establishad undw thm yrmamnt can ba 
l ffmctiwly and l xpoditiously mforcod under national law. 

l A onm7mr delay period ia anviswod for thm ix@-tation of tbo TRIPS yraawnt folloui~ tbo l stabliahmmt of the WK). 
Dawlopiry countrioa and trmsition l conani*s are permitted to dalay impl-tation for a furtbor four years, oxcapt for the 
national treatment. and most-fawrad-nation cannitumnts. Whore patmt protection is called for in uaaa of tochnology not 
currmtly protected in dewloping countriaa, a Eraca period of an additional fiw years is providul in respect of the tochnolo8ios 
in quastion. The least-devmlopod countrima arm permitted ton yara on tha am buia. ritb th* possibility of further extensions. 
Notrithatandiw the abow transition prwiaiom. all patontablo imentions on pharmaceuticals and asricultural chamical products 
mado after entry into force of tbs UTU mst be protetod. 

2. TRADE-RELATEDINVESRIENT l Ml TRIPS inconsistmnt ritb Articlom III and XI of MTT 1994 to ba notified within 90 days and l liminatod within two years, 
KEASURES CTRIr%) fiv. ,.ar.. and s~rn years for dov=lopod, dwaloping. and least-dovelopod countries, rgmpoctiwly; possibility under certain 

circwtancea of UI l xtonaion of the tranaitiou period for both dowloping and loaat-dowlopad cormtrios. 

l An illustrative list of prohibited TRIM idmtifios local content roquir-ts md trade balancing rmquirmmnts as contrary to 
Article III, and foreign l xchu9 balanciw and export limitation rquir-ts as contrary to Article XI. 

3. m l Extends arltilataral rules to a large sqzwnt of world trade (about 201-25X), inprows predictability of conditions for 
inwstmont in manic* sectors. althou& many initial liboralizaticm comnitmonts consolidate tba status quo in ths first instance. 

l The -oral Agrssmmt on Trade in Sevicas (GATS) l stablishos the non-discrimination principle. It includes most of the GATT- 
typo provisions for controlled d9part.ur.s from GATS c&tits (regional arrqamants. &moral exceptions, security exceptions, 
Sk.). Spwific l xmptiona from th* ?FR c-tit baw bomn listed by hors. and shall be reviewed if they are still in 
l xist*nc* l ft*r fiw ymara. In principle, they should bo eliminated after ton years. IWe than 70 countries have registered 
l xamptions from the MET provision. 

l National trgatint and conditions of markat Access ars rubjet to nalotiation. Access rmstrictiona may be defined in terms of 
moda of deliwry (cross-border trade. conaMpticm abroad, corrmorcial pra#.nce, wwwnt of service providers). Additional 
ccumitmanta may be negotiated on such matt*rm l m profoasional qualifications, standards, and licensing. All liberalization 
undertakius ne&otiatod by manbars us inscribed in their schedules of specific camitamnts. I'b* MIS provides for progressive 
lib.raliraticm through muccemsiv. rounda of negotiations, starting not later than five year& from the establishment of the KM. 
Bow~vmr, nhortmr d=adlinea ar. provided for nqotistions on apacific sectors (e.&., natural persons, financial services) and 
Specific SUbj0Ct.S (a.6., govsrnment procuraaunt. safeguards). 
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3. TRADE IN SERVICES cont'd. 

1. THEWORLDTRADE 
ORGANIZATION CWl.O> 

2. INTEGI+TED DISPUIE 
SETTL.iWENT 

Results 

l Tha GATS providma the necessary frssmwork for establishing and maintaining lib~ralization camitmsnts, including provisions on 
transparency, dunestic aarvics-rmlatod regulations and adjudication procedures. and recognition of qualifications and other 
prerequisites for s*rvic* suppliers. 

l Continuing negotiations are called for on proviaiona ralating to safeguards, subsidies, government procuramnt, and 
hanmnization of domestic regulations. 

0 While the schodulm of comnitumnts of dewloping cou.ntri*a arm nor. 1Mt.d in acop. than those of industrial countries, the 
participation of dowloping countrims in swvicm~ liboraliration is l rpectod to continue as a gradual procass, in line with tha 
developwnt aituaticm of each maber. 

l Special annexes and/or dmisionm have hoon dram up on the movaamnt of natural pmrsonm, professional srrvic~s, financial 
SSlFV1C.S. t*l*cammmicaticms. tramport sarvic*s. and on negotiations relating to basic t~l~comam ications. Thsae annaxes and 
dmcisions address th. mp.cificiti.s of tha sectors. and thm terms and conditions of negotiations in theso areas. 

D. InSIITuTIamL 

l Eatablishos the legal baaim for tha UKI as a single. indiviaibl~ undwtaking requiring adbersnca to all the agrcmments on gooda 
(including the GATT 1994). and the a.gr*aunts on smvicos. and TRIPS (only the "Plurilatoral Trade Agroawnts"--on civil aircraft 
and gov.- t procur-t. md tbo Intm-national Dairy Arrangmmnt and Arrangaamt Roguding Bavinm Ueat rmmain legally distinct 
and do not roquirm univaraal l dbumcs). Worship of the WI'0 is conditional on countrima having schedulm of concessions and 
camiwts on mark& access (industrial and agricultural products and mrvicea). lJ 

l Rogulu miniatorial matings are provided for in ordm to improve tba l ffoctivmoas of tha WTO. 

l Collaboration on policy cobormce and ongoing cooporation bmtwmm the WTO and the World Bank and Intmmational Monetary Fund 
l ra to bm strmngtbmod. 

l Thm KI1) agruamnt incorporate conditiona for the grsnt and review, and tiw limits for raivmrs frm WI'0 obligations. 

l ohm WKI eliminates the grandfatharing of l xiating legislation incomimtmt with the GATT, but allowed mdar the GATT's Protocol I 
of Provisional Application; thm only l xcmption will be cmrtain U.S. marltim laws. 

l The WTO l nshrinoa the mingle undertaking concept by only ~llouing non-application of WI'0 agrmwnts as a ubola; GATT 
contracting putims can invoke non-application only if, at tbm date of ontry into form of thi UTO. non-applical-.iw -MI effcctivo 
betwmm them. 

l Tha no-1 practice of d~ciaion-making by consmsus will continum, with varying voting ma.j.,ritiss whore conssnr-a:- cannot k.1 
reached. 

._I_ .-. 
l Introduces grsatu speed and l utmticity into disputa sattlmmt procedurea under fully !ntegratod arrangement: :aliminat:r~ 
caopsting dispute smttlmnmnt fora within th* system). 

L Providea greater l utcauticity in thm adoption of rqorta by diqute settlment panela and in tbe right of retal!.ation in t& 
wmnt that a ma&or dam not comply with adopted pm01 racammndations; this is accomplished by a change in the voting procedure 
crm consensus to adopt reports (or authorim retaliation) to consmmus not to do so. 

B Extablishm a binding appmllatm rwiou procars. 

B Limits unilateral actiona by rquiring that multilateral disputa settlement procodurm must ba followed in respect of, and that 
milateral dmtmrminations rmst not bm mada of. violation of obligations of. or nullification or iqaimwmt of benefits under, or 
impedinunt to the attaiment of tha objmctiv*s of. the Uruguay Round agrmmnts. 

?/ Thhe least-developed countries have to submit their schedules by April 15, 1995. 



Table 1 (concluded). c 

Subjsct Results 

2. INTEGRATED DISPUTE 0 Allows. under prgacribod conditions, for tha possibility of cross-retaliation, i.e., retaliating in on* s*ctor/agreanant for 

SETTLPlENT cont'd, violations in another. 

l Provides for 8reat.r access by tha public to information of a non-confidential nature. 

. Establiahms that &arm are ansrwablm for non-cqliancm by sub-national authoritioa within tboir territories with WTO 
obligations. 

3. TRADE POLICY REVIEW The TPFM. ubich has bean operating provisionally since 1989, haa boon mada poomont. The acop. of trade policy swoillanco, 
HECBANISM (TPRM) through rwwlu r-i- of mambus’ policing. ham alao bman ridmmd to mcoopasa all arsas covered by the KM. including goods. 

SOPiCSS. and intallmctual proparty. 

E. racrOa3d 

1. CIVIL AIRCRAPT This sector is subjet to tbm UT0 rubsidios disciplines. with cutain l xqtion8, and to tbo dispute smttl-t systw. Furthw 
negotiations may ramult in disciplines additional to thono in t.b= UT0 and 1979 code on trade in civil aircraft. 

2. GowRmmr PRrnT The now agrswnont expands cowraga to #ervic~ and to sub-central levals of ‘ova- t and to public utilitioa. Procurmmmt 
covormd im likely to incrmasa ton-fold from tbo currmt -t of USS30 billion. Certain cdtrarts arm not axtandod to all 
other m&mrs or only l xtmdod on a reciprocity basis. Many of tbwa dwogationa arm likely to ba rmmwd as a roault of the 
U.S.-N bilateral agrsamnt in April 1994 and of future nogotiationa involvviry other mmbora. 

L/ Although not formally put of tba Uruguay Round. nqotiatiom on civil aircraft and govorawn t procurrmt wus undutakm within tba sm timair-. 
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Table 2. Export8 of Textiles and Clothing, 1980-1992 

(In percent of own export) 

Textiles Clothing Textiles and Clothing 
1980 1992 1980 1992 1980 1992 

World 2.7 3.2 2.0 3.6 4.7 6.8 

Industrial Countries 
Portugal 
Italy 
Austria 
Belgium-Lux. 
Germany 
France 
Switzerland 
United Kingdom 
Netherlands 
Spain 
Japan 
United States 

13.0 7.9 13.6 22.0 26.6 29.9 
5.3 5.7 5.9 6.9 11.2 12.6 
6.1 4.6 3.3 2.9 9.4 7.5 
5.5 5.3 1.5 1.9 7.0 7.2 
3.3 3.2 1.5 1.9 4.8 5.1 
3.0 2.7 2.0 2.2 5.0 4.9 
5.1 3.5 1.2 1.0 6.3 4.5 
2.8 2.3 1.7 1.9 4.5 4.2 
3.1 2.1 1.2 1.9 4.3 4.0 
3.4 2.5 1.5 1.1 4.9 3.6 
3.9 2.1 0.4 0.2 4.3 2.3 
1.7 1.3 0.6 0.9 2.3 2.2 

Developing Countries 
Macau 
Pakistan 
Bangladesh 
Mauritius &/ 
Turkey 
Tunisia L/ 
China, People's Rep. 
Hong Kong 
Morocco 
Indonesia 
Korea 
India 
Thailand 
Uruguay 
Taiwan Province of China 
Colombia 
Malaysia 
Singapore 
Brazil 

19.2 
33.5 
52.2 

. . . 
11.8 

. . . 
14.0 

9.0 
4.9 
0.2 

12.6 
13.3 

5.1 
4.1 
9.0 
3.4 
1.2 
1.9 
3.3 

9.4 78.4 
49.5 3.9 
15.4 0.2 

. . . 17.0 
11.0 4.5 

. . . 15.4 
10.1 8.9 

9.2 25.2 
4.4 4.4 
9.7 0.4 

10.7 16.8 
14.32/ 6.9 

3.8 4.1 
4.7 11.4 
9.3 12.3 
2.5 3.0 
1.4 1.2 
1.7 2.2 
2.8 0.7 

67.8 97.6 77.2 
19.9 37.4 69.4 
51.5 52.4 66.9 
51.1 17.0 51.1 
28.5 16.3 39.5 
36.6 15.4 36.6 
19.7 22.9 29.8 
16.8 34.2 26.0 
20.1 9.3 24.5 
10.8 0.6 20.5 

8.8 29.4 19.5 
15.9 20.2 30.2 2-1 
11.7 9.2 15.5 
10.4 15.5 15.1 

5.1 21.3 14.4 
6.4 6.4 8.9 
4.6 2.4 6.0 
2.9 4.1 4.6 
1.0 4.0 3.8 

Source: GATT. 

&/ Data on textiles are not available; total refers to clothing only. 
2/ The number for textiles refers to 1991. 
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Table 3. Leading Exporters and Importers 
of Textiles and Clothing, 1992 

(Value c.i.f. in billions of dollars. shares in Dercent) 

Textiles Clothing 
Share in World Share in World 

Value Imports/Exports Value ImDort/ExDorts 
1992 1980 1992 1992 1980 1992 

A. Exporters 

Germany 13.9 11.4 11.9 8.4 7.1 6.4 
Italy 10.2 7.6 a.7 12.2 11.3 9.4 
France 6.3 6.2 5.4 5.3 5.7 4.0 
United States 5.9 6.8 5.0 4.2 3.1 3.2 
United Kingdom 4.3 5.7 3.7 3.7 4.6 2.8 
Netherlands 3.0 4.1 2.5 2.7 2.2 2.1 

Hong Kong 11.0 - 
Domestic 2.2 1.7 
Re-exports I-/ 8.8 - 

China People's Rep. 2/ 8.6 4.6 
Korea 8.2 4.0 
Taiwan Province of 

China 7.6 3.2 
Indonesia 2.8 0.1 

1.9 
20.1 
10.0 
10.1 
16.7 

6.8 

11.5 7.6 

7.3 
7.0 

4.0 12.8 
7.3 5.2 

6.5 4.1 6.0 3.1 
2.4 3.2 0.2 2.4 

B. ImDorters 

Germany 12.4 11.9 10.1 24.8 19.5 18.1 
United States a.2 4.4 6.7 33.0 16.3 24.0 
France 7.5 7.1 6.1 9.8 6.2 7.1 
United Kingdom 6.9 6.2 5.7 7.9 6.7 5.7 
Italy 5.6 4.5 4.6 4.3 1.9 3.1 
Japan 4.2 2.9 3.4 11.2 3.6 8.1 
Netherlands 3.6 3.9 3.0 5.8 6.7 4.2 
Belgium-Luxembourg 3.6 4.0 2.9 4.2 4.3 3.0 
Spain 2.5 0.6 2.0 3.2 0.4 2.3 
Canada u 2.5 2.2 2.0 2.4 1.7 1.8 

Hong Kong 13.1 - 
Retained imports 4/ 4.3 3.6 3.5 

10.3 
0.3 0.9 0.2 

Source: GATT. 

1/ World trade figures including re-exports are not available. 
2/ Includes trade through processing zones. 
2/ Imports f.o.b. 
&/ Retained imports are defined as imports less re-exports. . 



Table 4. Suasnary of Specific Comnitments in the Financial Services Sector of Selected Countries. l/2/ 

Limitations on market access Limitations on national treatment 

United States 
31 

Banking and other financial services (excluding insurancel. No Banking and other financial services (excluding 
limitations are maintained on the cross-border supply of this category insurancel. No limitations are maintained on the 
of services. Limitations affect mainly the supply of these services cross-border supply of this category of services. 
through comsercial presence. These limitations include the following: Foreign banks are required to register in order 
(il branches of corporations organised under a foreign country's law to engage in securities advisory and investment 
are not permitted to carry out credit union, savings bank, home loan or management. This registration involves record 
thrift business activities in the United States; (ii) in order to maintenance, inspections, submission of reports, 
accept or maintain domestic retail deposits of less than $100,000, a and payment of a fee. 
foreign bank must (with some exceptions) establish an insured banking 
subsidiary; (iii) initial entry or expansion by a foreign person Foreign banks cannot be members of the Federal 
through acquisition or establishment is restricted in some states. Reserve System, and thus cannot vote for 

directors of a Federal Reserve Bank. Branch, 
agency and representative offices of foreign 
banks are required to be charged for Federal 
Reserve examinations. 

Insurance and insurance-related services. No restrictions are Insurance and insurance-related services. 
maintained on the cross-border supply of this category of services A federal excise tax is imposed on insurance 
except in the states of Nevada and Maine where some restrictions apply premiums covering US risks that are paid to 
to the purchase of reinsurance. companies not registered in the United States. 

Restrictions in this sub-sector affect mainly the camrercial presence In some states, agency licenses are issued to 
of foreign insurance of‘ insurance-related service providers, and non-residents for only certain lines of 
include the following: (i) insurance companies owned or controlled by insurance, and higher fee for non-residents may 

governments outside the United States are not authorised to conduct be charged. 
business in sane states; (ii) some states have no mechanism for 
licensing initial entry of a non-US insurance company as a subsidiary, 
unless that company is already licensed in another U.S. state; (iii) 
U.S. citizenship is required for all or a certain proportion of the 
members of the board of directors of licensed companies in some states. 

I/ Under the GATS (Part 1111, countries undertake commitments according to a positive list approach whereby they offer market access and 
national treatment only for the service industries listed in their schedules, and for each of the four modes of supply, subject to whatever 
limitations are included in these schedules. 

2/ None of the selected countries in this table has undertaken cowitment regarding the presence of natural persons in its territory for the 
purpose of supplying services, except (subject to certain conditions) for the entry and temporary stay of managers, executives, and specialists. 

z/ The United States, the European Union and Japan specified their commitments according to the Understanding on Comsitments in Financial 
Services which establishes an alternative approach (to the one set up in part III of the GATS) whereby countries make market access offer in all 
financial services sub-sectors, and agree to a standstill clause (except where reservations are taken). 



Table 4 (continued). Sumnary of Specific Coassitments in the Financial Services Sector of Selected Countries 

Limitations on market access Limitations on national treatment 

European Union For all sub-sectors, in some ELI members, an authorisation is required 
for certain type or amount of foreign investment. 

Banking and other financial services (excluding insurancal. In all Banking and other financial services (excluding 
members states: (i) establishment of a specialized management company insurancel. No limitations are imposed on the 
is required to perform the activities of management of unit trusts and cross-border supply of this category of services. 
investment companies; and (ii) only firms having their registered Issues denominated in French francs may be lead 
office in the cansunities can act as depositories of the assets of managed only by authorised French subsidiaries of 
investment funds. foreign banks. 

In some EU members, establishment is required in order to provide In Italy. offices of foreign intermediaries 
certain type of financial services. These include, for example, the cannot carry out promotional activities in the 
provision of investment advisory services in Belgium, investment area of investment in securities. 
research, asset management and services regarding mergers and 
acquisitions in Italy, lead management of issues of securities In the Netherlands, branches and subsidiaries of 
denominated in domestic currency in Germany and the United Kingdom, and non-EU banks need permission to lead manage 
securities trading in Belgium, Denmark, Greece and Spain. guilders-denominated paper. 

In Portugal, the establishment of non-EU banks may be subject to an 
economic need test. 

Insurance and insurance-related services. Limitations in this sub- Insurance and insurance-related services. 
sectors involve generally a requirement that foreign insurance No limitations are imposed on the cross-border 
companies ha established in the Comsunity. o: in the member ccuntiy in suppiy of this category of services. 
order to be able to supply certain type of insurance or insurance- 
related services (e.g.. air transport insurance in Denmark, Germany and Italy and Spain have a residence requirement for 
Portugal; insurance of CIF exports by residents in Italy, and insurance actuarial profession. 
of risks relating to ground transportation in France). 

The general agent of an insurance branch will 
In some EU countries, the establishment of comnercial presence is need to have resided in Denmark for the last two 
subject to an authorisation, or certain requirements (e.g., a certain years. 

length of prior experience). 

Japan Banking and other financial services (excluding insurance1 Banking and other financial services (excluding 
Comsercial presence is required for discretionary investment management insurancel. Deposits taken by branches of 
services as well as for financial/securities futures and options foreign banks are not covered by the deposit 
transaction services. insurance system. 

Conxsercial presence for the purpose of supplying investment trust 
management services must be through a juridical person established in 

Japan has not made standstill commitment 

Japan. 
regarding the issuance of licenses required for 
establishing subsidiaries and branch offices, and 
for granting authorisation for licensed service 
suppliers to expand existing operations or 
conduct new activities. 



Table 4 (continued), Sumsary of Specific Cowitments in the Financial Services Sector of Selected Countries 

Limitations on market access Limitations on national treatment 

Japan cont'd.. Overseas deposits and trusts contracts denominated in foreign 
currencies, and over 100 million yen value. end those denominated in 
yen are subject to approval. Certain services, including trade in 
payments instruments and foreign exchange, swaps, and factoring may be 
supplied through authorised foreign exchange bank in Japan. Cross- 
border supply of these services are in principle subject to approval. 
Japan maintains restrictions on the assets of pension funds which could 
be managed by investment management firms. 

Japan has not made standstill cowitment regarding the issuance of 
licenses required for establishing subsidiaries and branch offices, and 
for granting authorisation for licensed service suppliers to expand 
existing operations or conduct new activities. 

Insurance and insurance-related services. Commercial presence is in Insurance and insurance-related services. No 
principle required for insurance contracts covering goods being limitation is imposed on the cross-border supply 
transported within Japan. ships and aircrafts of Japanese registration. of this category of services. 

Insurance services are not allowed to be supplied through an 
intermediary in Japan, and establishment of commercial presence as 
insurance brokers is not allowed. 

Foreign companies are required to retain in yen 
an amount corresponding to their technical and 
claim reserves for yen-denominated insurance 
policie4 in Japan 

Japan intends to take measures for making substantial liberalization of 
cross-border insurance transactions for ships of Japanese registration 
used for international maritime transportation, end aircrafts of 
Japanese registration, as well as for introducing the insurance 

brokerage system. 

Brazil For all sub-sectors, all foreign capital invested in Brazil must be 
registered with the Central Bank of Brazil to be eligible for 
remittances of profits abroad. 

Banking and other financial services (excluding insurance). Brazil has Bankinn and other financial services (excluding 
not undertaken commitment to market access for the cross-border supply insurancel. Brazil has not undertaken specific 
of this category of services. cosxsitment to grant national treatment to the 

cross-border supply of this category of services. 

Establishment of new branches and subsidiaries of foreign financial 
institutions as well as increases in their participation in the capital Banks controlled by foreign capital and branches 
of Brazilian financial institutions is not permitted. The number of of foreign banks are: (I) subject to higher 
branches of each foreign bank is limited to the number existing on minimum requirements for paid-in-capital and net 
October 5, 1900. worth, and (ii) not allowed to set up automatic 

teller machines. 



Table 4 (continued). Sumnary of Specific Commitments in the Financial Services Sector of Selected Countries 

Limitations on market access Limitations on national treatment 

Brazil cont'd.. Insurance and insurance-related services. A special form of legal Insurance and insurance related services. 
entity is required when setting up a commercial presence for the Brazil has not undertaken specific cosxsitment 
purpose of supplying freight, life, property, medical care, and with respect to the cross-border supply of 
liabilities insurance. Foreign participation is limited to 50 percent freight, life, property, liability, and medical 
of the capital of a company and to one third of its voting stock. The care insurance. 
establishmen& of insurance brokering agencies is restricted to natural 
persons only. In all the insurance lines mentioned above, Brazil has 
not undertaken commitment regarding the cross-border supply of these 
services. 

India Banking and other financial services (excluding insurance). India has Banking and other financial services (excluding 
not undertaken commitment with respect to the cross-border supply of insurancel 
this category of services. The amount branches of foreign banks could Once licensed, foreign banks are virtually not 
invest in other financial services companies is subject to certain subject to any restrictions to national 
limits. Licensing of foreign banks may be denied when the share of treatment, except that they are required to: 
these banks in the total assets of the banking system exceeds 15 per (i) establish a local advisory board, and (ii) 
cent. publish periodically a consolidated financial 

statement of their Indian branches. 

Insurance and insurance related services. India has not made Insurance and insurance related services. India 
commitments in this sector, except for freight insurance and has not undertaken comnitmant to grant national 
reinsurance. For freight insurance, there is no requirement that goods treatment for this category of services. 
in transit to and from India should be insured with Indian insurance 
companies only. Reinsurance can be taken with foreign reinsurers to 
tbe extent of the rosiduai uncovered risk after obligatory or statutory 
placements domestically with Indian insurance companies. 

Korea I/ (see 
next page) 

Foreign investment is subject to certain restrictions, including 
ceiling on investment in stocks. 

For all financial services sub-sectors, cross border supply of 
financial services and supply through movement of consumers may not be 
settled in Korean currency. 

New financial products are subject to approval. 

Banking and other financial services (excluding insurancel. Korea has Banking and other financial services (excluding 
not undertaken commitment regarding the cross-border supply of this insurancel. Korea has not undertaken comnitment 
category of services. regarding the cross-border supply of this 

category of services. 
Commercial presence in banking business (including deposit, loan, 
foreign exchange, settlement and clearing services) is permitted only Securities firms are required to have a minimum 
through representative offices and branches. No comnitment is amount of operating fund, and are not allowed to 
undertaken regarding financial leasing services. establish multiple branches. 

Issuance of debentures is prohiblted, and limitations apply to deposits 
and loans in foreign currency. 



Appendix Table 4 (concluded). Sumnary of Specific Commitments on the Financial Services Sector of Selected Countries 

Limitations on market access Limitations on national treatment. 

Korea L/ (cont.) Insurance and insurance-related services. Korea has not undertaken Insurance and insurance-related services. 
comnitment regarding the cross-border supply for this category of Ceding insurers are required to reinsure with 
services, except for marine export cargo insurance, and reinsurance and priority given to reinsurance companies 
retrocession. established in Korea, except for aviation 

insurance. 
The establishment of a corrmercial presence is subject to an economic 
need test, and the number of sales offices which can be set up is Top executive personnel of insurance 
limited. establishments are requirbd to reside in Korea. 

No commitment has been made with respect to claim settlement, and 
actuarial businesses. 

L/ Korea undertakes a standstill commitment for limitations on market access and national treatment in all financial services listed in its 
schedule. 
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Table 5. OECD Imports under the GSP, 1976-1992 

(in billions of U.S. dollars) 

Year 

GSP Duty-Free Imports 
GSP as Share of: 

Total MFN Dutiable Duty-Free Total MFN Dutiable 
Imports Imports Imports Imports Imports 

1976 136.5 52.0 10.4 7.6 20.0 

1986 237.3 160.8 35.6 15.0 22.1 

1990 385.0 259.7 54.3 14.1 20.9 

1991 J,/ 392.2 263.0 64.1 16.3 24.4 

1992 u 426.0 302.9 77.4 18.2 25.6 

Source: UNCTAD. 

u Excluding Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland and Slovak Republic under the EU 
scheme. 

u 1991 for Australia and Canada. 
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Table 6. Imports Under Preferential Schemes Other Than the GSP 

(In.billions of U.S. dollars) 

Total Dutiable 
Imports Imports 

Caribbean Base Initiative (1992) 
All products 9.4 7.3 

&JI& (1989) I/ 
All products 

Agricultural products 
Industrial products 

Mediterranean (1989) 1/ 
All products 

Agricultural products 
Industrial products 

21.3 9.1 
6.5 6.0 

14.8 3.1 

16.5 9.2 
2.5 1.3 

14.1 7.9 

Source: UNCTAD, USTIC. 

I/ Virtually all dutiable imports receive preferential treatment under the 
Lomk Convention and Mediterranean Agreements. 
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