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Abstract

Essays in International Trade Policy

by

Asrat Tesfayesus

Doctor of Philosophy in Economics

University of California, Berkeley

Professor Barry Eichengreen, Co-chair

Professor Andres Rodriguez-Clare, Co-chair

In the advent of WWII, artificial trade barriers had reached their 20th century
peaks. Drastic protectionist measures, aggravated by a worldwide economic depression,
led to the significant decline in international trade which in effect further prolonged the
economic crises. However, after the end of WWII, among other serious measures taken
to promote international economic integration, the General Agreement on Tariffs and
Trade (GATT) was put into effect. Since 1948, the GATT has been effectively used as
an instrument to gradually and substantially reduce international trade barriers. These
reductions were implemented after multilaterally agreed upon reciprocal concessions
were negotiated and signed during the 8 different Rounds that the GATT successfully
facilitated. While the primary objective of liberalizing trade is at the essence of these
rounds, what negotiators negotiate about in how to share the gains from trade that
ensue is less apparent.

Furthermore, the GATT as an instrument has been functioning under the auspices
of the World Trade Organization (WTO) since 1995. With more countries involved
and more varied tradable outputs to negotiate over, the magnitude of the pareto im-
proving gains from trade is increasingly substantial. Since its inception, the WTO has
put tremendous effort and resources to continue the process of trade liberalization.
However, the Doha Round, the only WTO Round, has yet to show any substantial
progress after 12 years since it began in 2001. Why member states fail to reach an
agreement has yet to be answered.

In this dissertation, I shed some light on both questions. First, using a select
number of developing countries I provide an empirical support to the terms of trade
theory; which argues that negotiators negotiate and enter into trade agreement in order
to escape from a terms of trade prisoner’s dilemma. Negotiators agree to reciprocally
internalize externalities they impose on each other in order to create a more efficient
international trade environment.

Secondly, I argue that in light of the participation of a larger number of asymmet-
rically informed member states dealing with a much greater scope of issues that have
to all be settled at once, the delay in the Doha Round completion can be explained by
negotiating parties engaging in a war of attrition. A negotiator who does not know its
trading partners’ cost of waiting and valuation of outcome is more likely to attempt
to wait it out until all trading partners concede. Consequently, the group as a whole
is left with an inefficient amount of delay that could potentially be alleviated by an
imposition of a strict deadline by which time an agreement has to be reached. Finally,
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I provide some empirical evidence to show how the war of attrition story is aggravated
by the sudden proliferation in the use of Regional Trade Agreements (RTA) since the
early 1990s.
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Introduction

Precipitated by worldwide economic crises, trade barriers reached their 20th century
peaks in the advent of WWII. In an effort to alleviate the economic burdens such barriers
impose, several countries, led by the United States and United Kingdom, made the case
for agreements that would facilitate trade liberalization, economic integration, and a more
sustainable international realpolitik. With these objectives in mind, the GATT was brought
into effect in 1948 and remains in operation under the auspices of the WTO which aims
to facilitate trade liberalization of a much more diverse variety of tradable outputs. It is
apparent that the participant nations’ main objective for creating the GATT system is to
have an international forum to liberalize trade. However, what they actually negotiate about
in how to share the pie of the gains from more liberal trade is less clear.

In the first Chapter of this dissertation, I focus on one salient theory that aims to provide
insight about what GATT contracting parties or WTO member states negotiate about. The
terms of trade theory suggests that nations use international trade institutions as a forum
where they can negotiate concessions that will enable them to escape from the terms of
trade prisoner’s dilemma. More specifically, this theory explains that countries use trade
negotiations to reciprocally internalize externalities they impose on each other. Countries
that have sufficient market power to affect world prices can improve their terms of trade at
the expense of their trading partners by imposing an import tariff. However, when a trading
partner retaliates with its own tariffs, there would be a wash of the terms of trade gains
and both countries would be left with an inefficient trade protection equilibrium. Thus,
these countries use trade negotiation in order to escape from such a terms of trade prisoner’s
dilemma.

Using Bagwell % Staiger’s (2011) model, I conduct empirical analyses to test the terms
of trade theory using a specific set of three GATT member states. Using the relevant data
acquired for these countries, I provide results that give some insight on the terms of trade
theory prisoner’s dilemma hypothesis as it applies to some developing countries.

I consider countries that were contracting parties to the GATT and were removed from the
list of countries that the US accorded Generalized System of Preferences (GSP). Absent the
preferential treatment, these countries were required to negotiate at the multilateral level
during the Uruguay Round to reduce their best response tariff to the politically optimal
level in order to receive reciprocal trade liberalization benefits from their trading partners.
I exploit Uruguay Round based change in tariff schedules to test the terms of trade theory
using three countries (i.e. Brunei, Paraguay, and South Korea) removed from the GSP before
the completion of the Uruguay Round.

The results that I find weakly substantiate the hypothesis that the terms-of-trade theory
identifies what negotiators from a select countries negotiate about. For the lowest level of
industry disaggregation, these findings from the Uruguay Round era are closely in line with
what Bagwell and Staiger find in their study using new WTO entrants. However, when I
increase the industry level disaggregation, the statistical significance of some results disap-
pear although the predicted signs on the coefficients persist. My findings suggest that some
developing countries do in fact have trade matters to negotiate about in the international
trade negotiation forum and mutually benefit from an agreement. Furthermore, in light of
the fact that all parties have something to negotiate about, this finding may give additional
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weight to the pressing question about why the Doha Round remains stagnant. This question
I explore in detail in Chapters 2 & 3.

The Fourth World Trade Organization (WTO) Ministerial multilateral trade negotiation
was launched in 2001 at Doha, Qatar. The trade ministers of all WTO member states gath-
ered to kickoff the ambitious Doha Round of negotiations to further curtail international
trade barriers. Thus far, the negotiators have failed to reach any of their substantive liber-
alization objectives that have been very conservatively projected to enhance world welfare
by close to $100 billion by 2015 due to merchandise trade liberalization alone. Furthermore,
all of these projections of the gains from a Doha Round agreement stress the point that all
participating member states would gain from its successful completion.

However, despite this uncontested consensus on the pareto improving potential of the
liberalization goals envisioned by the negotiators, the trade ministers have been unable
to complete the round. This impasse begs the following question: why is it that these
negotiators persistently fail to reach an agreement and share the benefits reaped from a
successful completion of this round? In the last two chapters, I provide an explanation for
the Doha Round impasse that identifies its inefficiencies.

In Chapter 2, I suggest that the successor to the GATT (i.e. the WTO) has evolved
in significant ways that aggravated the member states’ information asymmetry about each
other to the extent of leading to significant delay in the completion of this last round. To
substantiate this point, first, I consider the salient ways in which the Doha Round differs from
the other rounds. Second, I explore how these differences might lead to greater information
asymmetry in the Doha Round environment. Finally, I explain how such asymmetry could
lead to a delay.

The length of time needed to complete a round has been increasing steadily since Geneva
II in 1956. Furthermore, the number of participants and the number of issues covered have
also been increasing, at times drastically, since then. Not only has the number of state
participating in the negotiation increased, but also the composition and their interest has
also significantly changed. With a greater representation of a wide range of developing
countries, the number of subject matters covered has significantly expanded while what is
of particular interest to negotiating parties has also seen greater divergence. Finally, the
number of regional agreements that member states have entered into since the early 1990s
continues to increase exponentially.

I argue that negotiators’ failure to complete the Doha Round can be explained by dis-
agreements on how to share a pie in which information asymmetry leads to a ’war of attrition’
and inefficient delay. In an environment where participants have private information that
dictates their willingness to wait, they will engage in a war of attrition whereby they attempt
to wait-out their counterpart to concede. Furthermore, I suggest the imposition of a strict
deadline as a possible measure that the WTO could take in order to shorten the delay be-
fore member states manage to sign an agreement that will successfully complete the round.
However, success in alleviating delay significantly depends on the details in the timing and
methods of implementation. One should be cautious in ascertaining what these details are
for the purpose of finding a viable solution to the Doha Round impasse.

In the last Chapter, my primary objective is to find within the war of attrition frame-
work one of many factors in the Doha Round trade negotiation that is an instrument of its
impasse. I hypothesize that the drastic proliferation of Regional Trade Agreements (RTAs)
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that serve as outside options to the Multilateral Trade Agreements (MTAs) is one such ex-
planation. I empirically substantiate the claim that the drastic increase of RTAs, used as
outside options, subsequent to the Uruguay Round may partially explain the Doha Round
negotiation impasse. I conduct the empirical study in two steps.

First, I extract and digitize the stand that a minister representing a member state took
on matters that substantially contributed to an impasse during any given ministerial con-
ference or other negotiation meetings. I digitize these positions for years 2002-2004. This
information is acquired from position papers published on the WTO website. I compare this
digitized stand with a digitized version of the proposed ministerial document used as a basis
of negotiation for that given year. If the representative’s statement does not significantly
deviate from that of the proposed skeleton document, then I identify the member state this
negotiator is representing as having voted ’YES’ for the completion of the Doha Round.
Otherwise, I identify such member state as having voted ’NO’.

Then, I conduct a regression analysis in which the dependent variable is member states’
raw or binary deviation from the main liberalization proposals. I extract these information
from the main liberalization proposal documents used as a basis for negotiation as well as the
official position statements and published proposals by representatives of member countries.
These documents are all available on the WTO website.

The list of RTAs that these member states have entered into is also accessible on the WTO
website. I am able to extract from this list the change in the number of RTAs member states
have entered into. I use this output as the independent variable to analyze its correlation to
the MTA negotiation positions that a member state takes.

Second, I use coalition voting on the proposed skeleton documents as an exogenous
variation that should be less sensitive to the number of RTAs that individual members of
the coalition have entered into. I run a regression analysis between these two variables again
and observe how it compares with the first set of regressions.

The results that I find give some support to the hypothesis that the use of RTAs as
outside options might be a factor delaying the completion of the Doha Round. However, this
work is far from conclusive. Further empirical exploration to explain the impasse is certainly
warranted. The data compiled and provided here could be instrumental in taking some more
steps forward in that direction.
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Liberalization Agreements in the GATT/WTO: Do Developing

Countries Have Anything to Negotiate About?

Chapter 1

1 Introduction

Since the middle of the 20th century, the General Agreements on Tariffs and Trade (GATT)
and, subsequently, the World Trade Organization (WTO) have been the primary interna-
tional forums for trade liberalization. In the advent of World War II, trade barriers, escalated
by international economic crises of unprecedented magnitude, had reached their 20th century
peaks. Cognizant of the costly burden such barriers imposed on them, several countries, led
by the United States and United Kingdom, resolved to enter into agreements that would lead
them towards trade liberalization and sound economic integration once again. With these
objectives in mind, the GATT was brought into effect in 1948 and remains in operation
under the auspices of the WTO which aims to facilitate trade liberalization of a wider scope
of consumables (e.g. trade in services and intellectual property).1 It is apparent that the
participant nations’ main objective for creating the GATT system is to have an international
forum to liberalize trade. However, what they actually negotiate about in how to share the
pie of the gains from more liberal trade is not immediately obvious.

The two salient theories in the literature that aim to provide insight about what GATT
contracting parties or WTO member states negotiate about are the terms-of-trade theory and
the commitment theory. The former suggests that nations use international trade institutions
as a forum where they can negotiate concessions that will enable them to escape from
the terms-of-trade prisoner’s dilemma. The latter theory, on the other hand, holds that
governments enter into binding international trade agreements because they value making
strong levels of liberalization commitments to their domestic private stakeholders.2

In this chapter, I focus on the terms of trade theory. More specifically, this theory explains
that countries use trade negotiations to reciprocally internalize externalities they impose by
using restrictive trade policies. Countries that have sufficient market power to affect world
prices can improve their terms of trade at the expense of their trading partners by imposing
an import tariff. However, when a trading partner retaliates with its own tariffs, there would
be a wash of the terms of trade gains and both countries would be left with an inefficient
trade protection equilibrium. Thus, these countries use trade negotiation in order to escape
from such a terms of trade prisoner’s dilemma. It is also argued that this outcome persists

1See The Genesis of the GATT (2008), in which Irwin et al. provide a lucid and thorough account of the
GATT formation using primary sources.

2See Maggi and Rodriguez-Clare (2007) for a more recent and more complete exposition of this theory.
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even in an environment where governments put non-trivial weight on satisfying domestic
interest.3

To substantiate this theory, Bagwell & Staiger (2011) conduct an empirical study using
16 WTO countries. In order to do so they develop a model in which they explain that
a higher import value of a given good is negatively correlated with a lower multilaterally
negotiated bound tariff level. They find that there is indeed empirical support for the terms
of trade theory.

Using their model, I conduct empirical analysis to test the terms of trade theory using
a specific set of three GATT member states. Using the relevant data acquired for these
countries, I provide results that give some insight on the terms of trade theory prisoner’s
dilemma hypothesis as it applies to some developing countries. In order to conduct this
analysis, the data I use include import value of goods decomposed as low as at the 6-digit
Harmonized System (HS) level, pre-negotiation unbound tariff schedules also at the 6-digit
HS level, and Uruguay Round post-negotiation bound tariff schedules. For the import data,
I make use primarily of the United Nations Commodity Trade Statistics Database (UN
COMTRADE) and the WTO’s Integrated Database (IDB). Furthermore, all of the data on
bound and unbound tariff schedules that I make use of, I extract from both the WTO’s
IDB and the Trade Analysis and Information System (TRAINS) database accessible on the
World Integrated Trade Solution (WITS) website.

Different from Bagwell & Staiger, I consider countries that were contracting parties to the
GATT and were removed from the list of countries that the US accorded Generalized System
of Preferences (GSP). Absent the preferential treatment, these countries were required to
negotiate at the multilateral level during the Uruguay Round to reduce their best response
tariff to the politically optimal level in order to receive reciprocal trade liberalization benefits
from their trading partners. I exploit Uruguay Round based change in tariff schedule to test
the terms of trade theory using three countries (i.e. Brunei, Paraguay, and South Korea)
removed from the GSP before the completion of the Uruguay Round.4

In this paper, the results that I find weakly substantiate the hypothesis that the terms-
of-trade theory identifies what negotiators from a select countries negotiate about. For
the lowest level of industry disaggregation, these findings from the Uruguay Round era are
closely in line with what Bagwell and Staiger find in their study using new WTO entrants.
However, when I increase the industry level disaggregation, the statistical significance of
some results disappear although the predicted signs on the coefficients persist. My findings
suggest that some developing countries do in fact have trade matters to negotiate about in the
international trade negotiation forum and mutually benefit from an agreement. Furthermore,
in light of the fact that all parties have something to negotiate about, this finding may give
additional weight to the pressing question about why the Doha Round remains stagnant.
This question I explore in detail in the following two Chapters.

The remainder of this chapter is organized as follows. In Section 2, first, I explain
the terms of trade theory, as articulated in Bagwell and Staiger, and present the results of
their model that allows us to formulate a testable hypothesis. Secondly, I explain how I use

3See Bagwell & Staiger (1999) for further details on the terms of trade theory poltically incentivized
government.

4In the Appendix, I provide country profile reports for each of these countries for years 1991-1995 focusing
on economic variables relevant to international trade. I use the Economist Intelligence Unit as my source.
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the model to ascertain that countries negotiate to escape from a terms-of trade prisoner’s
dilemma, as the theory suggests. Furthermore, I provide a detailed description of the data
that I will be using, the obstacles that I face in using them, and how I resolve them. Finally,
I provide the empirical results obtained for a select number of developing countries for which
the relevant data is fully accessible. I conclude in Section 13 and discuss other related
avenues of research endeavors that I hope to pursue.

2 Terms of Trade Theory

One theoretical explanation for the raison d′être of international trade institutions is for
them to serve as a forum to mitigate the terms of trade prisoner’s dilemma that trading
nations are faced with. The origin of this theory dates back to Johnson (1954) in which the
author notes that in the absence of trade agreements, the import tariffs imposed and the
trade wars that will ensue would lead countries to an inefficient trade protection equilibrium.
Nations that are large enough to affect world prices of a good they import can impose tariffs
on such imports to improve their terms of trade. However, other large countries in turn will
impose retaliatory tariffs leading to a wash of any terms of trade gain. In effect, these trading
partners are left with larger trade barriers between each other that induce trade distortions
and no net terms of trade gain. Thus, the theory suggests, these countries resolved to pull
themselves out from such a lose-lose equilibrium by using international trade institutions
as a forum to negotiate and enter into mutually beneficial trade liberalization agreements.
While Mayer (1981) illustrated this point in a static game-theoretic framework, Grossman
and Helpman (1995a) as well as Bagwell and Staiger (1999) have argued that the result
persists even in an environment where a government is faced with political pressure.

However, while Bagwell and Staiger make a great leap forward in providing evidence
for the terms-of-trade theory, little empirical study has been done trying to substantiate
the terms-of-trade theory or shed more light in general on what member states negotiate
about.5 Accordingly, in this paper, I focus on conducting an empirical exercise using some
GATT developing country contracting parties’ and WTO developing country member states’
import and tariff data to test the validity of the terms of trade prisoner’s dilemma theory as
it applies to developing countries.

In order to do so, first it is instructive to note that the terms-of-trade theory suggests
that each country on the negotiating table has an economic influence in international trade
that gives them the leverage to effectively negotiate. The theory accentuates the point that
large countries, defined as those who can influence world prices of some goods that they
import, will have exercised their ability to externalize cost to their trading partners through
their tariff schedule choices. Thus, these large countries that may have imposed externalities
on each other can come to the table to negotiate down their tariff schedules to internalize
some of the costs they impose. As such, they manage to reach a mutually more beneficial
equilibrium. In other words, a large country accords some ‘control’ over its tariff schedule

5In their paper ”What Do Trade Negotiators Negotiate About? Empirical Evidence from the World
Trade Organization” , AER 2011, Bagwell and Staiger use data from 16 countries to test and validate the
terms-of-trade theory by illustrating the fact that the magnitude of the negotiated decrease in tariffs for a
given good is proportional to its import volume.
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to its trading partner that is also a large country. Hence, if the terms-of-trade theory indeed
gives a solid account of what countries negotiate about, then we should expect to see more
significant tariff cuts on goods in which the imposition of tariff based externalities to trading
partners is greater.

To test this hypothesis, I refer to the Bagwell and Staiger model that is designed to predict
the tariff concession outcomes of negotiations. They note that tariff based cost-shifting to
exporting trading partners is more acute and onerous when (i) the import demand elasticity
is larger (ii) the export supply elasticity is smaller (iii) or the import volume is larger.
Furthermore, assuming that the demand and supply functions in the importing country
are linear, they show that tariff reduction, as predicted by the terms-of-trade theory, is
proportional to the ratio of the pre-negotiation import volume to world price. In showing
this result, they make use of pre-negotiation tariffs, import volumes, and elasticities that
trading partners are faced with for any given good or industry.

Similarly, in order to test this hypothesis, I make use of import and tariff data from both
the GATT and WTO years. I consider developing countries that were only compelled to
engage in any meaningful concessions during the Uruguay Round. For a set of developing
countries who fall in this category and for which I have a substantial amount of the rele-
vant data, I provide a regression analysis that tests the terms of trade prisoner’s dilemma
hypothesis.

2.1 Terms of Trade Theory: Model

Here, I present the results of Bagwell & Staiger’s model that guides the Terms of Trade
Prisoner’s dilemma hypothesis testing methodologies. In their model, Bagwell and Staiger
demonstrate the theoretical relationship between changes in negotiation based tariff schedules
on the one hand and the import demand and export supply elasticities as well as import
volumes on the other. The model exploits these relationships to identify negotiators’ goal
of escaping from the terms of trade prisoner’s dilemma through their GATT/WTO trade
agreements.

As already noted, Bagwell and Staiger hypothesize that tariff based cost-shifting to ex-
porting trading partners is particularly salient when (i) the import demand elasticity is larger
(ii) the export supply elasticity is smaller or (iii) the import volume is larger. The objective
is to produce a testable design of this hypothesis. More specifically, the model consists of a
formulation that allows one to test whether international trade negotiations aim to curtail
tariff based cost-shifting to exporting trading partners. In order to do so, one must exploit
the relationship between negotiated tariff concession levels and import volumes based on a
structural design as in Bagwell and Staiger.

In their paper, Bagwell and Staiger derive a relationship between the politically opti-
mal tariff (τPO), the best response tariff (τBR), and the country’s import volume for any
given product. For my analysis, I use their result for an economic environment of the tariff
imposing country that has linear demand and supply curves and a government that puts
higher weight in producer surplus when maximizing its welfare function. With a possibility
of non-reciprocal tariff negotiations they demonstrate that the following equation holds
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τPO − τBR = β0 + (β1 − 1)τBR + β2[
M(p(τBR, p̃wBR))

p̃wBR
] (1)

If a country’s political economy environment and the demand and supply elasticities are

the same for the products analyzed with constant terms of trade level (i.e. r ≡ p̃wPO

p̃wBR = 1,

Bagwell and Staiger explain that the terms of trade theory predicts an estimated β̂1 > 0 and
β̂2 < 0.

2.2 Identification Strategy

The hypothesis being tested is that the magnitude of Most Favored Nation (MFN) based
tariff reduction to reach the post-negotiation bound level should be larger the higher the
import volume for that particular good.6 If so, the theory that countries negotiate to escape
from the terms of trade prisoner’s dilemma is not rejected.

The empirical design to test this hypothesis directly follows from equation (1), which
when rearranged yields

τPO = β0 + β1τ
BR + β2[

M(p(τBR, p̃wBR))

p̃wBR
] (2)

The estimating equation is thus as follows

τWTO
gc = β0 + β1τ

BR
gc + β2m

BR
gc + εgc (3)

g refers to products indexed at the HS 6-digit level, c refers to the negotiating country

imposing the tariff, mBR ≡
[
M(p(τBR,p̃wBR))

p̃wBR

]
, and εgc is the error term.

2.3 Data Description

The data that I will be using come from three main sources: United Nations Commodity
Trade Statistics Database (UN COMTRADE) and WTO’s Integrated database (IDB) for
disaggregated import and bound tariff information. I use the TRAINS (Trade Analysis
and Information System) database that is maintained by the United Nations Conference on
Trade and Development (UNCTAD) for both pre-negotiation and post-negotiation applied
and bound tariff schedules. These sets of data are extracted from the World Bank developed
software: World Integrated Trade Solution (WITS) as well as the WTO website directly.
I also use the PC-TAS CD-ROM to access a specific subset of import data, as explained
below.

6The MFN principle is stated in the first paragraph of the original GATT article and stipulates that
’any advantage, favour, privilege or immunity granted by any contracting party to any product originating
in or destined for any other country shall be accorded immediately and unconditionally to the like product
originating in or destined for the territories of all other contracting parties.’
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2.3.1 Import Data

UN COMTRADE data, which goes as far back as 1962, provides import data for both WTO
member states and non-members at the country level for goods disaggregated at as low as
the 6 digit Harmonized System level. In my study, I denote trading partners as rest of
the world or all other WTO member countries. However, the database provides complete
country level trading partner information.

Furthermore, UN COMTRADE provides a Personal Computer Trade Analysis System
(PC-TAS) CD-ROM with trade statistics disaggregated in numerous dimensions for all trade
transactions in a five years aggregate valued at or above $50,000. The import data from PC-
TAS goes as far back as 1993, a year before the completion of the Uruguay Round.

The WTO IDB database contains import value data for all products and partners as
reported by the importer. For the regressions that I run for the purpose of the present
analysis, I extract the import data information from WTO’s IDB.

Currently, I have access to all of the data referred to above, including the PC-TAS CD-
ROMs that have been purchased and I have in my possession.

2.3.2 Tariff Data

The tariff schedules that I will consider in my analysis are both pre-negotiation unbound level
that importing countries impose as well as their post-negotiation bound optimal tariff levels
that in the model are referred to as the pre-negotiation best response tariff levels and the post-
negotiation optimal tariff, respectively.7 When possible, the pre-negotiation unbound tariff
collected are those levels that the importing country had imposed right before entering into
any meaningful concession negotiation. As such, we can reasonably rule-out the likelihood
that the difference in tariff schedules between the unbound and bound tariff schedule is
driven by changes in domestic or international economic dynamics. In my analysis, I use
data from the developing countries for which I had sufficient observation from earlier years.
Due to this constraint, the pre-negotiation tariff schedule I use are their applied level tariffs.

For the pre-negotiation tariff schedules, I use the UNCTAD maintained TRAINS database.
This database provides data about import tariffs that each country imposes on goods iden-
tified at the 6 digit HS level. I also extract this data using the WITS software.

The WTO IDB database comprises both MFN applied and bound tariff data of the
Harmonized System (HS) classification disaggregated at the 6 digit level. Information on
the 1996 bound tariff level for these same products that I use for my analysis are extracted
from the WTO’s IDB.

2.4 Data Used in Regression Analysis

In the results that I report here, based on the model developed above, the baseline regression
that I will be running is the following:

7The post-negotiation bound tariff is presumed to be the optimal tariff based on the rationale that
numerous rounds of negotiations in the GATT years have allowed member states to gradually reach the
tariff that will mutually maximize their gains from trade.
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τWTO
gc = αG + αc + β1τ

BR
gc + β2[V

BR
gc ] + εgc

In the above regression, τBRgc and τWTO
gc refer to the tariff levels before and after concession

agreements are entered into for any given good, respectively. g refers to the good indexed
at the HS 6-digit level, c refers to the negotiating country imposing the tariff. αG is the
one-digit HS product level fixed effect, while αc is a country fixed effect, included only for
the full sample estimate. Finally, V BR

gc is the pre-agreement import value of the traded good
in millions of dollars, and εgc is the error term.

Bagwell and Staiger make use of 16 countries that joined the WTO so as to have a clean
data in which countries immediately drop their best response tariff schedule to the optimal
WTO level. For this set of countries, they find evidence that the terms of trade theory does
in fact play a significant role in the motivation for trade agreements.

I make use of the same analytical approach to test if the terms of trade theory would
still hold when applied to a set of developing countries that underwent significant tariff
concessions during the Uruguay Round. By focusing on WTO entering countries, Bagwell
and Staiger are able to avoid the gradual aspect of tariff concessions. Such a non-gradual
drop in tariff concessions, while necessary for the analysis, rarely came about in the GATT
years. In order to circumvent this problem, I will focus on countries designated as developing
countries and were granted GSP treatment by the United States.

From this group of countries, I focus on those who were taken off the GSP list by the
US during the Uruguay Round. The countries that satisfy this stipulation are the following:
Portugal, Romania, Hong Kong, Republic of Korea, Singapore, Paraguay, Bahrain, Brunei
Darussalam, and Union of Myanmar. While there is some level of coordination with other
developed countries that have accorded GSP treatment (i.e. Japan, E.U.), it is unclear how
effectively it is executed.8 If there is failure of coordination my results should be biased
toward not finding support for the terms of trade theory. The fact that I do find some
evidence despite the possibility of such a failure is reassuring.

From this list of countries, I was able to obtain the necessary pre-WTO unbound tariff
and trade data as well as the bound tariff data subsequent to the completion of the Uruguay
Round for the following countries: Hong Kong, Republic of Korea, Singapore, Brunei Darus-
salam, and Paraguay. However, all of the unbound tariff for all products in Hong Kong are
at 0% and virtually all unbound tariff data for all imports in Singapore are at 0%. Therefore,
I cannot use these two countries for my empirical study to test the terms-of-trade theory
within the framework of the model. I omit these two countries from my regression analysis.
Thus, the analysis and results obtained are based on data obtained on the three remain-
ing countries (i.e. Republic of Korea, Paraguay, and Brunei Darussalam). A more detailed
information on the data from each country is provided in Table 1-3 below.

It is clear that the three countries I am considering cannot be described as being rep-
resentative of any particular group, including developing countries. Surely, if they were
adequately representative of developing countries, chances are that they would not have
been removed from the list of countries receiving preferential treatment through the GSP
program. Furthermore, while Brunei is a particularly oil reach country, Korea was already at

8For instance, Korea was removed from Japan’s, one of Korea’s major tradig partners in the 1990s, GSP
list in 2000
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over $7,000 GDP per capita by 1992. Paraguay is the only country from the list that possibly
fits-in the typical developing country categorization. However, aside from the fact that they
are small in number, the idiosyncrasies of these countries in my sample can be an element
of strength in my analysis. The fact that my results support the prediction when varying
types of countries loosely categorized as developing are analyzed gives greater weight to the
conclusion that stems from it. Thus, I believe that the results I obtain will give some insight
on whether escaping from the terms of trade prisoner’s dilemma is a factor that developing
countries consider in their GATT negotiations.

Another possible concern with this approach relates to the issue of the ostensible fact
that developing countries will inevitably have more to give to developed countries when
they come to the negotiating table after having been removed from the GSP list, in the
unlikely event that they are accorded an unconditional MFN treatment. The rationale for
this assertion is that while developing countries were getting a free ride by being on the
GSP list, developed countries such as the US were making reciprocal concessions vis-a-vis
other developed countries and GSP non-beneficiaries. Thus, even once they are off the GSP
list, the MFN benefits they have been getting for products not on the GSP list persists.
However, the developing countries themselves have yet many concessions to give as they
have not engaged in any substantial liberalization previously.

Thus, the question is, other than the goods on the GSP list, how much more do developed
countries have to offer in terms of trade liberalization with which these countries newly off
the GSP list are incentivized to reciprocate. In short, the fact that the Uruguay Round
opened-up numerous other aspects of trade liberalization, including agricultural products
as well as the phasing-out of the Multi-Fiber Arrangement, has given developing countries
additional concessions to potentially bargain for and benefit from.

Finally, in light of the fact that the GSP treatment is not indiscriminate by product as
well as factors other than development level, it is likely that I encounter some biases that I will
need to individually correct for. Since disaggregated data at the HS 6 level is abundantly
available for the countries in my analysis, I obtain statistically significant results when I
include country and industry fixed effects at the HS-1 level. However, some of the statistical
significance results are lost with fixed effects at the HS-2 level although the predicted signs
persist.

Table 1: Countries in the Sample

Country Year of Import Year of Unbound Tariff Year of Bound Tariff

Brunei 1992 1992 1996

Korea 1992 1992 1996

Paraguay 1994 1994 1996

In Table 1, I report the list of countries in my sample, the year for which I have import
value data, unbound tariff data, and bound tariff data for each of the listed countries. The
unbound tariff is generated on the WITS website using the TRAINS Database as the source.
The bound tariff data and import value data are generated on the WTO website using the
Integrated Data Base (IDB).
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Table 2: Summary Statistics for Imports, Unbound Tariffs, and Bound Tariffs

Sample Variable Mean SD Min Max Observations
All Imports 8.04 106.61 0.00 9548.44 10636

Unbound Tariff 7.34 9.54 0 602.67 14961
Bound Tariff 35.07 21.87 1 92 13660

HS0 Imports 2.86 16.7 0.00 293.7 598
Unbound Tariff 12.16 13.28 0 50 1023
Bound Tariff 34.89 19.58 2 92 946

HS1 Imports 6.31 51.19 0.00 845.52 466
Unbound Tariff 6.64 8.29 0 40 673
Bound Tariff 35.69 18.91 2 91 606

HS2 Imports 14.87 259.68 0.00 9548.44 1480
Unbound Tariff 5.22 16.83 0 602.67 2237
Bound Tariff 44.57 24.27 2 91 2064

HS3 Imports 5.34 16.89 0.00 339.04 921
Unbound Tariff 5.7 6.31 0 30 1182
Bound Tariff 45.59 27.15 2 87 1124

HS4 Imports 7.99 42.21 0.00 796.28 749
Unbound Tariff 7.69 7.85 0 32 1097
Bound Tariff 27.78 19.89 2 91 846

HS5 Imports 4.14 25.09 0.00 633.64 917
Unbound Tariff 8.75 6.33 0 32 1500
Bound Tariff 30.64 16.33 1 91 1465

HS6 Imports 0.87 2.89 0.00 55.33 1126
Unbound Tariff 12.02 7.26 0 32 1335
Bound Tariff 37.63 14.35 2 49 1275

HS7 Imports 7.25 30.06 0.00 388.23 1080
Unbound Tariff 4.91 5.68 0 32 1649
Bound Tariff 28.56 19.58 2 88 1356

HS8 Imports 13.07 81.93 0.00 3115.32 2392
Unbound Tariff 6.66 5.08 0 32 3119
Bound Tariff 31.62 21.79 2 91 2886

HS9 Imports 4.55 18.3 0.00 341.42 907
Unbound Tariff 7.00 6.02 0 32 1146
Bound Tariff 31.88 22.2 2 91 1092
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In Table 2, I provide summary statistics for import values, unbound tariff, and bound
tariff. I provide such information for the entire sample as well as for each industry at the
1-digit HS sectors level.

Finally, in Table 3, I provide summary statistics for the same variables for each of the
countries in my sample separately. Again, the unbound tariff data is generated on the WITS
website using the TRAINS Database as the source. The bound tariff data and the import
value data are generated on the WTO website using the Integrated Data Base (IDB).

Table 3: Summary Statistics for Imports, Unbound Tariffs, and Bound Tariffs

Sample Variable Mean SD Min Max Observations
Brunei Imports 0.68 3.79 0.00 112.06 2157

Unbound Tariff 2.42 11.01 0 602.67 5001
Bound Tariff 28.19 13.08 1 69 4559

Korea Imports 17.15 158.82 0.00 9548.436 4761
Unbound Tariff 11.75 6.95 0 50 4942
Bound Tariff 30.78 31.29 2 92 4543

Paraguay Imports 0.65 3.94 0.00 137.63 3718
Unbound Tariff 7.90 7.69 0 32 5018
Bound Tariff 46.23 9.79 4 49 4558

2.5 Results

As noted before, the terms of trade theory suggests that countries negotiate and enter into
trade agreements in order to mitigate a terms of trade prisoner’s dilemma by reciprocally
reducing trade barriers. Accordingly, the model predicts that, ceteris paribus, the negotiation
based reduction in the tariff level from the best response unbound tariff is higher when the
trade value on that product is higher. Thus, the bound tariff on any given product to which
a negotiating country agrees is expected to be decreasing relative to the noncooperative tariff
level as the import value of the product increases.

In the baseline regression, as explained in the presentation of the model, we would expect
to get a positive β1 and a negative β2 if the results are to conform to the predictions. As
shown in Table 4, I find that most of the statistically significant results and all of the country
level regression results conform to this theoretical prediction.9 For the results reported in
Table 4, I have both country fixed effects and industry fixed effects at the one-digit level.
On the full sample, I do obtain a positive β1 and a negative β2 as the theory would predict.
Furthermore, the results for the individual countries with an industry fixed effects at the

9Note that Table 4 OLS regressions are heteroskedasticity robust (standard errors in parentheses). In-
dustry fixed effects, αG are at the one-digit HS product level and are applied on the full sample and the
country level regressions. Country fixed effects, αc are applied on the full sample as well as the industry
level regressions.

13



one-digit level conform to the theory prediction. Seven of the eight results are statistically
significant at the 1% level. And, one of the results (i.e. the β1 coefficient for Korea) is
statistically significant at the 5% level.

For the industry one-digit level regressions with country fixed effects, the results are
mixed. I observe positive β1 coefficient for 9 out of 10 of the results; six of which are
statistically significant at the 1% level. Only HS7 has a negative β1 and it is statistically
significant.10 On the other hand, I observe negative β2 for three industries (i.e. HS2, HS3,
and HS6). For HS3, the result is not statistically significant.

Furthermore, the magnitude of the coefficients are similar to what Bagwell and Staiger
report in their paper. As Bagwell and Staiger note, it is not evident how to meaningfully
interpret the quantitative interpretation of the estimates. However, the results allow us
to predict that a ceterius paribus increase in the value of the noncooperative imports by
a standard deviation on the full sample would reduce the bound tariff levels by about 1.2
percent (compared to about 1.7% for Bagwell & Staiger). Albeit by a small marigin, it
appears that even when the analysis is extended to the Uruguay years focusing on developing
countries, the terms of trade prisoner’s dilemma theory musters empirical scrutiny for the
sample of countries analyzed here with country and one-digit level industry fixed effects.11

In Table 5, I run the same regressions as above with country fixed effects and two-digit
level fixed effects. Again, for the whole sample, I get statistically significant results that
substantiate the theory.12 However, the country level results, while the coefficient signs still
conform to the prediction, statistically significance is lost on both coefficients for Korea and
on β2 for Brunei.

For Tables 6-8, I consider HS2, HS3, and HS6, respectively. These are the one-digit
industry level for which I get negative coefficients for β2. I analyze them individually to
consider which country has greater weight in generating the negative results.

In Table 6, for HS2, the magnitude of β2 for Brunei, is almost five time as high as
that of Paraguay and more that five times higher than that of Korea. The β2 results are
statistically significant for both Brunei and Korea. As evidenced by the data in Table 13 of
the Appendix, a large portion of Brunei’s imports (e.g. Beverages & Tobacco, Mineral Fuels,
and Chemicals) fall in the HS2 category. Similarly, data in Table 17 shows for years 1994
and 1995 that Korea has some goods as its principal imports that would be categorized in
HS2 (e.g. Mineral Fuels & Lubricants, Chemicals, & Raw Materials.) Thus, it is consistent
with the theory that they would reduce their bound tariff more in this sector in particular.
However, I also get a statistically significant negative β1 for Brunei contrary to the theory’s
prediction.

In Table 7, for HS3, I observe a negative statistically significant β2 only for Paraguay.
All β1 results are positive and statistically significant at 1%. However, Paraguay’s primary
imports in years 1994 and 1995 (detailed in Table 22) are not reflected in the goods catego-

10Explanation detailing what the different HS categories comprise is provided in the Appendix.
11It should be noted that these countries could be potentially categorized as developing countries for

the years I am considering, they are not meant to be representative samples. In order to highlight their
idiosyncracies, I provide relevant country profile information in the Appendix for each country.

12For Table 5, OLS regressions are heteroskedasticity robust (standard errors in parentheses). Industry
fixed effects, αG are at the two-digit HS product level and are applied on the full sample and the country level
regressions. Country fixed effects, αc are applied on the full sample as well as the industry level regressions.
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Table 4: Baseline OLS Results with One-digit Level Industry Fixed Effect

Equation: τWTO
gc = αG + αc + β1τ

BR
gc + β2[V

BR
gc ] + εgc

Sample Observations β1 β2 R2

(S.E.) (S.E.)

All 9695 0.480 -0.004 0.26
(0.046)** (0.001)**

HS0 524 0.673 0.101 0.19
(0.146)** (0.048)*

HS1 411 0.268 0.012 0.25
(0.176) (0.018)

HS2 1354 0.002 -0.009 0.48
(0.070) (0.002)**

HS3 873 0.964 -0.177 0.42
(0.148)** (0.100)

HS4 585 0.397 0.005 0.56
(0.095)** (0.017)

HS5 899 0.337 0.027 0.58
(0.092)** (0.014)*

HS6 1081 0.258 -0.963 0.41
(0.026)** (0.243)**

HS7 891 -1.045 0.023 0.49
(0.184)** (0.030)

HS8 2222 0.021 0.017 0.32
(0.136) (0.016)

HS9 855 0.331 0.187 0.24
(0.089)** (0.052)**

Brunei 1979 0.685 -0.270 0.28
(0.208)** (0.091)**

Korea 4291 0.178 -0.006 0.46
(0.079)* (0.002)**

Paraguay 3425 0.095 -0.569 0.06
(0.021)** (0.160)**

* significant at 5%; ** significant at 1%
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Table 5: Baseline OLS Results with Two-digit Level Industry Fixed Effect

Equation: τWTO
gc = αG + αc + β1τ

BR
gc + β2[V

BR
gc ] + εgc

Sample Observations β1 β2 R2

(S.E.) (S.E.)

All 9695 0.596 -0.003 0.33
(0.042)** (0.001)*

Brunei 1979 0.886 -0.175 0.49
(0.113)** (0.092)

Korea 4291 0.097 -0.003 0.62
(0.132) (0.002)

Paraguay 3425 0.107 -0.473 0.19
(0.022)** (0.148)**

* significant at 5%; ** significant at 1%

Table 6: OLS Country Level Results for HS2

Equation: τWTO
gc = α + β1τ

BR
gc + β2[V

BR
gc ] + εgc

Sample Observations β1 β2 R2

(S.E.) (S.E.)

Brunei 232 -0.220 -0.545 0.17
(0.038)** (0.227)*

Korea 658 0.140 -0.008 0.02
(0.102) (0.002)**

Paraguay 464 0.174 -0.111 0.02
(0.066)** (0.068)

* significant at 5%; ** significant at 1%
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rization in HS3.

Table 7: OLS Country Level Results for HS3

Equation: τWTO
gc = α + β1τ

BR
gc + β2[V

BR
gc ] + εgc

Sample Observations β1 β2 R2

(S.E.) (S.E.)

Brunei 178 1.253 0.228 0.59
(0.079)** (0.365)

Korea 363 3.212 -0.127 0.05
(0.831)** (0.085)

Paraguay 332 0.355 -0.192 0.15
(0.133)** (0.272)**

* significant at 5%; ** significant at 1%

Finally, in Table 8, for HS6, the greatest β2 weight is observed in the results for Korea.
The β2 coefficient is negative and more than twice as well as more than four times as high in
magnitude as the Brunei and Paraguay coefficients respectively. The β1 coefficient for Korea
is positive and statistically significant. However, at 9.516, it is remarkably higher than all
of the other β1 coefficients that are generally < 1. Here, Korea’s principal import pattern
summarized in Table 19 does not indicate that it is composed of much of the products in
HS6 category.

Table 8: OLS Country Level Results for HS6

Equation: τWTO
gc = α + β1τ

BR
gc + β2[V

BR
gc ] + εgc

Sample Observations β1 β2 R2

(S.E.) (S.E.)

Brunei 290 1.808 -0.214 0.94
(0.030)** (0.131)

Korea 419 9.516 -0.596 0.32
(0.743)** (0.171)**

Paraguay 372 0.009 -0.121 0.01
(0.010) (0.106)

* significant at 5%; ** significant at 1%
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3 Conclusion

In this study, I present and explain frameworks to test the validity of the theoretical expla-
nations, i.e. escaping from the terms of trade prisoner’s dilemma, for why countries enter
into agreements using the GATT/WTO as a forum of negotiation. Then, I discuss what the
potential implications might for developing countries’ integration efforts if this explanation
can be empirically substantiated.

In testing the validity of the terms of trade prisoner’s dilemma theory, based on my results
using Uruguay Round developing countries trade and tariff data and one-digit level industry
fixed effects, I find that it musters empirical scrutiny for the sample of countries analyzed.
However, many of the statistical significance of these results disappear when the industry
fixed effects are disaggregated at the two-digit level. In the likely event that escaping from
the terms of trade prisoner’s dilemma is a primary or even the only reason that countries
enter into trade agreements, then small countries are effectively left out of the negotiation
process.

Furthermore, to the extent that there is a correlation between being a small country and
a developing country, it would mean that some developing countries may be left voiceless in
trade negotiations and agreements. If true, this phenomenon may possibly provide insight
in the colluding inclinations of developing countries in the Doha Development Agenda. The
agricultural sector being the linchpin of the discord, it is noteworthy that developing coun-
tries, despite their striking heterogeneity in their trade practices, are engaging in a collusion
in a way that has given voices to more WTO member states. It may also suggest that in-
stitutional reform is warranted at the WTO level with the objective of giving all member
states complete participation opportunities.

In light of the fact that the terms-of-trade prisoner’s dilemma is further empirically
substantiated here even as it is applied to developing countries, why the Doha Round has
yet to be completed becomes an even more puzzling question. I address this question in the
following two Chapters.
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One Explanation for the Doha Round Stagnation: War of Attrition

Chapter 2

4 Introduction

GATT contracting parties, whose number has gradually increased, have been able to negoti-
ate and successfully complete eight different trade liberalization rounds. Since its inception
in 1948, the GATT and its rules have been used to drastically reduce artificial trade barriers
that had peaked before WWII. With the MFN clause at their disposal, contracting parties
were able to multilaterally reap the benefit of gradually more open trade that they agreed
upon.

However, WTO member states that have been negotiating to reach an agreement for
greater trade liberalization in the Doha Round have yet to make any substantial progress
towards its completion after over 12 years of efforts. This last round is by far the longest
any such negotiation has lasted and no agreement is yet in sight, with disagreement on
agricultural trade liberalization being the linchpin of the deadlock. Why has the Doha
Round stagnated? In this Chapter, I provide an explanation for the Doha Round impasse
that identifies its inefficiencies.

I suggest that the successor to the GATT (i.e. the WTO) has evolved in significant ways
that aggravated the member states’ information asymmetry about each other to the extent
of leading to significant delay in the completion of this last round. To substantiate this point,
first, I consider the salient ways in which the Doha Round differs from the other rounds.
Second, I explore how these differences might lead to greater information asymmetry in the
Doha Round environment. Finally, I explain how such asymmetry could lead to a delay.

It should be noted that the length of time needed to complete a round has been increasing
steadily since Geneva II in 1956.13 That is, the completion of subsequent rounds experience
longer delay compared to their antecedents. Furthermore, the number of participants and
the number of issues covered have also been increasing, at times drastically, since Geneva II.
While 123 states participated in the last successful round (i.e. the Uruguay Round), more
than 150 member states are involved in the Doha Round negotiations. Not only has the
number of state participating in the negotiation increased, but also the composition and
their interest has also significantly changed. With a greater representation of a wide range
of developing countries, the number of subject matters covered has significantly expanded
while what is of particular interest to negotiating parties has also seen greater divergence.
Along with these changes, we observe greater sophistication in the organization of various
state or non-state entities and their ability to speak loudly, as evidenced in Seattle 1999.

13See Appendix for information on the number of participants in each round, items discussed, and how
long it took to complete the negotiation.
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Finally, the number of regional agreements that member states have entered into since the
early 1990s continues to increase exponentially.

What these observations may suggest is that while an increasing number of parties are
acquiring greater relevance, their partners are left with greater gap in the details of the
increasingly intricate aspects of their interests. With a higher number of heterogeneous
countries participating in the negotiation and with a greater number of developing country
accessions, it becomes increasingly costly to acquire sufficient information about what a
partner may be willing to concede to.

First, the wider scope of issues on the negotiation table as well as the divergent interests
of member states add to the uncertainty about the scope of a partner’s gain from any
given trade liberalization proposal. The completion of the Doha Round has a distributional
effect that will stipulate how the pie of the level of protection countries will be allowed to
impose is shared. In other words, countries must agree on the share of the burden they
incur in internalizing the externalities that they impose on each other through trade policies
that affect their terms of trade. With increasing uncertainty about a partner’s gains from
the protection they are allocated in the liberalization agreement, a threshold is reached in
which parties will engage in a war of attrition that will inefficiently extend the production
distortions that each participant is faced. This inefficiency stems from the fact that they are
prevented from exploiting their comparative advantage that freer trade would have allowed
and it is a cost that member state will continue to incur until an agreement is reached.

Second, it has become increasingly difficult to measure the extent to which a trading
partner can correct production distortions through further trade liberalization and how much
value it gives to alleviating such inefficient costs.

Finally, information asymmetry about the extent to which trading partners are pacified by
RTAs further increases the chances that negotiators engage in such a delay inducing waiting
cost against their trading partners. That is, these countries increasingly make use of RTAs
as outside options in order to better reap the benefits of their comparative advantage and
reduce distortionary costs. The cost reducing value of these outside options are also private
information. Thus, they induce even greater information asymmetry between negotiating
partners about each others’ cost of waiting during the ongoing multilateral negotiation of
any given proposal.

The fact that the new entrants in the Doha Round negotiations are primarily developing
countries suggests that they are likely to be more impatient. While seasoned member states
have been able to gradually reduce production distortions through earlier rounds of trade
liberalization, new entrants have yet to reap much of the benefits from such liberalization.
Thus, the former group may have reason to believe that they can get a greater share of the
pie from liberalization by waiting-out their negotiating partners who they expect will more
imminently concede. That is, the fact that member states are disparately situated in the
distortions they are faced with and the fact that this cost is their private information are
likely to aggravate the chances that negotiators remain in a ’war of attrition’ longer.

The war of attrition theory has been effectively applied to demonstrate how delays ensues
as a consequence of information asymmetry between players. In a two player environment,
Alesina and Drazen (1991) show how stabilization can be delayed even when a government
continues to run a budget deficit and is accumulating unsustainable debt. They explain that
in the event that stabilization would have significant distributional effects interested groups
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will strategize to incur less of the tax burden. In an environment where the distortionary
cost of waiting a party incurs is private information from a publicly drawn distribution,
participants will engage in a war of attrition whereby they attempt to wait-out their counter
part to concede. While the behavior is rational, the delay is overall inefficient as the players
could avoid the distortionary cost by immediately agreeing for a stabilization path.

Casella and Eichengreen (1996) consider foreign aid as an instrument that could accelerate
stabilization by lessening the incentive that participants have to continue engaging in a war
of attrition. They show that whether foreign aid serves this role depends on the timing of its
implementation. While early decision and implementation of foreign aid reduces stabilization
delay, foreign aid transferred too late will in fact have a perverse impact on incentives to the
extent of aggravating the delay.

Similarly, I argue that negotiators’ failure to complete the Doha Round can be explained
by the possibility that they are at a threshold where information asymmetry leads to a ’war
of attrition’ that is inefficiently delaying the completion of the round. Furthermore, I suggest
a possible measure that the WTO could take in order to shorten the delay before member
states manage to sign an agreement that will successfully complete the round. But, as Casella
and Eichengreen have demonstrated, success in alleviating delay significantly depends on the
details in the timing and methods of implementation. One should be cautious in ascertaining
what these details are for the purpose of finding a viable solution to the Doha Round impasse.

In order to demonstrate how the aggravation of these different elements in the Doha
Round trade negotiations could lead to further delay, I use Bulow and Klemperer’s 1999 war
of attrition model as my framework of analysis. In their paper they consider two cases in
which N + K participants faced with the same cost c engage in a war of attrition for N
prizes and provide a generalized war of attrition model in which players can concede at any
given period or continue playing.

In one possible format of the game, participants are faced with zero cost after conceding
irrespective of whether the game ends or not. The authors refer to this as the ”one to many”
case. In the opposite scenario, participants are faced with the same cost c = 1 until the end
of the game, whether or not they decide to concede before an agreement is reached. They
refer to this case as the ”strategic independence” case. However, they provide a generalized
solution for an intermediate scenario in which the unit cost goes down to some constant
0 < c < 1 after a participant decides to concede but before the game ends.

In their model, the war of attrition primarily stems from the information asymmetry at
the beginning of the game about the value of the prize a player i would get from surviving
until the successful completion of the negotiation. In such an environment, they demonstrate
that the time it takes to reach a resolution in which N players are the winners is an increasing
function of the number of all players.

In the Doha Round, the composition of the negotiators, the trade negotiation environ-
ment, and the payoff from the outcome of these negotiations are very similar to the ”strategic
independence” case that Bulow and Klemperer describe and model. First, the cost that each
participant faces will remain the same whether or not they concede before the completion of
the agreement. Due to the all or nothing nature of the WTO negotiation framework referred
to as the single undertaking rule, any reduction in production distortions that a member
state will experience from trade liberalization will only materialize after there is in fact an
agreement. Secondly, how much each member gains from a trade liberalization agreement
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is different and mostly private information. The authors incorporate these characteristics
in their model by making the prize v at the end of the game be private information and
independently drawn from a distribution F (v). Thus, Bulow and Klemperer’s model is an
appropriate starting point.

However, the setup of their model is not directly applicable to the Doha Round negoti-
ation in two non-trivial ways. First, the outcome of the model is such that N players will
survive until the end of the game out of N +K players and will equally share the N prizes
that are available. In the Doha Round case, in the event that it is completed, it is unlikely
that the right to protect, even if in the aggregate it is valued at N , will be equally divided
among N of the member states. A more probable outcome would be that all participants,
accounted for as N +K in the model, are accorded the right to protect. However, the share
of protection accorded to the participants is likely to be unequal.

Second, unlike in their model, the production distortion cost that each member state
is faced with prior to the completion of the agreement is also heterogeneous and private
information. Thus, a design with a cost structure that assigns any given agent i a cost ci
that is private information and independently drawn from G(c) would be a model more in
line with the Doha Round environment. The fact that member states are faced with different
cost structures that is private information would possibly lead to an even longer time before
completion of the agreement.

Despite these limitations, the Bulow and Klemperer model captures the Doha Round
environment sufficiently well to present the war of attrition mechanism through which we
might get the type of delay we observe in this round. Thus, I make use of their model to
provide an explanation for the persistent Doha Round stagnation. Furthermore, similar to
what Bhagwati and Sutherland have already articulated, I argue that a strictly enforced
deadline for the completion of the Doha Round negotiation before its total desolation would
alleviate this war of attrition based delay that we observe.

In Section 5, I present the setup of the model. In Section 6, I suggest a subset of the
generalized solution that Bulow and Klemperer provide as it would apply in the strategic
independence environment. Furthermore, in the spirit of Alesina & Drazen as well as Casella
& Eichengreen, I give a numeric example to illustrate the expected delay in a two player
model. In Section 7, I discuss how these results can be used to explain the delay in com-
peleting the Doha Round and what measure could be taken to alleviate this predicament,
and Section 13 concludes.

5 Model

The setup of this model is almost the same as in Bulow and Klemperer. The marginal
deviation from it is in that the per period cost c is the same for the entirety of the game
whether or not a player exits before the game ends. All other details of the setup presented
below is the same as in Bulow and Klemperer.

Suppose that there are N + K risk-neutral players. They are negotiating to share a pie
with N pieces. These pieces can be thought of as the protection right secured by member
states upon the signing of the trade liberalization agreement. When the game ends, N
of the participants who get a piece of the pie will have a more favorable outcome (the
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winners) and K participants will concede (the losers). Each player incurs a cost c > 0
per unit time of waiting so long as an agreement is not reached. This cost stems from the
production distortions that artificial trade barriers induce on each economy. While it is the
case that these distortion costs affect each country differently, we will abstract away from
this dispersion and assign the same distortionary cost for each player.

In the trade negotiation environment, the distortionary cost that a player incurs can
be thought of as the production inefficiency that artificial trade barriers induce. These
distortions are manifested in resource misallocations and a country’s inability to effectively
exploit their comparative advantage so long as these protections remain in effect. Thus, so
long as the Doha Round is not completed with a signed agreement, member states continue
to incur the cost per negotiation period (i.e. ministerial rounds) independent of whether
they agree to sign a pending agreement or not. Accordingly, the cost c that a player is
faced with persists until the end of the game even if the player has conceded while the game
is still ongoing. This formulation refers to the strategic independence case that Bulow and
Klemperer analyze.

Upon completion of the game, player i who is one of the N winners gets a payoff of
vi that is private information and is drawn from a publicly known distribution F (v) with
support [0, v̄]. This valuation can be thought of as the terms of trade gain that a member
state can secure through the right of protection it is allocated in the agreement. We denote
the hazard rate f(v)

1−F (v)
as h(v). Furthermore, let vj be the jth highest of the N +K players’

values and that its expectation is denoted as E(vj). We consider only the symmetric Perfect
Bayesian Equilibrium.

In this environment, as players exit the game, we use T (v; v, k) to denote how long any
given player with valuation v will continue playing before conceding while N + k of the
other players remain in the game. v is the lowest valuation type surviving conditional on all
other players having played a symmetric equilibrium strategy. Finally, P (v; v, k) denotes the
probability that a type with valuation v is one of the N survivors at the end of the game.

6 Solution

In this section, I provide the symmetric Perfect Bayesian Equilibrium solution to the model
characterized above. This result is extracted from Bulow and Klemperer’s generalized war
of attrition result in order to apply it for the case in which cost c persists so long as the game
is ongoing. That is, the result that I present here with a constant c trivially follows from
Bulow and Klemperer’s solution. Before providing the result, I formally state and explain
the following three conditions necessary for the result to hold. First, the waiting time of
player i is an increasing function of its payoff valuation vi. Second, there is a unique solution
to the game. Third, the wait time before exit for any given player is an increasing function
of N and the applicable range of payoff valuations. Bulow and Klemperer provide in their
paper both the intuitions and proofs for why all three of these conditions do in fact hold and
how the generalized solution follows from it. Here, I focus on explaining the intuition and
how it is relevant to the analysis of the Doha Round impasse.
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6.1 Conditions

The first condition stipulated explains how the length of time that a player can afford to
wait before conceding is positively correlated with their valuation. Formally, it says: in
any symmetric equilibrium, ∀ v, c̄, and k, T (v; v, k) is an increasing function of v. i.e.
∂T (v,v,k)

∂v
> 0. As noted before, each player knows its own valuation and the distribution

from which it is drawn. Thus, in a symmetric equilibrium, the players with higher valuation
would last longer (i.e. exit later).

Secondly, the authors state that there is a unique solution for the game. That is, there is
at most one symmetric Perfect Bayesian Equilibrium of the game. This is so because, first,
any player i with valuation vi will have a uniquely determined expected surplus by standard
incentive-compatibility arguments. However, in the formulation above, a player’s probability
of winning is determined by their type (i.e. valuation) according to their probability of
surviving until the end of the game. Thus, two players with different types each will have a
uniquely determined cost of waiting. Accordingly, for any two different equilibria that may
exist identifying the length of time before a player exits, their will be a difference between
the equilibria in the differences of exit time for at least two players. Thus, there must be
one unique Perfect Bayesian Equilibrium solution for the game.

6.2 Results

Finally, the authors characterize the waiting time of a player who will be the last to exit
before the game ends. They note that the unique symmetric equilibrium of the subgame in
which just one more exit is required to end the game is defined by

T (v; v, 1) =

∫ v

v

Nxh(x)dx

In order to see why this result holds, we should first consider how a player optimizes
for each marginal time. That is, any given player’s willingness to wait for one additional
period (T ′(v; v, 1)) has to equal the marginal value of waiting. The latter is dependent on
the prospect of outlasting another marginal player with types between v and dv. Thus, the
player equates the cost of waiting for an additional period with the hazard rate (i.e. f(v)

1−(F (v))
)

of another player multiplied by the N and the value v the player would get if he lasts until
the end of the game.

Furthermore, the lowest type player with valuation v will never win and will exit imme-
diately. Thus, T (v; v, 1) = 0. Finally, by integrating over the lower bound valuation and
type v, we find that the wait time for one more exit is

∫ v
v
T ′(v; v, 1) = 0 +

∫ v
v
Nxh(x)dx.

Based on the above stated conditions, the authors provide a generalized war of attrition
solution in which the cost of waiting c > 0 is lower once a player concedes even if the
game is ongoing. The result can be trivially extended to apply to the case in which this
cost of waiting c > 0 that a player incurs remains the same until the game is over whether
or not he concedes earlier. Unlike in the generalized war of attrition formulation, in the
strategic independence case in which cost c persists, the time of waiting for any given player
is independent of the cost of any of the other players who will exit before the game ends.
Thus, the unique symmetric Perfect Bayesian Equilibrium of the game is represented by
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T (v; v, k) =

∫ v

v

Nxh(x)dx (4)

This equilibrium result extends the characterization of what the waiting time is for a
player who is the last to exit. In the present case, we still have k players who have yet to
exit before the game ends. However, the wait time for any given player with type v is not
affected by the cost structure of the k−1 players. In the case where cost c remains the same
even after a player has conceded, his exit from the game does not affect the length of the
game. In other words, a given player chooses his exit time at the beginning of the game.
Until that designated time, the player will remain in the game and will continue to incur
cost c. If the game does not end by the exit time the player has chosen, he will exit the
game and continue paying cost c per period until the game ends.

It should be noted that the modification such that the cost is persistent applies well
in the Doha Round environment. Even if a member state negotiating in the Doha Round
concedes to any proposal and expresses its willingness to sign it as it is, it will continue to
incur the same distortionary cost until the agreement is signed. However, realistically, the
distortionary cost that each member incurs while the negotiation is ongoing is unique and a
private information. Thus, it is likely that a member state’s waiting time is also a function
of other negotiators. As I discuss in greater depth below, a more accurate representation
of this construction would be one in which a player’s privately known cost is drawn from a
publicly known distribution G(c).

However, for the purpose of demonstrating that there is a delay that stems from the
increasing number of participants N + K, the setup and result presented above suffices.
Using these results, we can find the length of time a war of attrition is expected to last and
we can show that it is both a function of the number of players N +K and their type v.

In this formulation, as players exit, the expected time required for a subsequent exit
increases for two out of the three reasons that the authors give. First, N + k is falling as
players exit. Thus, there are fewer players who can be the next to exit. Second, those who
have survived thus far are the high types with increasing valuation v(i.e. E(vN+k) increase
as k decreases). Accordingly, the marginal reduction of the number of players from N + k
to N + k − 1 is achieved with an expected time of

N
E(vN+k)

N + k
(5)

As the authors explain, how this result holds can be understood based on an analysis of
how a fraction of the prizes can be shared among lower types along with an application of
the revenue equivalence theorem. First, consider j players that remain to share j − 1 < N
pieces of the pie after all others have been identified as having valuation higher than vj+1.
In other words, with only one additional exit the game will end. Thus, using the above
characterization of the waiting time when only one exit remains, one of the j players with
the lowest valuation exits at a rate of

∫ v
vj+1

(j − 1)xh(x)dx.

Then, using the Revenue Equivalence Theorem which states that the above expected
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waiting cost is equivalent to that of an English auction, we can rewrite the waiting cost as
E[

∫ v
vj+1

(j − 1)xh(x)dx] =
E[vj ]

j
. Accordingly, for the case with N +K players in which K of

them need to quit for the game to end, the expected waiting time to go from N + k players
to N + k − 1 is:

E[

∫ v

vj+1

Nxh(x)dx] = N
E[vj]

N + k

Finally, a summation over these K players gives the expected length of the war of attri-
tion. It is denoted as follows:

N
N+K∑
j=N+1

E(vj)

j
(6)

This result is instructive in that the waiting time before the game ends is an increasing
function of the number of players and the expected valuation of the players. Thus, as I
elaborate further in the discussion, it implies that an inefficiently greater delay would be
expected from an increasing number of participants who also have a wider variance in their
valuation when they engage in a war of attrition. Not only does this provide an explanation
for the long delay in the Doha Round that is composed of an ever increasing number of
heterogeneous member states, but it directs one to ask whether a strict deadline for the
completion of the negotiations would serve as a remedy to this impasse. All of these elements
as they apply to the Doha Round are discussed next.

6.3 Example: Two Player Case

Here, I present a simple war of attrition example with two players as in Alesina and Drazen
as well as in Casella and Eichengreen. That is, I set N = 1 and K = 1. In this example we
immediately see how the expected wait time is a function of the valuation of the only person
who will concede for the game to end. In a two player game, the expected length of the war
of attrition is E(v2)

2
.

The increase in the number of players will then increase the wait time in three ways.
Those are (1) the accumulation in the number of participants that need to exit before the
game, (2) the increase in the number of winners that get a piece of the pie, and (3) the
dispersion in the valution of all players that will exit before the end of the game.

7 Discussion

While the magnitude of its benefit is a matter of dispute, economists considering the im-
plication of a Doha Round completion are in agreement that it would be pareto improving
to participating member states. In this Chapter, the question I try to answer is why after
over 12 years of negotiations, representative trade ministers have failed to sign this agree-
ment from which they are to reap, in some cases substantial, gains. In doing so, I consider
successfully completed earlier rounds and how these negotiation environments have evolved
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as well as how they contrast with the current round. The two main ingredients differentiat-
ing these rounds are the scope of items negotiated and the number of participants who are
increasingly heterogeneous. The number of member states participating in the rounds as
well as the range of gains from the liberalization negotiated upon has gradually increased.
Furthermore, the number of Regional Trade Agreements that these same member states are
entering into has also increased exponentially. Simultaneously, how long later negotiation
rounds have taken to complete has also steadily been increasing since the signing of Geneva
II in 1956.

Since the completion of the Uruguay Round and the inception of the WTO in 1995, the
number of member states who are all participants in the negotiations has increased to over
150 from the 123 countries who signed the Uruguay Round agreement. Furthermore, under
the single undertaking protocol that nothing is agreed until everything is agreed upon, the
scope of the issues covered has also drastically increased. Thus, seeking for an explanation of
the impasse, we consider the war of attrition framework presented above from which results
a delay that is an increasing function of the number of players and their valuation.

It should be noted that the setup of the game presented above could be altered in such a
way that it would be more true to the Doha Round environment. First, the model is designed
in such a way that the game ends with N winners who will equally share the N pieces of the
pie. However, more realistically, all N +K participants could get a certain unequal portion
of this pie. This piece that a player receives in effect will dictate his valuation. That is, no
member state will have to adopt a free trade policy in signing the Doha Round agreement.
There will be some, however marginal, level of protection that is allocated to them in the
agreement. Such a specification, however more precise, is unlikely to give much mileage in
the analysis while complicating the modeling significantly more. Instead, it suffices to think
of the K players who will exit by the end of the game as the countries who concede with
less favorable protection terms; yet who survive. These countries can be the basis of the
normalization. The N players can then be thought of as the winners who in effect will end-up
having a greater margin of the protection rights accorded to them in the agreement that is
finally signed.

Second, in the model above, all players are faced with the same cost c per period until
the end of the game. While, the ”strategic independence” case in which the cost persists
until the end of the game is applicable to the Doha Round environment, the implication that
each player is faced with the same cost is inconsistent with the varying distortionary cost
that member states incur. The dispersion in the distortionary cost stems from the variation
in the production inefficiency that member states bear due to the protection their trading
partners impose. These protections, although generally applied at the MFN level, affect the
exporting countries differently. While producers in some countries are excluded from the
importing countries’ market in a debilitating away others may have already attained a high
level of market share. Accordingly, countries are differentially precluded from exploiting
their comparative advantage. It should further be noted that this differential impact more
imminently affects developing country new entrants who have yet to reap much of the benefit
of their comparative advantage.

A way to amend the model so as to make it reflective of the disparate costs that member
states are faced with would be to introduce a publicly known cost distribution G(c) from
which each player can draw its on cost and is private information at the beginning of the
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game. However, an introduction of such a variance with asymmetric information about the
cost would only aggravate the extent of the delay. While the precision in the magnitude
would be crucial in modeling for an empirical estimation, it is marginally useful here where
the focus is on the mechanism of the game that is leading to the delay. Thus, again, it suffices
to consider the case in which all players are assumed to be incurring the same distortionary
cost so long as the game is ongoing.

What the result of the model as it is tells us is that in a game where there is asymmetric
information such that a player’s valuation is his private information, players are likely to
engage in a war of attrition. In a setup where players know the distribution function from
which the valuation is drawn will decide their costly waiting time before quitting based on
whether they expect to outlast other players whose valuation is private information. As
stated in (3), we find that the expected wait time for the game to end is an increasing
function of both the number of participants and the variation in their valuation.

Similarly, as the number of GATT contracting parties and WTO member states increases
in an environment in which they have asymmetric information about their trading partners’
valuation of the different aspect of the trade liberalization agreement, we would expect to
see an increasing amount of inefficient delay in the negotiation time. Furthermore, as the
member states become increasingly heterogeneous with an increasing scope of items to agree
upon, this delay before negotiators manage to reach an agreement is further aggravated.
Thus, it is reasonable to suggest that the war of attrition is a particularly relevant theory
that could, at least partially, explain the Doha Round impasse.

Finally, what could be done to break this impasse? Negotiators are aware that there is a
general consensus among trade economists about the pareto improving potential of the Doha
Round package. Thus, it is clear to them that if the agreement fails and member states have
to settle for the Uruguay Round trade liberalization levels, there would be some welfare gains
to miss-out on. Granted, the Uruguay Round agreement has been effective in liberalizing
trade on a wide scope of issues. However, the Doha Round agenda, being significantly more
ambitious, has setup the forum for trade liberalization proposals that would widely enhance
international trade liberalization and integration. Thus, the threat of the round’s failure by
imposing a strict deadline would be an instrument with which the war of attrition impasse
could be alleviated. If such a deadline is to be set for it to take effect at sometime before the
game ends with the war of attrition based delay, players are likely to change their behavior
immediately prior to the deadline and resolve the impasse.

Thus, setting a deadline could be an effective way to induce member states in the Doha
Round to cooperate and resolve their differences and more expeditiously end the war of
attrition that they may be engaging in. However, more research is needed to better un-
derstand how such a deadline should be designed in order to achieve its intended purpose.
What should be the optimal time allocated before a deadline takes effect, how long before
the deadline takes effect should its impending implementation be communicated to the par-
ticipants, what exactly the level of protection they would revert back to should be are all
relevant questions that would shed more light on whether such a measure would be credible
and effective in ending the Doha Round impasse.
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8 Conclusion

The Doha Development Round declaration ambitiously proposed numerous trade liberaliza-
tion measures that would promote economic growth and development for all member states,
and particularly for developing countries. There is general consensus among trade economists
that if successfully implemented, the Doha Development Round would significantly increase
welfare and that it would be pareto improving at the country level. However, after over 12
years of negotiations, trade ministers representing their individual countries are in a deadlock
from which they are unlikely to escape in the foreseeable future.

In this Chapter, I argue that one salient explanation for this impasse, among others,
is the possibility that member states are engaging in a war of attrition that inefficiently
delays the completion of the agreement. The Doha Round negotiations are taking place
in an environment in which negotiators have asymmetric information about their trading
partners’ valuation of the agreement outcome and their cost of waiting. Thus, with the
expectation of reaching an agreement that is more favorable to the more patient negotiator,
a participant in the Doha Round negotiations may find it unilaterally beneficial and rational
to wait-out until a fellow negotiator concedes. However, the production distortions that is
sustained during such a war of attrition is an inefficient cost that all participants will incur.
Thus, the sooner the negotiators end the impasse and complete the Round, the more each
member state will benefit from the agreement.

As a facilitator of these negotiations, one way that the World Trade Organization could
contribute in the reduction of the negotiation delay may be to impose a strict deadline by
which time the agreement has to be signed. The deadline would serve as a threat point
of reversion to a less favorable trade liberalization agreement that was previously signed
(i.e. Uruguay Round levels). Since all member states would improve their welfare, however
marginally, by signing the new agreement, such a deadline should compel negotiators to
resolve the impasse before the deadline takes effect. When the deadline should be set for,
how it can be made credible in light of the fact that there is incentive to extend it ex post
if an agreement is not reached, and what the optimal punishment should be for failing to
reach an agreement are questions worth exploring further.
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RTAs as Outside Options in the Doha Round Delay

Chapter 3

9 Introduction

In this chapter, my primary objective is to focus on one of many factors within the war of
attrition framework in the Doha Round trade negotiation that explains its impasse.

As discussed in Chapter 2 of the dissertation, the war of attrition ensues within a setting
of negotiation when players have private information about certain elements that affect the
negotiation and its outcome. One such an element that leads to information asymmetry
about the cost of waiting is the extent to which players can use outside options such as
Regional Trade Agreements. Thus, I hypothesize that the drastic proliferation of Regional
Trade Agreements (RTAs) that serve as outside options to the Multilateral Trade Agreements
(MTAs) is a factor that leads to greater information asymmetry and contributes to the Doha
Round stagnation. I empirically substantiate the claim that the drastic increase of RTAs,
used as outside options, subsequent to the Uruguay Round may partially explain the Doha
Round negotiation impasse. I conduct the empirical study in two steps.

First, I extract and digitize the stand that a minister representing a member state took on
matters that substantially contributed to an impasse during any given ministerial conference
or other negotiation meetings. I digitize these positions for every year 2002-2004. This
information is acquired from position papers published on the WTO website. I compare this
digitized stand with a digitized version of the proposed ministerial document used as a basis
of negotiation for that given year. If the representative’s statement does not significantly
deviate from that of the proposed skeleton document, then I identify the member state this
negotiator is representing as having voted ’YES’ for the completion of the Doha Round.
Otherwise, I identify such member state as having voted ’NO’.

Then, I conduct a regression analysis in which the dependent variable is the participating
country members raw or binary deviation from the main liberalization proposal. This vari-
able identifies member states’ position vis-a-vis trade liberalization proposals communally
promulgated from the negotiations. I extract these information from the main liberalization
proposal documents used as a basis for negotiation as well as the official position state-
ments and published proposals submitted by representatives of member countries. These
documents are all available on the WTO website.

The list of RTAs that these member states have entered into is also accessible on the WTO
website. I am able to extract from this list the change in the number of RTAs member states
have entered into. I use this output as the independent variable to analyze its correlation to
the MTA negotiation positions that a member state takes.

Second, I use coalition voting on the proposed skeleton documents as an exogenous
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variation that should be less sensitive to the number of RTAs that individual members of
the coalition have entered into. I run a regression analysis between these two variables again
and observe how it compares with the first set of regressions. While there have been many
papers considering whether RTAs are a building block or stumbling block for multilateral
agreements (e.g. Saggi et al. (2010), Aghion et al. (2007), Limao (2007)), this is the first
to empirically test the contribution RTAs make on the Doha Round stagnation. The results
that I find give some support to the hypothesis that the use of RTAs as outside options
might be a factor delaying the completion of the Doha Round. However, this work is far
from conclusive. Further empirical exploration to explain the impasse is certainly warranted
The data compiled and provided here could be instrumental in taking some steps forward in
that direction.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 10, first, I provide a detailed description
of the content as well as where I find the proposal and position statement data I use (i.e.
the official documents submitted in the negotiation process). Secondly, I provide a detailed
description of the codification rules that I apply to digitize the position statements of member
states as well as the documents that have each been the basis of the Doha Round negotiations.
Furthermore, I provide the details of how this digitized data can be used to determine whether
a member state has taken a positive or negative stand in the Doha Round negotiations.
In Section 11, I indicate where the data for RTAs that are currently in effect can be
retrieved from. Also, I provide a graphic representation that illustrates the explosion of
RTA proliferation since the completion of the Uruguay Round. In Section 12, I describe
the various statistical analysis that I have conducted using these data, I provide the results
that I have obtained, and discuss their possible implications. In Section 13, I conclude and
suggest some possible avenues of further exploration on this topic.

10 Data Description

The data that I will be using to conduct my empirical analysis consist of two main variables.
One is data generated from official proposal documents used in the Doha Round negotiations.
The other is a list of RTAs that each member state has entered into since the early 1990s.
I present and analyze the former variable in detail in this section while all discussion of the
latter is reserved for Section 11.

10.1 Proposal Documents & Position Statements

In the Doha Round negotiations, member states refer to a skeleton or standard-setting
document upon which they base their own position in how the negotiations should proceed
and how the agreements should be structured. One example of such documents that I will be
making use of is the Doha Ministerial Declaration of November 2001 (WT/MIN(01)/DEC/1)
which ”provides the mandate of negotiations on a range of subjects, and other work including
issues concerning the implementation of the present agreements.”14. Other such documents

14For more detailed description of the Doha Declaration, refer to http://www.wto.org/english/tratop_

e/dda_e/dohaexplained_e.htm
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that I analyze include (1) the 2003 Harbinson’s Proposal (TN/AG/W/1/Rev.1) which also
provides the first draft of modalities and (2) the 2004 Framework of negotiation (WT/L/579).

Another set of documents that I make use of are the official position statements and
proposals that a representative of a negotiating member state has submitted.15 In these
documents, representatives of negotiating member states officially state their position on the
liberalization scheme that they would concede to on a variety of trade policy instruments
identified below. Most of these statements also include individual state or coalition proposals
for a liberalization scheme that could be multilaterally adopted and implemented.

10.2 Codification Rules

The specific rules applied in order to qualify whether a member state’s position statement
on the liberalization of any particular policy instrument is a positive or a negative vote are
as follows.

(1) The linchpin in the negotiation is clearly disagreements in the process of liberalization
in the agricultural sector. Thus, firstly, I zoom-in on discussions and documents that address
agricultural issues.

(2) Similar to Bjornskov and Lind (2002, 2006, 2007), I focus on three overarching cat-
egories of trade liberalization approaches. These are (i) market access, (ii) export support,
and (iii) domestic support. Unlike, Bjornskov and Lind, I abstract away from non-trade
concerns. Below, I provide detailed explanation of what these variables are and how I make
use of them.

(3) Then, within each category there are specific items of relevance that I study. Again as
in Bjornskov and Lind, for market access, I look at discussions on changes in tariff schedules,
changes in the tariff quota level, and changes in the application of the special safeguard
clause. For export support, I consider changes in export subsidies and export credits. For
domestic support, I consider statements regarding overall reduction in support as well as the
more specific categories (i.e. Amber Box, Blue Box, Green Box, de minimis, and Aggregate
Measure of Support (AMS)).16

(4) Discussions of each of these items are identified in the primary proposals as well as
the official position statements of member states participating in negotiations. Based on the
statements, I provide a score of 0-4 for each item so as to reflect the level of liberalization
that a given state is willing to commit to. These codification rules follow that of Bjornskov

15These documents are accessible on the WTO website at http://docsonline.wto.org/gen_meetings.
asp

16The WTO definitions of these color categories are as follows. Amber box : For agriculture, all domestic
support measures considered to distort production and trade (with some exceptions) fall into the Amber
Box. Green box : In order to qualify for the ”Green Box”, a subsidy must not distort trade, or at most
cause minimal distortion. These subsidies have to be government-funded (not by charging consumers higher
prices) and must not involve price support. They tend to be programmes that are not directed at particular
products, and include direct income supports for farmers that are not related to (are ”decoupled” from)
current production levels or prices. Blue box : The Blue Box is an exemption from the general rule that all
subsidies linked to production must be reduced or kept within defined minimal (”de minimis”) levels. It
covers payments directly linked to acreage or animal numbers, but under schemes which also limit production
by imposing production quotas or requiring farmers to set aside part of their land. Countries using these
subsidies - and there are only a handful - say they distort trade less than alternative Amber Box subsidies.
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and Lind’s:
”The rating ’zero’ reflects support for expanding the current provisions and possibilities

for support and protection; a rating of ’one’ reflects support for keeping the current WTO
provisions unchanged, but including the so-called broad agenda issues, i.e. a number of non-
trade concerns; the rating ’two’ reflects support for reducing tariffs and domestic support,
but with special and differential treatment or exemptions given to developing countries, in
some cases also transition economies; the rating ’three’ reflects a desire to reduce tariffs or
domestic support, i.e. to increase global market access; and a rating of ’four’ reflects that a
country wants to eliminate or substantially reduce tariffs and domestic support, and have a
new round of negotiations as narrow as possible.” Bjornskov and Lind 2002. Furthermore, if
a member state proposes for the elimination or substantial reduction of a protection measure
by a developed country but proposes for a less liberal measure for developing countries, I give
a rating of ”three”. In addition, if a country uses a contemplative language such as ’consider’
or ’contemplate’ instead of ’propose’ or ’support’, I also impose a 1 point penalty/deduction
on the strength of the statement.

(5) I conduct the same exercise on official communal statements, such as the Harbinson’s
Draft, emanating from a Doha Round meeting. As such, I am able to acquire information
about the level of liberalization that is generally proposed and to which the member states
are responding.

(6) I repeat the above exercises for years 2002-2004 for all participating countries who
submit a position statement and for all official communal proposal statements.

(7) Then, I can analyze how significantly the member statement positions deviate from
the official standard-setting statements for any given year between 2002 and 2004. In order
to do so, I take the digitized level of reduction that a given state concedes to within the
context of a specific variable for any given year. I subtract this value from the rating for
each variable in the proposal for a given year (e.g. Harbinson’s Proposal’s suggested level of
tariff reduction as digitized according to the rules above). All negative values are normalized
to zero. For any given state in a given year 2002-2004, for each of the ten variables that I
have an observation, I conduct the same exercise. I sum all the results that I obtain from
it and divide by the number of variables that I have an observation for. The higher the
value of this final result I get, the greater the deviation of the state’s liberalization position
compared to the skeleton proposal used for that year.

Consider Table 9 & 10 as an example. In Table 9 & 10, I include all of the observations
that I have digitized for the three proposals for years 2002-2004. Furthermore, I provide the
digitized output of the observations I have from the position statements for China (2002-
2004), Colombia (2003-2004), and India (2003). As an illustration of what I have outlined
above, for each of these member states, the proposals, and the corresponding years, I explain
the analysis that I conduct in order to get the final output of interest that provides informa-
tion about the state’s level of deviation from the proposal’s intended level of liberalization.

From the observations that I have in 2002 for China and the Doha Ministerial Declaration
(DMD), China’s position deviates by 1 in Special Safeguard, Export Credits, Blue Box,
Amber Box, and Aggregate Measure of Support (AMS). Furthermore, for that same year
China shows a deviation of 2 from DMD for trade liberalization on De Minimis policies.
With a liberalization level of 4, China does not deviate from the DMD in Export Subsidies
liberalization in 2002. I do not have complete information for the remaining variables (i.e.
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Tariffs and Green Box) to make a further comparison between China and the DMD in
2002. Summing these deviations (sums to 7) and dividing by the number of variables I have
observations for (i.e. 7), I get an average deviation of 1 for China in 2002 from the DMD
proposal. Depending of the cut-off I designate as stipulated in detail below, I use this average
to determine whether China in 2002 voted YES or NO to the negotiations and the Doha
Round completion. Similar analysis for the other years for China gives an average deviation
of 0.33 and 0.286 from the Harbinson’s proposal in 2003 and from the Framework proposal
in 2004, respectively.

In the case of Colombia, I have observations for years 2003 and 2004. For 2003, I have
observations for 7 out of the 10 trade policy variables. While, for 2004, I have observations
for 9 out of the 10 variables. With these information, I was able to calculate for Colombia
an average deviation of 0.43 from the Harbinson’s proposal in 2003 and a deviation of 0 from
the Framework in 2004.

In the case of India, I only have observations for year 2003. I have observations for all 10
variables and I find that India has an average deviation of 0.2 from the Harbinson’s proposal
in 2003.

Table 9: Liberalization Standards
Source Tariffs TRQ Size Special Safeguard Export Subsidies Export Credits
DMD 4 4 3 4 4
Harbinson 4 3 3 4 4
Framework 3 3 3 4 4
China 2002 2 4 3
China 2003 3 2 3 4
China 2004 2 2 4
Colombia 2003 3 3 4
Colombia 2004 4 4 3 4 4
India 2003 3 3 2 4 4

Table 10: Liberalization Standards (Continued...)

Source Green Box Blue Box Amber Box De minimis AMS
DMD 4 4 4 4
Harbinson 2 4 4 3 4
Framework 2 4 4 4 4
China 2002 3 3 3 2 3
China 2003 3 3 4 2
China 2004 4 4 4 4
Colombia 2003 3 3 4 2
Colombia 2004 4 4 4 4
India 2003 3 4 4 4 4

Finally, using the information I extract from the analysis, I determine whether a given
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state has entered a YES or NO vote for any given proposal.17 This dummy variable codi-
fication as well as the raw deviation data will then serve as the dependent variable for my
analysis. The primary independent variable with the coefficient of interest for the first regres-
sion is the change in the number of bilateral agreement or regional trade agreements (RTAs)
that a country, member to the WTO and participant in the Doha Round, has entered into. I
also include controls such as country size, income, and openness in my regression. The posi-
tive correlation persists even with these controls. However, the results do not always remain
statistically significant. Below, I provide futher explanation in the ambiguious relevance of
these results. In Section 11, I will discuss in further detail how I gathered the data on the
independent variable (i.e. the positive change in the number of RTAs a member state has
entered into).

10.3 Data Discussion

For the purpose of my analysis, all of the documents that I have used pertain to proposals
and official documents from years 2002-2004. Below, I describe the informational content,
the various statistical characteristics generated for each year of the data, and how they evolve
during the 2002-2004 time period.

For the year 2002, first, I codified the liberalization proposal contained in the Doha
Ministerial Declaration (WT/MIN(01)/DEC/1), which was the main document used as the
basis of trade liberalization negotiations for that year. Furthermore, I identified position
statements and proposals that I could codify according to the rules stated above for 8 member
states.18 Using these statements, I extracted information on the extent to which the member
states were willing to liberalize trade along the ten liberalization variables identified above.19

As noted before, the data provides information about the level of liberalization a member
state is willing to undertake on these ten trade policy instruments and the extent to which
these positions deviate from the basis of negotiation (i.e. the Doha Ministerial Declaration
(DMD) in 2002).

For the year 2003, the main document that was the basis of trade liberalization negoti-
ation was the Second Draft of the Harbinson’s Proposal (TN/AG/W/1/Rev.1). I codified
this document according to the same rules. Furthermore, I identified position statements
and proposals submitted in 2003 that I could codify for 47 member states. Using these
statements, as was done for the documents from year 2002, I extracted information on the
extent to which the member states were willing to liberalize trade along the ten liberalization
variables identified above.

Finally, I performed the same exercise for the year 2004 using the proposal statement
referred to as the Framework (WT/L/579) as well as position statements submitted in 2004
by 54 member states.

Using these data, I conducted a variety of analysis. First, I produced a histogram that

17The details of the margins that I use to classify an average deviation as a YES or NO vote is discussed
further below.

18In the Appendix, I provide the list of countries I analyze for each year, the coalition groups that they
belong to, the codification outcome of their position statements, and the codification outcome of the proposal
statements.

19For all years analyzed, list of countries with codes are provided in the Appendix.
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shows the scope of the raw deviation of each member state’s position statement from the cor-
responding proposal document for each year. These figures along with descriptive summaries
are provided below. While there is not sufficient yearly variation to extract any trend from
the individual state observations, I also analyze below the state level change of liberalization
position for each trade policy instrument from one year to another.

Furthermore, for the year 2004, there were also coalition statements submitted stipulating
the extent to which they are willing to liberalize using the same ten trade policy instruments
listed above. The coalitions for which I have information whose position statements I have
codified are the African Caribbean and Pacific (ACP) Group of states, the African Group,
Cairns Group, G-10, G-20, G-33, and Least Developed Countries (LDC). Using these group
position statements and that of the individual member states, I analyze the extent to which
a given state’s position differs from the group statement that it is a signatory of. However,
only data from the Cairns Group, G-10, G-20, and their individual member states were large
enough for me to conduct any substantive analysis. Thus, the observations reported here
only consist of information gathered from these groups and their member states. 20

10.3.1 Year 2002

For the year 2002, we observe that among the 8 member states for which I gathered position
statement information, only one (i.e. Pakistan) had a position fully in line with the DMD
proposal. All others had at least some level of deviation from the proposal, with two countries
(i.e. Sri Lanka (2.0), Turkey (1.6)) deviating significantly at more than 1.5 on a scale of 4.0.
It should be noted that not all member states explicitly indicate their position on all 10
variables. Thus, the level of deviation is scaled accordingly based on the number of trade
policy instrument variables for which a member state provided its liberalization position.

20The list of countries that are members of the coalitions for which I have sufficient information to analyze
are given as footnotes below.
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10.3.2 Year 2003

For the year 2003, where we have observations for 46 member states, there are 10 member
states whose position statements is perfectly aligned with that of the Harbinson’s proposal.
Of the 47 member states, only 6 had deviations greater than 1.5 on a scale of 4.0. From
these observations alone, it appears that, moving from 2002 to 2003, if one is to provide any
assessment of the evolution, the trend has been to take a more liberal position in line with
the corresponding proposal for the year.
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10.3.3 Year 2004

For the year 2004, I observe that 19 out of 31 member states have position statements that
are directly in line with the negotiation proposal used in 2004. This is almost double the
number of states compared to those from 2003 who were perfectly aligned with the 2003
proposal and more than double the percentage of the overall observations. Furthermore,
only 2 member states exhibit deviation greater than 1.5 on a scale of 4. Again, from these
observations alone, it appears that the trend is towards member states adopting a more
liberal stand in line with the corresponding trade liberalization proposal for the year. This
is despite the fact that the proposals themselves for each year barely differ in their proposed
Doha Round liberalization level.
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10.3.4 Year 2002-2004

Finally, I also provide a histogram representation of the extent to which member states
deviate from the corresponding proposal for all years combined.
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Subsequently, I consider how both the proposals as well as the position statements by the
member states evolve through the years 2002-2004. In order to do so, first for the proposals, I
make use of a histogram representation in which for each variable of trade policy instrument
I indicate, based on the codes as measured on a scale of 0-4, the extent to which the proposals
aim to liberalize trade. By juxtaposing these histograms for each of the three proposals, I
graphically represent how their liberalization ambitions have evolved, if at all. Similarly, for
each member state, I make use of the digitized codes to produce juxtaposed histograms that
represent their position on each variable for each year for which the state has provided a
position statement.

I also provide summary statistics for each of the above entries.

10.3.5 Liberalization Ambition Trends for the Proposals
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The above histogram provides information about the proposed level of trade liberalization
for each individual trade policy variables considered. This information is extracted based on
the codes I generated using the proposal statements that are the basis of negotiation in the
Doha Round for each year 2002-2004. What can be observed from the histogram is that the
proposals consistently err on the side of more trade liberalization with all three always having
a mean and mode of 4, which is the highest level of trade liberalization code as it advocates
for a ’substantial reduction’ in barriers. In other words, each proposal exhibits a similarly
high level of trade liberalization ambition for almost all of the trade policy variables. Only
for the Green Box (i.e. defined as domestic trade policy that does not distort international
trade) do they have a more conservative suggested liberalization level of only 2 out of 4.

10.3.6 Liberalization Ambition Trends for each Member State

In this section, I provide a more detailed individual member state level of analysis about how
their liberalization positions vis-a-vis the proposed statement changes. I present my results
in the following order: (1) First, I consider countries for which I have observations for all
three years (i.e. 2002-2004); (2) Second, I consider countries for which I have observations
for years 2002 and 2003; (3) Third, I consider countries for which I have observations for
years 2002 and 2004; (4) Finally, I consider countries for which I have observations for years
2003 and 2004.

For the first set of countries, I include all 8 countries I have information on despite some
significant variations in the number of actual observations I have for each of the ten trade
policy variables considered. Due to such variation, there exists one country (i.e. Turkey) for
which I do not have information about a given trade policy for more than one year. While,
I include it for completeness, the analysis does not shed any light on how Turkey’s position
has changed during the three years for which I have observations.

For the other sets, I only report a finding if I have more than one observation during the
two years for at least one trade policy. Otherwise, that particular country is not included
in the graphic based analysis I conduct below. Even with such a restriction, there is little
that can be said about the evolution or trend of trade liberalization positions for most of
the member states. However, some of the results observed may warrant a discussion on the
liberalization magnitude as well as the level of consistency in the positions that the member
states have taken.

a. Member States with Observations for all Three Years
In the case of China, what is noticeable from three years of observations is that it has

clearly taken a consistently very liberal position (i.e. level 4, which calls for the substantial
reduction in the use of such instrument) in the reduction of export subsidies and most of the
domestic policies that may distort international trade. Otherwise, it is difficult to extract
concrete information from the figure other than possibly saying that China has exhibited an
overall increasingly liberal position throughout the years as manifested by a slight increase
in the mean.

For the Dominican Republic, 2002 is the only year for which there are observations on
the state’s position about liberalization on any of the trade policy instruments other than
Special Safeguard and Preferences variable. For the year 2002, it is clear that the Dominican
Republic has taken an overall very liberal position largely conforming to the DMD proposals.
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HONDURAS
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Honduras also exhibits an overall liberal position on most of the trade policy instruments
for which there is information for each year. More specifically, for tariff and export subsidies,
Honduras shows consistency throughout the three years in the liberal position it is willing to
take. Furthermore, for the trade distorting domestic policies, Honduras has taken the most
liberal position in two consecutive years (i.e. 2002 and 2003). I was not able to find any
information for these domestic policy entries in 2004.

TURKEY

As already noted above, there is excessive sparsity in the information acquired on Turkey’s
liberalization policies to be able to make any general statements on it. However, for com-
pleteness, I have also included the graphic representation of the data gathered.
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b. Member State with Observations for Years 2002 and 2003 Only
Here, I analyze position statements from Pakistan for which I have observations for years

2002 and 2003. As noted before, in this case as well as for the remaining cases analyzed
below, I report my findings for a member state only if I observe at least one variable for
which I have position statement information for both years.

PAKISTAN

In the case of Pakistan, I observe that it has generally taken liberal positions for all
variables that I have observations. In 2002, I observe that Pakistan held the most liberal
position on both export support and domestic support. Furthermore, In 2003, Pakistan
demonstrated very liberal positions in all 9 out 10 variables for which I have observations.
Its position of 3 out of 4 in SSP is as high as any other. And, the fact that it took a
position of 3 in a domestic support variable that is considered to not be trade distorting (i.e.
Green Box) is surely a liberal position, especially in light of the fact that it took the most
liberal position in all other entries observed. In all other entries in 2003, Pakistan took the
most liberal position advocating for substantially reducing trade barriers, in line with the
Harbinson’s Proposal.
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Between the two years, there is an overlap of observations for six of the variables. If any
information is to be extracted from this overlap, it is again that Pakistan has generally taken
a very liberal position in these two years.
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c. Member State with Observations for Years 2002 and 2004 Only
Here, I have observations for member states Nicaragua and Sri Lanka for years 2002 and

2004. In both cases it is difficult to make any comparison between their positions across the
two years as the overlap of observation is limited to one variable each. However, one can
surmise that Nicaragua has taken a generally liberal position in 2002, especially in export
and domestic support. In the case of Sri Lanka, on the other hand, very little can be said
about its liberalization position based on SSP as the sole variable of observation for both
years. I include the graph as well as a summary statistics for the sake of completeness.

NICARAGUA
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SRI LANKA
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d. Member State with Observations for Years 2003 and 2004 Only
Finally, for the year 2003-2004, as already noted, I only report my observations if a given

member state has provided any position information for two or more of the same variables
for each year. With such a restriction in place, I am able to report my analysis for eight
countries. Each of the entries are described separately below.

ARGENTINA

Argentina took a consistently liberal position in both export and domestic support issues
in 2003 with a liberalization level position of 3. And, it took an even more liberal position
in these same issues in 2004 and was willing to use the most liberal languages in each of
these variables. What can be extracted from this information is that Argentina indeed is in
favor of a liberal trade agreement in the path towards the completion of the Doha Round.
Furthermore, it can also be said that Argentina has taken a clearly more liberal position in
2004 than in 2003 for all of the six variables for which I have observations in both years.

Similar to Argentina, Australia also has a generally liberal export and domestic support
positions in both years. In these two groups of trade protection instruments, Australia has
had a liberalization level position of 3 for all variables in 2003. Subsequently, in 2004, it
improved its position to the most liberal position of 4 in each of the variables of both of
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these groups of trade protection instruments. Thus, in addition to having a generally liberal
position, it appears that Australia has also taken an increasingly more liberal position in
2004 compared to 2003. The additional information in TRQ and SSP reported are difficult
to interpret as they are stand-alone observations.

BOLIVIA

In the case of Bolivia, we also have substantial information on its liberalization positions
in market access instruments in addition to those of export and domestic support instru-
ments. Aside from the SSP entry, Bolivia took the most liberal position for all entries for
which we have information for the year 2003. The only variable for which entry is missing
is the Green Box, a trade policy instrument that is designated as not distorting interna-
tional trade. In 2004, Bolivia has also taken the most liberal position in how export support
instruments should be handled. On the other hand, while still maintaining a generally lib-
eral position, Bolivia has taken less liberal positions on market access and domestic support
instruments by agreeing to a liberalization level coded as 3 for each instrument in these
groups.

Colombia is another member state that exhibits a generally liberal position in both
years. Furthermore, for all six variable entries for which I have information for both years,
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Colombia’s position has been more liberal in 2004 than in 2003.
The one entry for which only a moderate level of liberalization is observed is the de

minimis instrument in 2003. However, even this is raised to the highest level of liberalization
position in 2004.

There are four variables (i.e. SSP, Export Credit, Green Box, AMS) for which we only
have information for either year 2003 or year 2004. As in previous cases, this makes it
difficult to conduct a cross year analysis of the country’s change in liberalization position.

PERU

As in the case of Argentina, I do not have information on Peru’s liberalization positions
on market access trade policy instruments. However, for export and domestic support in-
struments, I do have observations that suggest Peru, as all other Latin American member
states analyzed thus far, takes a generally liberal position. All of the entries show that Peru
takes a liberalization position of 3 or more in both years. The only exception is the 2004
de minimis trade instrument for which Peru takes a liberalization position at the level of 1.
Which, according to the codification rules, suggests Peru wishes to maintain the status quo
in the application of the de minimis instrument.
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Finally, aside from this de minimis instrument, Peru took either a more liberal or an
equally liberal position in 2004 compared to 2003 for all other variables for which I have
observations in both years.

EUROPEAN UNION

In the case of the European Union, I do not have sufficient information to conduct an
analysis with much substantive content. One observation that could be made from the infor-
mation available is that the European Union had taken a liberal position in trade distorting
domestic support instruments in 2003. In all of these cases, the European Union has called
for a reduction level of 3 for these instruments.

We observe that there is an overlap of information on the Blue Box and Amber Box entries
(which are both considered to be potentially trade distorting domestic support instruments).
But, little can be said based on these additional observations alone about how the EU position
has evolved.

It should also be noted here that, another very influential member state conspicuously
missing from my analysis is the United States. Unfortunately, I was unable to find any
position statement from a US representative on the WTO website from which I gathered all
of my information.
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Next, in the case of Jamaica, it is difficult to provide any explanatory statement based
on the very limited observation that I have. One fact that could be noted is that Jamaica
has taken the most liberal position in 2004 in the least trade distorting domestic support
instruments (i.e. Green Box and Blue Box).

KENYA

Similarly, in the case of Kenya, it is difficult to provide much explanatory statements,
especially with a cross year comparative perspective. However, from the information gath-
ered, we observe that Kenya has taken a generally liberal position in 2003 in how export
and domestic support should be handled. In fact, in all of the potentially trade distorting
instruments for both of these groups, Kenya has called for the substantial reduction in the
use of these instruments. Finally, it appears that in 2004, Kenya has opted to focus on
providing its position in how market access protection instruments should be liberalized. In
this category, again Kenya seems to have taken a liberal position. From the available data,
little can be said in way of comparison between the years 2003 and 2004 for Kenya’s position
on trade liberalization levels in the Doha Round.
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e. Coalition for Year 2004
For the year 2004, some member states formed coalitions and submitted position state-

ments as a group. For these coalitions, I identified individual member states who belong to a
coalition and analyzed the extent to which the individual member state’s position statement
differs from the statements submitted as a group.

More specifically, I present a graphic based illustration of the codified version of the
average liberalization positions that each state took and what the group that they belong to
has advocated for. Then, for my analysis, I compare and contrast the results I get for the
individual states with what I have for the states’ position as a group. The groups I consider
for this analysis are the Cairns Group, the G-10, and the G-20. It was also my intention
to conduct a similar analysis for Least Develop Countries (LDCs), African Caribbean and
Pacific (ACP), the African Group, and G-33. However, of all the countries that belong to
the LDC, the only state for which I have some observation is Rwanda. Yet, none of the
variable observations that I have for Rwanda overlap with what I have for the LDC group
as a whole. Thus, I am unable to conduct any comparative analysis. Similarly, such data
availability constraint prevents me from providing any analysis for the other coalitions who
have actually submitted a position statement in 2004.

Finally, I also use a select number of countries from the OECD for which I have data
and compare the extent to which their positions on liberalization levels for the Doha Round
differ. Below are histogram based representations of my findings.

I conduct the analysis as follows. First, I provide results for the Cairns Group as a whole
and its individual members for which I have information.21

We can extract a number of observations from these representative graphs. First, in their
statement, the Cairns Group members as a whole seem to be willing to take a position, a
liberal one at that, on export and domestic support. For all of their entries for the variables in
these two categories, the Cairns Group members took the most liberal position with a level of
four. Secondly, what we observe is that the individual countries that are most in line with the
Cairns Group position are primarily influential and large developing or developed countries
in the group. These countries whose position is most aligned with that of the group include
Argentina, Australia, Canada, Colombia, and Peru. From the remaining members, Bolivia
seems to also have taken a generally similar position as that of the group’s. However, with
a liberalization position of 3 for domestic support, Bolivia has taken a less ambitious stand
compared to the group’s position. Finally, it is difficult to make a comparative statement
for the remaining Cairns Group member states (i.e. Costa Rica, Guatemala, Indonesia, and
Philippines) due to observation constraints.

Secondly, I consider the position statement of the G-10 group and compare it to the
individual statements that G-10 member states submitted in regards to the liberalization
level they are willing to engage in during the Doha Round.22

21The Cairns Group comprises Argentina, Australia, Bolivia, Brazil, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Costa
Rica, Guatemala, Indonesia, Malaysia, New Zealand, Pakistan, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, South Africa,
Thailand and Uruguay. The Cairns Group member states for which I have sufficient information to include
in my analysis are Argentina, Australia, Bolivia, Canada, Colombia, Costa Rica, Guatemala, Indonesia,
Peru, and Philippines.

22The G-10 group comprises Belgium, Canada, France, Germany, Italy, Japan, Netherlands, Sweden, the
United Kingdom, and the United States. In my analysis, I bundle the EU members in one as all of the data
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G-10

From the graphic illustration of the individual member state positions and that of the
whole as a group, it appears that there is little that can be said in way of comparison due
to the observation constraint that I am faced with. Furthermore, I do not have sufficient
observation for the other member states in this group to be able to make any judgment
about their position in the extent to which these instruments should be liberalized. Yet, in
the graph, what conspicuously stands-out is the fact that Canada has openly and forcefully
taken very liberal positions in almost all of the trade instruments considered. However, this
ambitious stand is not reflected in the statement of the G-10 as a group.

I have is given as such. I provide my observation for Canada separately. As noted before, I do not have any
information on the US.
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Thirdly, I consider the G-20 group’s position statement and compare it to the liberaliza-
tion position that the individual members advocated for.23

Here, there are a few facts that stand-out. First, it appears that the G-20 members
generally are willing to take a very liberal position on export and domestic support trade
instruments. In line with the group position, Argentina, Australia, Canada, and China have
also taken very liberal positions in how these two groups of instruments should be handled
in the Doha Round. Nothing substantive can be said about how the positions of Japan and
Turkey compares to that of the G-20 due to the limited observation that I have about these
countries’ position in the extent to which they would like to see these trade instruments
liberalized.

23The G-20 members are Argentina, Australia, Brazil, Canada, China, European Union, France, Germany,
India, Indonesia, Italy, Japan, Mexico, Russia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa, South Korea, Turkey, United
Kingdom, and the United States. As noted before, for all EU members I only have a single combined
observation. I do not have any information on the liberalization positions disaggregated at the state level.
Thus, for these countries my analysis is limited to comparing the EU liberalization position with that of
the G-20 as a whole. Based on the data that I have, other G-20 members considered include Argentina,
Australia, Canada, China, Indonesia, Italy, Japan, and Turkey.
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Finally, I consider OECD member countries for which I have sufficient information to
make inter-state liberalization position comparisons.24

Here, there are some qualified observations that one can make. As already noted before it
is clear that Canada is outspoken in its ambition to liberalize trade by significantly reducing
the use of all forms of trade policy instruments. While not as bold, it appears that Australia
also shares this ambition of significantly reducing trade barriers as it applies to the export
and domestic support trade policy instruments. For the remaining countries, what can be
said is that Israel seems to generally take a conservative position on the liberalization process
while all the others seem to have taken ambiguous positions by not explicitly expressing what
they hope to achieve in this round. The fact that Israel is a relatively new entrant to the
OECD (joined in 2010) may explain why it stands out as an outlier in this data from earlier
years.

Overall, my observations from all of the outputs reported above can be generally sum-
marized as follows. (1) Most Latin American countries (especially the larger ones), Canada,
and Australia seem to advocate for a more ambitious liberalization agreement in the Doha
Round. (2) On the other hand, many developed countries and OECD members seem to take
a more conservative or opaque stand about the extent to which they are willing to liberalize
trade. This lack of clarity in the positions taken is also observed in the G-10 position state-
ment. (3) The Cairns Group and G-20 group position statements, on the other hand, seem
to advocate for a more liberal agreement. Which, based on the comparison of the individual
state positions, seems to be a reflection of the stand that larger countries from Latin America
as well as Australia and Canada take; countries that I have already noted seem to advocate
for a more liberal agreement.

There has been numerous books and articles that analyze the dynamics and discontents
of the Doha Round negotiations. While they focus on different aspects of the Doha Round
development, or lack thereof, there are some observable commonalities in their assessment
of the negotiations and the factors that seem to perpetuate the impasse. These are (1) that
the main source of the deadlock is disagreements on how to liberalize trade in agricultural
products, (2) that developing countries as coalitions or otherwise have found new level of
substantial relevance in the negotiation process and their outcomes, (3) that the divide
between developing countries, led by BRICS, and the developed countries led primarily by
the US and the EU continues to be a major obstacle in the negotiation process, ((4) that the
increasing number of member states participating in the negotiations, the single undertaking
framework, and the increasing scopes of issues to be agreed upon all aggravate the difficulty
in reaching an agreement.25 Finally, some have also pointed out the possibility that RTAs
may be stumbling blocks in the advancement of multilateral trade negotiations.

24While the OECD is currently composed of 34 countries, I consider 6 individual states (i.e. Australia,
Canada, Israel, Japan, Korea, and Turkey) and the EU for my analysis as these are the only member states
for which I have data.

25Paul Blustein, in his book ”Misadventures of the Most Favored Nations”, gives a lucid and very de-
scriptive account of the negotiation’s evolution since its inception, including the impact personalities of
representatives and their personal relationships have on how the Round progressed. Other books detailing
the Doha chronology and difficulties include Jones’ ”The Doha Blues” and Jawara et al.’s ”Behind the Scenes
at the WTO”. The Overseas Development Institute, Jeffrey Schott, and Simon Evenett, among others, have
also independently provided astute and generally converging assessments of the Doha Round impasse.
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The above summary of the commonly advanced assessments of the Doha Round are more
specifically identified within the different Ministerial Conferences and negotiation meetings
that have already taken place since the launching of this last round. Even at the Doha
Ministerial Conference in 2001, there was a tension that will continue to manifest itself
in subsequent ministerial conferences. This tension stems from developing countries having
taken the perspective that they were coerced into accepting unfavorable terms in the Uruguay
Round. Thus, the developed versus developing country setting of the negotiations took root
very early-on in the round. Accordingly, we observe numerous coalitions quickly forming
with division along development lines. The first wave of the developing country coalitions
focused more on advocating for the implementation or continuation of preferential treatment
in specific areas such as exemption from the TRIPs rules for public health reasons and the
continuation of the ACP-EU partnership.

During Cancun in 2003, the G-20 brought together a heterogeneous group of developing
countries that were primarily reacting against the US-EU proposal for trade liberalization on
agricultural products. Developing countries spoke in unison despite some divergent interests
on the matter to express their position that the developed countries’ liberalization proposal
is inadequate considering how significant of a stake developing countries have in the liberal-
ization of the agricultural sector. The removal of cotton subsidies, primarily advocated by
the Cotton 4 (which comprise Benin, Burkina Faso, Chad, and Mali), safeguard for strategic
products, and the Singapore Issues (i.e. government procurement, trade facilitation, trade
& investment, and trade & competition) are the other salient issues on which developed and
developing countries took opposing positions. Ultimately, at the end of the Cancun ministe-
rial conference, the clash on whether to include the Singapore Issues proved insurmountable
and precipitated the meeting’s failure in Cancun.

The Hong Kong ministerial conference and negotiations in 2004 leading up to it gener-
ally projected the same characteristics in that the divide between developed and developing
countries persisted. While the former was seeking greater liberalization for trade in agricul-
tural trade and the elimination of export subsidies, the latter was focused on earning some
concessions on Non-Agricultural Market Access. Unlike its immediate predecessor, the con-
ference was not an utter failure and revived some hope in the potential of the Doha Round
which was in the brink of collapse.

Based on the above summary of how the literature presents the relevant years of the
Doha Round to compare to my data, what can be said definitively is that there are no
apparent contradictions. As I find in my data, the ambiguous positions that some developing
and OECD countries have taken, the conspicuous absence of any position statements from
the US, and the fact that the Cairns group and the G-20 have opted to take more liberal
agricultural trade policies are all consistent and even supportive of the description in the
literature. Furthermore, as I show below, the drastic proliferation of RTAs in the past 15
years might have also played a non-trivial round in the Doha Round impasse.
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11 Regional Trade Agreement Data

The independent variable that I will be using in the regression analysis is the change in
the number of RTAs that the member states have entered into. Since the completion of the
Uruguay Round, there has been a drastic proliferation of RTAs among WTO member states.
Considering the fact that this is one of the most glaring changes in the international trade
structure since then, it is an obvious candidate for a possible explanation of the Doha Round
stagnation. Accordingly, I make use of the change in the number of RTAs that member states
have entered into within a 10 years time frame. And, I observe the impact that it may have
had in their decision to enter into trade liberalization concessions according to the basic
framework of liberalization promulgated during the Doha Round of negotiations.

11.1 RTA Data

A list of the RTAs that member states have entered into since the inception of the GATT
in 1948 is accessible on the WTO website.26 As shown in the graph below, there is an
exponential increase in the number of RTAs put in force, especially since the early 1990s. In
order to obtain the change in RTAs for a given country, I identify the number of RTAs that
this country has entered into for two consecutive years of relevance and subtract the number
of RTAs it has entered into for two consecutive years a decade earlier. Once I compile this
data, I also create a dummy variable to indicate whether or not there was a positive change
in the number of RTAs entered into. I make use of both the raw variable and the dummy
variable separately as independent variables to conduct the regression analyses.

26http://rtais.wto.org/UI/PublicAllRTAList.aspx
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Source: Author’s Construction from WTO’s RTA Database. 
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11.2 Change in RTA and Member State Liberalization Position
Correlations

In order to analyze the correlations between the two variables, I produced a scatter plot that
aims to show the relationship between the change in the number of RTAs a member state
has entered into (Y-axis) and the extent to which it has deviated from the Proposal for the
corresponding year (X-axis). Above is a scatter plot combining years 2002-2004.
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Secondly, I determined a range for which I consider whether a country voted YES or
NO on the Proposal for the corresponding year, building or blocking, respectively, the way
towards the completion of the Doha Round. First, I identified any deviation below a sum
of 0.5 as a YES vote and any deviation above a sum of 0.75 as a NO vote. Using data
for all years, I produced another histogram, as shown above, that may give insight on the
correlation between making a YES or a NO vote and the change in the number of RTAs that
a member state has entered into. While it may be driven by outliers, it shows that there is
a slight correlation between a member state voting NO and increasing the number of RTAs
they sign into, in line with my hypothesis.
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12 Empirical Analysis and Discussion

For the empirical analysis, all of the documents that I have used pertain to proposals and of-
ficial documents from year 2003 individually analyzed and from years 2002-2004 analyzed all
together. Below, I describe the observation details and the various statistical characteristics
generated for each data used.

12.1 Output from Author’s Data for Year 2003

First, for the year 2003, I was able to extract 47 different observations. That is, I identified
position statements and proposals that I could codify according to specific codification rules
for 47 member states. This data that I compiled provides information about the level of
liberalization a member state is willing to undertake on a variety of trade policy instruments
and the extent to which this position deviates from the basis of negotiation (i.e. Harbinson’s
Proposal in 2003). Using this data, I conducted the following analysis.

I ran a regression analysis using both the underlying position raw data and the binary
information for both whether a country has voted YES or NO and whether member states
have had a positive change in the number of RTAs they have entered into. For the sake of
variation compared to the analysis in producing the histograms, the range for a YES or NO
vote that I use is < 0.5 and > 1.0 respectively. All results are shown in Table 11.

In column 3, I get statistically significant results for when I use dummy variables to
indicate whether there was a change in the number of RTAs and whether a given member
state voted YES or NO to the Harbinson’s proposal according to the criteria explained
above. Using both binary variables, I get a positive and statistically significant result with
a coefficient of 0.444, in line with the prediction. All other results are not statistically
significant. In column 1, I report results in which the independent variable is the raw
change in the number of RTAs for a given member state and the dependent variable is the
average of a member state’s deviation from the Harbinson’s proposal with respect to all trade
liberalization variables considered. In column 2, the raw data of the change in the number
of RTAs is used while the dependent variable is again represented as a dummy variable
with a YES or NO vote. Finally, in column 4, I use a dummy variable for the YES or NO
vote according to the criterion that any deviation < 1.0 is considered a YES vote and any
deviation > 1.0 is considered a NO vote.

12.2 Output from Author’s Data for Year 2002-2004

Second, I conduct all of the same exercises explained above for all of the years that I have
codified so far combined (i.e. 2002-2004). This gives me 86 different member state observa-
tions on 10 different variables. All of the results that I obtain are provided below. Again,
in line with the prediction, I get a statistically significant correlation between the binary
positive change in the number of RTAs entered into and a vote of NO to the liberalization
proposal.

That is, I ran a regression analysis using both the raw data and the binary information
for both whether a country has voted YES or NO and whether member states have had a
positive change in the number of RTAs they have entered into. For the sake of variation,
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Table 11: Linear Regression Results

Raw Estimate Vote Outcome Vote Outcome Raw Position
(S.E.) (S.E.) (S.E.) (S.E.)

Constant 0.573 0.257 0.322
(0.108)** (0.081)** (0.077)**

Raw # of RTAs 0.090 0.065 0.089
(0.097) (0.088) (0.068)

RTA Dummy 0.444
(0.164)*

N 47 39 39 47
R-squared 0.02 0.00 0.16 0.04
* significant at 5%
** significant at 1%

the range for a YES or NO vote that I use is < 0.5 and > 1.0 respectively. All results are
reported in Table 12.

Furthermore, I include several controls to test the persistence of the results. With all
of the controls that I use, it turns out that the correlation remains positive. However, the
coefficient on my explanatory variable does is not always statistically significant. Using
data from the World Bank on country size (proxied by population) and income (proxied
by GDP or GDP per capita), I find that my results are robust to these controls.27 Using
Economic Freedom Index data from the Heritage Foundation on trade openness, and various
indicators for polity (i.e. property rights, freedom from corruption, investment freedom, and
financial freedom), I find that the coefficient of interest remains positive but is no longer
statistically significant.28 I do not report these results here because of the lack of clarity in
the interpretation. Due to the fact that the primary variable of interest is binary and the
controls cannot be made so without arbitrary classification of their significance, it is unclear
if these indicators can be appropriately used in the current regression. Yet, it is likely that
these results identify some weaknesses in the regression and warrant further exploration in
future studies.

Finally, using this data, I conduct one additional exercise. For the case in which I get
a statistically significant result (i.e. A vote of YES or NO regressed on a change in the
number of RTAs as an independent dummy), I add a control of whether the RTA in question
is a geographically regional RTA or not. That is, I add another dummy variable on the
right hand side to indicate whether the RTA entered into is between countries that are close
in geographic proximity. This result is reported in column 3. While I cannot provide an
intuitive interpretation due to the loss in the number of observations, the correlation between
the existence of a positive change in number of RTAs and a vote of NO to the liberalization
proposal completely disappears.

27All of the data I use from the World Bank can be found at http://data.worldbank.org/
28All of the data I use from the Heritage Foundation can be found at http://www.heritage.org/index/
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Table 12: Linear Regression Results

Raw Vote Vote Vote Raw Position
(S.E.) (S.E.) (S.E.) (S.E.) (S.E.)

Constant 0.505 0.231 0.212
(0.080)** (0.056)** (0.050)**

Raw # of RTAs 0.103 0.084 0.048
(0.078) (0.061) 0.049

RTA Dummy 0.389 0.000
(0.113)** (0.234)

Regional 0.500
(0.265)

N 86 76 18 76 86
R-squared 0.02 0.14 0.50 0.02 0.01
* significant at 5%
** significant at 1%

12.3 YEAR 2004 All Coalitions

Finally, for the Year 2004, where I observe position statements written as coalitions, I conduct
a regression analysis based on whether the change in the number of RTAs that a coalition
member enters into is correlated with a YES or NO vote by the coalition on the liberalization
proposal for the Year 2004. For all coalitions, I find statistically significant results that
indicate that a NO vote is correlated with a positive change in the number of RTAs entered
into, in line with the hypothesis. The output of this regression is given in Table 13 below.

Furthermore, I split the coalitions based on whether they are geographically regional or
not. In the former case, I find that the two variables are still positively correlated with statis-
tically significant results. The results from the data with geographically regional coalitions
is given in Table 14 below. However, when the coalitions are not geographically regional, all
of the correlations seem to disappear. Additional work is needed to provide a more complete
analysis and intuitive explanation for these results.

13 Conclusion

The Doha Round negotiations have been intermittently ongoing for over a decade. All nego-
tiations in other rounds were completed in a significantly shorter period of time. Granted,
it is the case that negotiations in these rounds have taken increasingly longer to complete
across time and the Doha Round is clearly more ambitious than any of the previous rounds
successfully concluded to date. However, in light of the fact that there are significant gains
to be reaped by the fruition of an agreement from this round, the negotiators’ continued
failure to reach an agreement remains a puzzle.

In this chapter I suggest an economically sound hypothesis that could partially explain
the stagnation. As explained in the previous chapter, the increasing degree of information
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Table 13: Linear Regression Results

Vote Outcome Vote Outcome
(S.E.) (S.E.)

Constant 0.040
(0.039)

Raw # of RTAs 0.119
(0.023)**

RTA Dummy 0.348
(0.068)**

N 78 78
R-squared 0.26 0.25
* significant at 5%
** significant at 1%

Table 14: Linear Regression Results

Vote Outcome Vote Outcome
(S.E.) (S.E.)

Constant 0.090
(0.047)

Raw # of RTAs 0.232
(0.028)**

RTA Dummy 0.889
(0.103)**

N 42 42
R-squared 0.63 0.65
* significant at 5%
** significant at 1%
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asymmetry leading to a war of attrition is possibly a factor that ultimately explains the
delay. One such information asymmetry is in how long a trading partner can afford to
wait before conceding, which is a function of the outside options available, among other
things. In light of the exponentially increasing proliferation of Regional Trade Agreements
among WTO members, it is likely that they are using these RTAs as outside options about
which there is asymmetric information and might be delaying the completion of the Doha
Round agreements. I provide some empirical evidence that seem to substantiate this claim.
However, the results I find are not conclusive and do not establish causal link. Thus future
work in the aim of establishing a more definitive link would certainly be a valuable addition
to the literature.

75



Conclusion

In Chapter 1 of this dissertation, I empirically test the terms of trade prisoner’s dilemma
theory using a model developed by Bagwell & Staiger to substantiate its relevance for some
developing countries that participated in trade liberalization negotiations in the Uruguay
Round. I find that the theory musters empirical scrutiny for the sample of countries ana-
lyzed. In light of the fact that the terms-of-trade prisoner’s dilemma is further empirically
substantiated here even as it is applied to developing countries, why the Doha Round has
yet to be completed becomes an even more puzzling question. I explore this question in
Chapters 2 & 3.

In Chapter 2, I argue that one salient explanation for this impasse, among others, is the
possibility that member states are engaging in a war of attrition that inefficiently delays
the completion of the agreement. The Doha Round negotiations are taking place in an
environment in which negotiators have asymmetric information about their trading partners’
valuation of the agreement outcome and their cost of waiting. Thus, with the expectation of
reaching an agreement that is more favorable to the more patient negotiator, a participant
in the Doha Round negotiations may find it unilaterally beneficial and rational to wait-out
until a fellow negotiator concedes. However, the production distortions that is sustained
during such a war of attrition is an inefficient cost that all participants will incur. Thus,
the sooner the negotiators end the impasse and complete the Round, the more each member
state will benefit from the agreement.

As a facilitator of these negotiations, one way that the World Trade Organization could
contribute in the reduction of the negotiation delay may be to impose a strict deadline by
which time the agreement has to be signed. The deadline would serve as a threat point
of reversion to a less favorable trade liberalization agreement that was previously signed
(i.e. Uruguay Round levels). Since all member states would improve their welfare, however
marginally, by signing the new agreement, such a deadline should compel negotiators to
resolve the impasse before the deadline takes effect. When the deadline should be set for,
how it can be made credible in light of the fact that there is incentive to extend it ex post
if an agreement is not reached, and what the optimal punishment should be for failing to
reach an agreement are questions worth exploring further.

Finally, in Chapter 3, I suggest that one such information asymmetry about the cost
of waiting is a function of the outside option available to a member state. In light of the
exponentially increasing proliferation of Regional Trade Agreements among WTO members,
it is likely that they are using these RTAs as outside options about which there is asymmetric
information and might be delaying the completion of the Doha Round agreements. I provide
some empirical evidence that seem to substantiate this claim. However, the results I find are
not conclusive and do not establish causal link. Thus, future work in the aim of establishing
a more definitive link would certainly be a valuable addition to the literature.

In subsequent research endeavors, I hope to also consider if the Doha Round stagnation
can be explained by irreconcilable bargaining power differences that stem from specialization
irreversibility problems and limitations in enforcement mechanisms. Due to trade liberaliza-
tion, a developing country may be bound to specialize in sectors prone to exogenous shocks
and price volatility at the expense of forgoing the development of its other industries.

Furthermore, politicians continue to balance constituents’ pressure against the objective
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of trade liberalization a la Grossman & Helpman. If the payoff from the latter happens to
have become relatively less valuable, the stagnation may be explained by politicians from
such governments optimizing in the tradeoff by blocking the completion of the round. It is
worth exploring the extent to which such a mechanism may explain the stagnation.

Finally, in light of the fact that WTO dispute settlement relies on retaliation to enforce
agreements, developing countries are not always in a position to induce their trading partners
to conform to binding agreements they have entered into. Thus, the impasse in the Doha
negotiations, with the primary division being along development lines, may also stem from
a disagreement on how developed and developing countries share the risks of liberalization
through concessions.

77



Abreu, D., Gul, F., 2000. Bargaining and Reputation. Econometrica 68(1), 85-117.
Abreu, D., Pearce, D., 2002. A Behavioral Theory of Bargaining with Endogenous Types.

Princeton Working Paper.
Aghion, P., Antras, P., Helpman, E., 2007. Negotiation Free Trade. Journal of Interna-

tional Economics 73, 1-30.
Ackerman, F., 2005. The Shrinking Gains from Trade: A Critical Assessment of Doha

Round Projections. Global Development and Environment Institute Working Paper No.
05-01.

Antras, P., Staiger, R.W., 2011. Offshoring and the Role of Trade Agreements. Working
Paper.

Bagwell, K., Staiger, R.W., 1996. Reciprocal Trade Liberalization. NBER Working
Paper No. 5488.

Bagwell, K., Staiger, R.W., 1999. An Economic Theory of the GATT. The American
Economic Review 89(1), 215-248.

Bagwell, K., Staiger, R.W., 2002. The Economics of The World Trading System. The
MIT Press.

Bagwell, K., Staiger, R.W., 2006. What Do Trade Negotiators Negotiate About? Em-
pirical Evidence from the World Trade Organization. NBER Working Paper No. 12727.

Bagwell, K., Staiger, R.W., 2011. What Do Trade Negotiators Negotiate About? Em-
pirical Evidence from the World Trade Organization. American Economic Review 101(4),
1238-73.

Bagwell, K., Staiger, R.W., 2011. Can the Doha Round be a Development Round?
Setting a Place at the Table. NBER.

Bhagwati, J., Sutherland, P., 2011. The Doha Round: Setting a Deadline, Defining a
Final Deal. Interim Report.

Binmore, K., Rubinstein, A., Wolinsky, A., 1986. The Nash Bargaining Solution in
Economic Modeling. The RAND Journal of Economics 17(2), 176-188.

Bjornskvo, C., Lind, K.M, 2002. Where Do Developing Countries Go After Doha? Xth
EAAE Congress, Zaragoza, Spain, 20-31 August 2002.

Bjornskvo, C., Lind, K.M, 2005. Underlying Policies in the WTO, the Harbinson Pro-
posal and the Modalities Agreement. Presses de Sciences Po, Revue Economique 56, 1385-
1412.

Bjornskvo, C., Lind, K.M, 2006. Potential Coalitions and Convergence in the Doha
Round. CAB International. WTO Negotiations and Agricultural Trade Liberalization: the
Effects of Developed Countries’ Policies on Developing Countries [eds E. Diaz-Bonilla et al.].

Bliss, C., Nalebuff, B., 1984. Dragon Slaying and Ballroom Dancing: The Private Supply
of a Public Good. Journal of Public Economics 25, 1-12.

Blustein, P., 2009. Misadventures of the Most Favored Nations. PublicAffairs Perseus
Books Group.

Broda, C., Limao, N., Weinstein, D.E., 2008. Optimal Tariffs and Market Power: The
Evidence. The American Economic Review 98(5), 2032-65.

Bulow, J., Klemperer, P., 1998. The Generalized War of Attrition. American Economic
Review 81(5), 1170-1188.

Buthe, T., Milner, H., 2008. The Politics of Foreign Direct Investment into Developing
Countries: Increasing FDI through International Trade Agreements? American Journal of

78



Political Science 52(4), 741-762.
Casella, A., Eichengreen, B., 1996. Can Foreign Aid Accelerate Stabilization? Economic

Journal 106(436), 605-619.
Chatterjee, K., Lee, C., 1998. Bargaining and Search with Incomplete Information about

Outside Options. Games and Economic Behavior 22, 203-237.
Chatterjee, K., Samuelson, L., 1987. Bargaining With Two-Sided Incomplete Informa-

tion: An Infinite Horizon Model With Alternating Offer. Review of Economic Studies 54,
175-192.

Chatterjee, K., Samuelson, L., 1988. Bargaining Under Two-sided Incomplete Informa-
tion: The Unrestricted Offers Case. Operations Research. 36, 605-618.

Evenett, S., 2007. Reciprocity and the Doha Round Impasse: Lessons for the Near Term
and After. Centre for Economic Policy Research 11.

Fiorentino, R.V., Verdeja, L., Toqueboeuf, C., 2007. The Challenging Landscape of
Regional Trade Agreements: 2006 Update. World Trade Organization Discussion Paper No
12.

Fuchs, W., Skrzypacz A., 2010. Bargaining with Arrival of New Traders. American
Economic Review 100(3), 802-836.

Fudenberg, D., Tirole, J., 1983. Sequential Bargaining With Incomplete Information.
Review of Economic Studies, 221-247.

Fudenberg, D., Tirole, J., 1986. A Theory of Exit in Duopoly. Econometrica 54(4),
943-960.

Gawande, K., Krishna, P., Robbins, M., 2006. Foreign Lobbies and U.S. Trade Policy.
Review of Economics and Statistics 88(3), 563-571.

Gros, D., 1987. A Note on the Optimal Tariff, Retaliation and the Welfare Loss from
Tariff Wars in a Framework with Intra-industry Trade. Journal of International Economics
23(3-4), 357-67.

Grossman, G.M., Helpman, E., 1994. Protection for Sale. American Economic Review
84, 833-850.

Grossman, G.M., Helpman, E., 1995a. Trade wars and trade talks. Journal of Political
Economy 103, 675-708.

Grossman, S., Perry, M., 1986. Sequential Bargaining Under Asymmetric Information.
Journal of Economic Theory 39, 120-154.

Hudec, R.E., 2010. Developing Countries in the GATT Legal System. Cambridge Uni-
versity Press.

Irwin, D.A., Mavroidis, P.C., Sykes, A.O., 2008. The Genesis of the GATT. Cambridge
University Press.

Jawara, F., Kwa, A.,2003. Behind the Scenes at the WTO. Zed Books Ltd.
Johnson, H.G., 1953-54. Optimum tariffs and retaliation. Review of Economic Studies

21, 142-153.
Jones, K., 2010. The Doha Blues. Oxford University Press.
Kambe, S.,1999. Bargaining with Imperfect Commitment. Games and Economic Behav-

ior 28, 217-237.
Kee, H.L., Nicita, A., Olarreaga, M. 2009. Estimating Trade Restrictiveness Indices. The

Economic Journal 119, 172-199.

79



Kreps, D., Wilson, R., 1982. Reputation and Incomplete Information. Journal of Eco-
nomic Theory 27, 253-279.

Krugman, P.R., 1997. What should trade negotiators negotiate about? Journal of Eco-
nomic Literature 35, 113-120.

Lee, C.C., 1994. Bargaining and Search with Recall. A Two-Period Model with Complete
Information. Operations Research 42(6), 1100-1109.

Limao, N., Tovar, P., 2009. Policy Choice: Theory and Evidence from Commitment via
International Trade Agreements. NBER Working Paper No. 14655.

Limao, N., 2007. Are Preferential Trade Agreements with Non-trade Objectives a Stum-
bling Block for Multilateral Liberalization? Review of Economics Studies 74, 821-855.

Maggi, G., Rodriguez-Clare, A., 1998. The Value of Trade Agreements in the Presence
of Political Pressures. Journal of Political Economy 106(3), 574-601.

Maggi, G., Rodriguez-Clare, A., 2005. A Political-Economy Theory of International
Trade Agreements. NBER.

Mavroidis, P.C., 2005. The General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade. Oxford University
Press.

Mitra, D., 2002. Endogenous Political Organization and the Value of Trade Agreements.
Journal of International Economics 57, 473-485.

Mitra, D., Thomakos, D., Ulubasoglu, M., 2002. ’Protection for Sale’ In a Developing
Country: Democracy vs. Dictatorship. Review of Economics and Statistics 84(3), 497-508.

Narlikar, A., 2005. Bargaining over the Doha Development Agenda: Coalitions in the
World Trade Organization. LATN Working Paper, Latin American Trade Network.

Oduwole, O., 2011. Realigning International Trade Negotiation Asymmetry: Developing
Country Coalitions Strategy in the WTO Doha Round Agriculture Negotiations. Disserta-
tion Submitted to the School of Law at Stanford University.

Ornelas, E., 2005. Trade Creating Free Trade Areas and The Undermining of Multilat-
eralism. European Economic Review 49, 1717-1735.

Ossa, R., 2011. A New Trade Theory of GATT/WTO Negotiations. Journal of Political
Economy 119(1), 122-152.

Overseas Development Institute, 2008. The WTO Doha Round Impasse: Impications for
Africa.

Park, A., Smith, L., 2003. Caller Number 5: Timing Games that Morph from One Form
to Another. Michigan Working Paper.

Rakhudu, M., 2006. An Overview of the WTO’s 6th Ministerial Meeting in Hong Kong.
Newsletter Competition Commission.

Rodrik, D. (1989). Promises, Promises: Credible Policy Reform via Signaling. The
Economic Journal 99(397), 756-772.

Rose, A. (2004a). Do We Really Know that the WTO Increases Trade? The American
Economic Review 94, 98-114.

Saggi, K., Yildiz, H.M., 2010. Bilateralism, Multilateralism, and the Quest for Global
Free Trade. Journal of International Economics 81, 26-37.

Schott, J., 2004. Reviving the Doha Round. Instituto Affari Internazionali.
Sobel, J., Takahashi, I., 1983. A Multistage Model of Bargaining. Review of Economic

Studies, 411-426.

80



Staiger, R.W., 1995. A theory of gradual trade liberalization. In: Levinsohn, J., Deardoff,
A.V., Stern, R.M. (Eds.), New Directions in Trade Theory. University of Michigan Press,
Ann Arbor MI, pp. 249-284.

Staiger, R.W., Tabellini, G., 1987. Discretionary Trade Policy and Excessive Protection.
American Economic Review 77, 823-37.

Staiger, R.W., Tabellini, G., 1999. Do GATT Rules Help Governments Make Domestic
Commitments? Economics and Politics 11, 109-144.

Whalley, J., 2008. Recent Regional Agreements: Why So Many, Why So Much Variance
in Form, Why Coming So Fast, and Where Are The Headed? The World Economy.

81



A Appendix

Brunei

 

 

Table 15: Macroeconomic Structure 1

Economic Indicators 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995

Real GDP Growth 1.5a -1.1 0.5 1.8 2.0b

Consumer Price Inflation 1.6 1.3 4.3 2.4 6.0a

Population ’000 263a 267.8 276.3 284.5 292.0a

Exports fob US$ bn 2.5a 2.4 2.3 2.2 2.4

Imports fob US$ bn 1.2a 1.2 1.2 1.7 1.98

Exchange rate (av) Br$:US$ 1.73 1.63 1.62 1.53 1.42

Source: EIU
a EIU estimates.
b Official estimate.
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Table 16: Macroeconomic Structure 2

Origins of Gross Domestic Product (% of Total) 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995

Oil Sector 37.4

Agriculture, Forestry & Fishing 3.2 2.6

Mining & Manufacturing 37.3 3.2

Construction 5.3 5.5

Transport & Communications 5.1 4.9

Wholesale & Retail Trade 10.8 10.0

Community, Social & Personal Services 30.9 32.3

GDP at Factor Cost Incl Others 100.0 100.0

Source: EIU

Table 17: Trade Structure 1

Principal Exports (Br$ m) 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995

Crude Oil 1,786 1,476

LNG 1,591 1,561

Refined Products 122 111

Principal Imports (Br$ m) 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995

Electrical & Industrial Machinery 339 562

Road Vehicles 159 207

Iron & Steel 124 203

Source: EIU
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Table 18: Trade Structure 2

Principal Export Destinations (% of Total) 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995

Japan 50 56

UK 19

ASEAN 22

South Korea 16

Thailand 10

Singapore 9

Taiwan 3 2

EU 1

Principal Import Origins (% of Total) 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995

Singapore 29

ASEAN 50

EU 16

UK 19

USA 13 9

Japan 9

Malaysia 9

France 6

Australia 3

Source: EIU

Table 19: Brunei’s Trade Value (US$ m)

Imports cif 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995

Food 143.1 146.9 178.8 213.9 228.9

Beverages & Tobacco 26.6 33.5 33.1 39.4 47.1

Mineral Fuels 6.8 7.0 15.7 3.4 11.2

Chemicals 69.9 86.0 82.9 93.8 117.3

Manufactured Goods 305.0 334.8 372.8 412.3 641.4

Machinery & Transport Equipment 426.0 651.4 937.1 767.2 733.5

Total Including Others 1,112.8 1,483.1 1,890.6 1,807.8 2,088.9

Exports fob 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995

Mineral Fuels & Lubricants 2,389.3 2,285.6 2,165.9 2,010.0 2,221.8

Total Including Others 2,469.9 2,402.3 2,248.0 2,154.9 2,391.2

Source: EIU
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Table 20: Brunei’s Trade Direction (US$ m)

Total Export fob 1991 1992 1993a 1994a 1995a

Japan 1,543 1,287 1,079 1,220

UK 414 416 182

South Korea 254

Thailand 203 206 166 263

Singapore 165 196 189 203

Taiwan 61 56 46

Philippines 96

Total Including Others 2,466 2,362 2,084 2,329

Total Imports cif 1991 1992 1993a 1994a 1995a

Singapore 245 698 897 1,612

UK 78 495 595 444

Japan 175

USA 152 526 414 209

Malaysia 107 207 287 358

Total Including Others 1,111 2,600 3,124 3,490

Source: EIU
a DOTs estimate.
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Republic of Korea

 

 

 

Table 21: Macroeconomic Structure 1

Economic Indicators 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995

GDP at Market Prices W ’000 bn 215.7 240.4 267.1 306.0 351.3

Real GDP Growth 9.1 5.1 5.8 8.6 9.0

Consumer Price Inflation 9.3 6.2 4.8 6.3 4.5

Population m 43.3 43.7 44.1 44.5 44.9

Exports fob US$ bn 69.6 75.2 81.0 93.7 123.2

Imports fob US$ bn 76.6 77.3 79.1 96.8 127.9

Exchange rate (av) Br$:US$ 733.4 780.7 802.7 803.5 771.3

Source: EIU
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Table 22: Macroeconomic Structure 2

Origins of Gross Domestic Product (% of Total) 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995

Agriculture, Forestry & Fishing 7.0 6.5

Mining & Quarrying 0.3 0.3

Manufacturing 26.9 29.9

Electricity, gas & water 2.3 2.4

Construction 13.5 11.4

Trade, Restaurant, & Hotels 11.7 12.5

Transport, Storage, & Communications 7.4 7.9

Fiancial & Business Services 17.1 17.2

Government Services 7.9 5.8

GDP at Market Prices Incl Others 100.0 100.0

Components of Gross Domestic Product (% of Total) 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995

Private Consumption 53.8 52.9

Government Concumption 10.6 10.4

Fixed Capital Formation 35.9 36.6

Change in Stocks 0.1 0.5

Export of Goods & Services 30.1 33.2

Imports of Goods & Services -30.9 -34.2

Statistical Discrepancy 0.4 0.6

GDP at Market Prices 100.0 100.0

Source: EIU
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Table 23: Trade Structure 1

Principal Exports ($ m) 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995

Transistors, Semiconductors etc 11,848 19,373

Textiles & Fabrics 7,839 10,065

Passenger Cars 7,242

Ships & Floating Structures 4,945 5,533

Clothing & Accessories 5,652 4,958

Total Incl Others 96,013 125,058

Principal Imports ($ m) 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995

Machinery & Transport Equipment 37,408 49,437

Mineral Fuels & Lubricants 15,406 19,013

Chemicals 9,762 13,156

Raw Materials 9,405 11,713

Food & Live Animals 4,761 5,926

Total Incl Others 102,349 135,119

Source: EIU

Table 24: Trade Structure 2

Principal Export Destinations (% of Total) 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995

USA 21.4 19.3

Japan 14.1 13.6

Hong Kong 8.3 8.5

China 6.5 7.6

Germany 4.5 4.8

Principal Import Origins (% of Total) 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995

Japan 24.8 24.1

USA 21.1 22.5

China 5.3 5.7

Germany 5.0 4.9

Saudi Arabia 3.7 4.0

Source: EIU
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Table 25: Korea’s Trade Value (US$ m)

Imports of Selected Commodities 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995

Machinery & Transport Equipment 28,417 37,408 49,437

Measuring & Controlling Instruments 2,049 2,664 3,607

Mineral Fuels, Lubricants etc 15,053 15,415 19,013

Chemicals 8,235 9,763 13,156

Inedible Raw Material 8,870 9,405 11,713

Food & Live Animals 4,002 4,761 5,926

Total Including Others 83,800 102,348 135,119

Exports of Selected Commodities 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995

Total 82,236 96,013 125,058

Source: EIU

Paraguay
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Table 26: Macroeconomic Structure 1

Economic Indicators 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995

GDP $ bn 6.2 6.4 6.9 7.8 9.0

Real GDP Growth 2.4 1.8 4.1 3.1 4.2

Consumer Price Inflation 24.3 15.1 18.2 20.6 13.4

Population m 4.4 4.5 4.6 4.8 4.9

Exports fob US$ m 1,121 1,082 1,500 1,871 1,992

Imports fob US$ m 1,868 1,951 2,711 3,148 3,350

Exchange rate (av) Br$:US$ 1,325 1,500 1,744 1,912 1,970

Source: EIU

Table 27: Macroeconomic Structure 2

Origins of Gross Domestic Product (% of Total) 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995

Agriculture, Forestry & Fishing 25.7 26.4

Mining & Quarrying 0.5 0.5

Manufacturing 15.1 14.8

Electricity, gas & water 4.8 5.3

Construction 5.4 5.4

Services 48.6 47.6

GDP at Market Prices Incl Others 100.0 100.0

Components of Gross Domestic Product (% of Total) 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995

Private Consumption 79.2 85.3

Government Concumption 6.8 7.2

Fixed Investment 22.5 23.1

Stockbuilding 0.2 0.9

Export of Goods & Services 36.4 34.8

Imports of Goods & Services -45.7 -51.2

GDP at Market Prices 100.0 100.0

Source: EIU
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Table 28: Trade Structure 1

Principal Exports ($ m) 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995

Soybean 216 181

Cotton 147 246

Timber 74 56

Meat 48 41

Principal Imports ($ m) 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995

Machinery 476 626

Vehicles & Parts 277 358

Beverages & Tobacco 179 328

Fuels & Lubricants 157 192

Chemicals 145

Food 157

Source: EIU

Table 29: Trade Structure 2

Principal Export Destinations (% of Total) 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995

Brazil 36.6 39.6

Netherlands 26.7

Germany 7.3

Argentina 8.5 6.7

USA 5.9 4.7

Principal Import Origins (% of Total) 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995

Brazil 25.9 25.2

Argentina 14.4 11.0

USA 11.4 19.3

Japan 9.0

Hong Kong 8.1

Source: EIU
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Table 30: Paraguay’s Trade Value (US$ m)

Imports 1991 1992 1993a 1994b 1995b

Food, Beverages & Tobacco 178.6 348.3 573.2

Petroleum & Products 147.2 187.2 191.0

Chemicals 100.2 275.7 283.8

Rubber Manufactures 56.6 63.9

Textile Fibers & Manufactures 44.4 57.6 64.6

Paper, etc & Manufactures 37.7 51.2 71.1

Iron & Steel & Manufactures 53.4

Iron & Steel 38.5 40.3

Others Metals & Manufactures 19.4 68.4 75.5

Agricultural Implements 15.5

Machinery & Transport Equipments 546.1 1,001.8 1,326.0

Electrical Apparatus 119.7

Clothing & Footwear 51.7 70.7

Scientific Instruments 47.7 57.1

Total Including Others 1,477.5 2,424.6 3,135.9

Exports fob 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995

Oilseeds 226.7 224.8 194.2

Cotton, Raw 164.9 153.9 248.7

Total Including Others 725.2 816.8 819.6

Source: EIU
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Table 31: Industry Description by 1-digit HS Sector

HS Description

Live Animals; Meat and Edible Meat Offal; Fish and Crustaceans, Molluscs and Other Aquatic Invertebrates; Dairy Produce; Birds’

Eggs; Natural Honey; Products of Animal Origin, Not Elsewhere Specified or Included; Live Trees and Other Plants; Bulbs, Roots

0 and the Like; Cut Flowers and Ornamental Foliage; Edible Vegetables and Certain Roots and Tubers; Edible Fruit and Nuts; Peel

of Citrus Fruit or Melons; Coffee, Tea, Mate and Spices

Cereals; Products of the Milling Industry; Malt; Starches; Insulin; Oil Seeds and Oleaginous Fruits; Miscellaneous Grains,

Seeds and Fruit; Industrial or Medicinal Plants; Straw and Fodder; Lac; Gums, Resins and Other Vegetable Saps and Extracts;

Vegetable Plaiting Materials; Vegetable Products Not Elsewhere Specified or Included; Animal or Vegetable Fats and Oil and

1 Their Cleavage Products; Pastrycooks Products; Preparations of Meat, of Fish or of Crustaceans, Molluscs or Other Aquatic

Invertebrates; Sugars and Sugar Confectionery; Wheat Gluten; Cocoa and Cocoa Preparations; Preparations of Cereals, Flour,

Starch or Milk; Prepared Edible Fats; Animal or Vegetable Waxe

Preparations of Vegetables, Fruit, Nuts or Other Parts of Plants; Miscellaneous Edible Preparations; Beverages, Spirits and

Vinegar; Residues and Waste From the Food Industries; Prepared Animal Fodder; Tobacco and Manufactured Tobacco Substitutes;

Salt; Sulphur; Earths and Stone; Plastering Materials, Lime and Cement; Ores, Slag and Ash; Mineral Fuels, Mineral Oils and

2 Products of Their Distillation; Organic or Inorganic Compounds of Precious Metals, of Rare-Earth Metals, of Radioactive

Elements of Rare-Earth Metals, of Radioactive Elements or of Isotopes; Organic Chemicals Bituminous Substances; Mineral Waxes;

Inorganic Chemicals;

Other Colouring Matter; Paints and Varnishes; Putty and Other Mastics; Inks; Essential Oils and Resinoids; Perfumery, Cosmetics

or Toilet Preparations; Soap, Organic Surface-active Agents, Washing Preparations, Lubricating Preparations,Artificial Waxes,

Prepared Waxes, Polishing or Scouring Preparations, Candles and Similar Articles, Modelling Pastes, ”Dental Waxes” and Dental

3 Preparations with a Basis of Plaster Albuminoidal Substances; Modi.ed Starches; Glues; Enzymes; Explosives; Pyrotechnic Products;

Matches; Pyrophoric Alloys; Certain Combustible Preparations; Photographic or Cinematographic Goods; Miscellaneous Chemical

Products; Plastics and Articles Thereof

Rubber and Articles Thereof; Raw Hides and Skins (Other Than Furskins) and Leather; Articles of Leather; Travel Goods,

Handbags and Similar Containers; Saddlery and Harness; Articles of Animal Gut (Other Than Silk-Worm Gut); Furskins and

Arti.cial Fur; Manufactures Thereof; Wood and Articles of Wood; Wood Charcoal; Cork and Articles of Cork; Manufactures

4 of Straw, of Esparto or of Other Plaiting Materials; Basketware and Wickerwork; Pulp of Wood or of Other Fibrous Cellulosic

Material; Waste and Scrap of Paper or Paperboard; Paper and Paperboard; Printed Books, Newspapers, Pictures and Other

Products of the Printing Industry; Manuscripts, Typescripts and Plans; Articles of Paper Pulp, of Paper or of Paperboard

Silk; Wool, Fine or Coarse Animal Hair; Horsehair Yarn and Woven Fabric; Cotton; Other Vegetable Textile Fibres; Paper Yarn

and Woven Fabrics of Paper Yarn; Man-Made Filaments; Man-Made Staple Fibres; Wadding, Felt and Nonwovens; Special

5 Yarns; Twine; Cordage, Ropes and Cables and Articles Thereof; Carpets and Other Textile Floor Coverings; Carpets and

Other Textile Floor Coverings; Special Woven Fabrics; Tufted Textile Fabrics; Lace; Tapestries; Trimmings; Embroidery;

Impregnated, Coated, Covered or Laminated Textile Fabrics; Textile Articles of a Kind Suitable For Industrial Use

Knitted or Crocheted Fabrics; Articles of Apparel and Clothing Accessories, Knitted or Crocheted; Articles of Apparel and

Clothing Accessories, Not Knitted or Crocheted; Other Made Up Textile Articles; Sets; Worn Clothing and Worn Textile Articles;

Rags; Footwear, Gaiters and the Like; Parts of Such Articles; Headgear and Parts Thereof; Umbrellas, Sun Umbrellas,

6 Walking-Sticks, Seat-Sticks, Whips, Riding-Crops and Parts Thereof; Prepared Feathers and Down and Articles Made of Feathers

or of Down; Artificial Flowers; Articles of Human Hair; Articles of Stone, Plaster, Cement, Asbestos, Mica or Similar Materials;

Ceramic Products; Glass and Glassware

Glass and Glassware; Natural or Cultured Pearls, Precious or Semi-Precious Stones, Precious Metals, Metals Clad with Precious

7 Metal, and Articles Thereof; Imitation Jewellery; Coin; Iron and Steel; Articles of Iron or Steel; Copper and Articles Thereof;

Nickel and Articles Thereof; Aluminum and Articles Thereof; Lead and Articles Thereof; Zinc and Articles Thereof

Tin and Articles Thereof; Other Base Metals; Cermets and Articles Thereof; Tools, Implements, Cutlery, Spoons and Forks,

of Base Metal; Parts Thereof of Base Metal; Miscellaneous Articles of Base Metal; Nuclear Reactors, Boilers, Machinery and

Mechanical Appliances; Parts Thereof; Electrical Machinery and Equipment and Parts Thereof; Sound Recorders and Reproducers,

8 Television Image and Sound Recorders and Reproducers, and Parts and Accessories of Such Articles; Railway or Tramway

Locomotives, Rolling- Stock and Parts Thereof; Railway or Tramway Track Fixtures and Fittings and Parts Thereof; Mechanical

(Including Electro-Mechanical) Traffic Signalling Equipment of all Kinds; Vehicles Other Than Railway or Tramway Rolling-Stock,

and Parts and Accessories Thereof; Airraft, Spacecraft, and Parts Thereof; Ships, Boats and Floating Structures

Optical, Photographic, Cinematographic, Measuring, Checking, Precision, Medical or Surgical Instruments and Apparatus; Parts and

Accessories Thereof Clocks and Watches and Parts Thereof; Musical Instruments; Parts and Accessories of Such Articles; Arms

and Ammunition; Parts and Accessories Thereof Furniture; Bedding, Mattresses, Mattress Supports, Cushions and Similar Stuffed

9 Furnishings; Lamps and Lighting Fittings, Not Elsewhere Specified or Included; Illuminated Signs, Illuminated Name-Plates and the

Like; Prefabricated Buildings; Toys, Games and Sports Requisites; Parts and Accessories Thereof; Miscellaneous Manufactured

Articles; Works of Art, Collectors’ Pieces and Antiques

Source: WITS and Bagwell & Staiger 2009.
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GATT Trade Rounds 

Year Place/name Subjects covered Countries 

1947 Geneva Tariffs 23 

1949 Annecy Tariffs 13 

1951 Torquay Tariffs 38 

1956 Geneva Tariffs 26 

1960-1961 Geneva 
Dillon Round 

Tariffs 26 

1964-1967 Geneva 
Kennedy Round 

Tariffs and anti-dumping measures 62 

1973-1979 Geneva 
Tokyo Round 

Tariffs, non-tariff measures, 
“framework” 
agreements 

102 

1986-1994 Geneva 
Uruguay Round 

Tariffs, non-tariff measures, 
rules, services, intellectual 
property, dispute settlement, 
textiles, agriculture, creation of 
WTO, etc 

123 

2001-? Doha 
Doha Round 

Tariffs, non-tariff measures,  
agriculture, labor standards, 
environment, competition, 
investment, transparency, patents 
etc 

159 

Source: WTO at http://www.wto.org/English/thewto_e/whatis_e/tif_e/fact4_e.htm 
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Countries Considered for Each Yeaer
A. Year 2002
Bangladesh; China; Dominican Republic; Honduras; Nicaragua; Pakistan; Sri Lanka;

Turkey.
B. Year 2003
Argentina; Australia; Bangladesh; Benin; Bolivia; Brazil; Bulgaria; Burkina Faso; Chad;

China; Chinese Taipei; Colombia; Costa Rica; Croatia; Dominican Republic; El Salvador;
EU; Fiji; Georgia; Honduras; Iceland; India; Indonesia; Jamaica; Japan; Kenya; Korea;
Malaysia; Mali; Mauritius; New Zealand; Nigeria; Norway; Oman; Pakistan; Paraguay;
Peru; Philippines; Slovak Republic; Thailand; Trinidad & Tobago; Turkey; Uganda; Uruguay;
US; Venezuela; Zimbabwe.

C. Year 2004
Argentina; Australia; Bolivia; Brazil; Canada; China; Colombia; Costa Rica; Cuba; Do-

minican Republic; El Salvador; EU; Guatemala; Honduras; Indonesia; Israel; Jamaica;
Japan; Kenya; Korea; Mauritius; Mongolia; Nicaragua; Peru; Philippines; Rwanda; Sri
Lanka; Trinidad & Tobago; Tunisia; Turkey; Zimbabwe.
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Coalitions and their Members
Afircan Caribbran and Pacific (ACP)
Angola, Antigua and Barbuda, The Bahamas, Barbados, Belize, Benin, Botswana, Burk-

ina Faso, Burundi, Cameroon, Cape Verde, Central African Republic, Chad, Comoros,
Democratic Republic of the Congo, Republic of the Congo, Cook Island, Cote d’Ivoire, Cuba,
Djibouti, Dominica, Dominican Republic, East Timor, Equatorial Guinea, Eritrea, Ethiopia,
Fiji, Gabon, The Gambia, Ghana, Grenada, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Ja-
maica, Kenya, Kiribati, Lesotho, Liberia, Madagascar, Malawi, Mali, Marshall Islands, Mau-
ritania, Mauritius, Federated States of Micronesia, Mozambique, Namibia, Nauru, Niger,
Nigeria, Niue, Palau, Papua New Guinea, Rwanda, Saint Kitts and Nevis, Saint Lucia,
Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Samoa, Sao Tome and Principe, Senegal, Seychelles,
Sierra Leone, Solomon Islands, Somalia, South Africa, Sudan, Suriname, Swiziland, Tanza-
nia, Togo, Tonga, Trinidad and Tobago, Tuvalu, Uganda, Vanuatu, Zambia, and Zimbabwe.

African Group
Algeria; Angola; Benin; Botswana; Burkina Faso; Burundi; Cameroon; Cape Verde;

Central African Republic; Chad; Comoros; Republic of the Congo; Cote d’Ivoire; Democratic
Republic of the Congo; Djibouti; Egypt; Equatorial Guinea; Eritrea; Ethiopia; Gabon; Gam-
bia; Ghana; Guinea; Guinea-Bissau; Kenya; Lesotho; Liberia; Libya; Madagascar; Malawi;
Mali; Mauritania; Mauritius; Morocco; Mozambique; Namibia; Niger; Nigeria; Rwanda; Sao
Tome and Principe; Senegal; Seychelles; Sierra Leone; Somalia; South Africa; South Sudan;
Sudan; Swaziland; Togo; Tunisia; Uganda; Tanzania; Zambia; Zimbabwe.

Cairns Group
Argentina, Australia, Bolivia, Brazil, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Guatemala,

Indonesia, Malaysia, New Zealand, Pakistan, Paraguay, Peru, the Philippines, South Africa,
Thailand; Uruguay.

Although Hungary and Fiji were founding members, they are no longer in the Cairns
Group.

G-10
Belgium; Canada; France; Germany; Italy; Japan; Netherlands; Sweden; Switzerland;

United Kingdom; United States.
G-20
Argentina; Australia; Brazil; Canada; China; European Union; France; Germany; India;

Indonesia; Italy; Japan; Mexico; Russia; Saudi Arabia; South Africa; South Korea; Turkey;
United Kingdom; United States.

G-33
Antigua and Barbuda; Barbados; Belize; Benin; Botswana; China; Cote d’Ivoire; Cuba;

Democratic Republic of the Congo; Dominican Republic; El Salvador; Grenada; Guyana;
Guatemala; Haiti; Honduras; India; Indonesia; Jamaica; Kenya; Laos; Mauritius; Mada-
gascar; Mongolia; Mozambique; Nicaragua; Nigeria; Pakistan; Panama; Peru; Philippines;
Saint Kitts and Nevis; Saint Lucia; Saint Vincent and the Grenadines; Senegal; South Korea;
Sri Lanka; Suriname; Tanzania; Trinidad and Tobago; Turkey; Uganda; Venezuela; Zambia;
Zimbabwe.

OECD
Australia; Austria; Belgium; Canada; Chile; Czech Republic; Denmark; Estonia; Fin-

land; France; Germany; Greece; Hungary; Iceland; Ireland; Israel; Italy; Japan; Korea; Lux-
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embourg; Mexico; Netherlands; New Zealand; Norway; Poland; Portugal; Slovak Republic;
Slovenia; Spain; Sweden; Switzerland; Turkey; United Kingdom; United States.

Chile, Estonia, Israel, and Slovenia only joined in 2010.
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Table 32: Doha Round Negotiation Proposals’ and Member States’ Positions
Tariffs TRQ Size Special Safeguard & Preferences Export Subsidies Export Credit Green Box Blue Box Amber Box De minimis AMS

DMD 4 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 4
Harbinson 4 3 3 4 4 2 4 4 3 4
Framework 3 3 3 4 4 2 4 4 4 4

2002
Bangladesh - - 2 2 - 3 3 3 3 2

China - - 2 4 3 3 3 3 2 3
Dominican Rep 3 - - 4 - 4 4 4 4 4

Honduras 3 - - 4 - 4 4 4 4 4
Nicaragua 3 - - 4 - 4 4 4 4 4
Pakistan - - - 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Sri Lanka - - 1 - - - - - - -

Turkey - - - 3 - - 3 3 0 3
2003

Argentina - - - 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Australia - - 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3

Bangladesh - - 3 2 - - - - - -
Benin - - - 3 - - 3 3 3 -
Bolivia 4 4 2 4 4 - 4 4 4 4
Brazil - - - 4 4 3 4 4 4 4

Bulgaria 3 4 - - - - - - - -
Burkina Faso - - - 3 - - 3 3 3 -

Chad - - - 3 - - 3 3 3 -
China 3 2 3 4 - 2 4 4 3 3

Chinese Taipei - - 1 - - - 1 - 1 3
Colombia 3 3 - 4 - 3 3 4 2 -

Costa Rica 3 3 - 4 4 3 4 4 4 4
Croatia 1 1 - - - 1 1 1 1 1

Dominican Republic - - 3 - - - - - - -
El Salvador 4 - - - - 3 4 4 - -

EU - - - - - - 3 3 3 3
Fiji - - 2 - - - - - - -

Georgia 1 - - - - - - - - -
Honduras 3 - 3 4 - - 4 4 4 4
Iceland 3 - 1 3 - 1 1 3 - -
India 3 3 2 4 4 3 4 4 4 4

Indonesia 3 3 3 4 - 4 4 4 4 4
Jamaica 3 - 2 - - 3 - - - -
Japan 3 - 3 - - - - - - -
Kenya 2 - 3 4 4 3 4 4 4 4
Korea 3 - 3 - - - - - - -

Malaysia - - 2 - - - - - - -
Mali - - - 3 - - 3 3 3 -

Mauritius 4 - 2 - - - - - - -
New Zealand 4 4 - 4 - 4 4 4 4 4

Nigeria - - 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Norway 4 - 2 3 3 1 1 1 1 2
Oman - - 2 - - - - - - -

Pakistan 4 4 3 4 4 3 4 4 4
Paraguay 4 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4

Peru - - - 4 3 3 4 3 4 4
Philippines - - - - - - - 2 - -
Slovak Rep. 4 4 3 4 4 - 4 4 4 4

Thailand - - 2 4 4 3 4 4 3 -
Trinidad & Tobago 4 - 2 - - - - - - -

Turkey 3 - - - - - - - - -
Uganda - - 3 4 4 3 4 4 4 4
Uruguay 4 4 - 4 4 - 4 4 4 4

US 4 4 - 4 4 - 4 4 4 4
Venezuela 4 2 3 4 - 4 4 4 4 4
Zimbabwe - - 2 4 - 3 - - - -

2004
Argentina - - - 4 4 - 4 4 4 4
Australia - 3 - 4 4 - 4 4 4 -
Bolivia 3 3 - 4 4 3 3 3 3 3
Brazil - - - - - - - - - -

Canada 4 4 - 4 4 - 4 4 4 4
China 2 2 - 4 - - 4 4 4 4

Colombia 4 4 3 4 4 - 4 4 4 4
Costa Rica - - 3 - - - - - - -

Cuba 4 4 3 - - - - - - -
Dominican Republic - - 3 - - - - - - -

El Salvador 4 4 3 - - - - - 1 -
EU - - 2 - - 1 2 3 - -

Guatemala - - 3 - - - - - - -
Honduras 3 3 3 4 4 - - - - -
Indonesia - - 3 - - - - - - -

Israel 2 - - - 1 2 2 2 2
Jamaica - - 3 - - 4 4 - - -
Japan 1 1 - - - - - - - -
Kenya 3 3 3 - - - - - - -
Korea 3 2 - - - - - - - -

Mauritius - - 3 - - 1 - - - -
Mongolia - - - 2 2 - - - - -
Nicaragua 4 - 3 - - - - - - -

Peru - - 3 4 4 3 4 4 1 -
Philippines - - 3 - - - 3 3 1 3

Rwanda - - 3 - - - - - - -
Sri Lanka - - 3 - - - - - - -

Trinidad & Tobago - - 3 4 4 - - - 1 -
Tunisia - - 3 - - - - - - -
Turkey - - 3 - - - - - - -

Zimbabwe - - 3 - - - - - - -

98




