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After almost 9 years, Doha Round is neither ripe for 
harvest nor ready for burial.
We assess the trade and GDP gains from “what’s on the 
table” in agriculture and Nonagricultural Market Access 
(NAMA), plus the value of “top up” liberalization in 
NAMA, services, and trade facilitation.
The current Doha package is neither ambitious enough 
nor balanced enough to garner political support in 
major economies. The “top up” package might succeed.
The formula tariff cuts yield limited US trade gains—this 
explains tepid private sector support. The “top up” 
package is more attractive.
A “top up” package will deliver much larger GDP gains 
for developing countries, meeting the “Development 
Round” goals.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Members of the WTO continue to disagree on prospective liberalization in agriculture and nonagricultural market access (NAMA).WTO negotiators have missed every deadline set by ministers and summiteers—most recently the G-20's pledge to finish the Round in 2009.The talks, the so-called Doha Round, are now older than their immediate predecessor, the Uruguay Round, which lasted what seemed, at the time, a marathon (seven years, seven months) from inception to signing.Sustaining political support for the rules-based multilateral trade system is more important now than ever to the global economy. 



Yes. To harvest the gains from tariff and subsidy 
reforms already on the table, and to lock in trade 
facilitation commitments.
• Doha “formula cuts” in agriculture and NAMA yield global export gains of 

$93 billion and import gains of $87 billion. In total, this generates $63 
billion increase in global GDP.

• Countries benefit from increased exports AND increased imports: trade 
flows in both directions contribute to GDP gains.

Yes. To ensure the viability of rules-based multilateral 
trading system. If Doha continues to drift, countries will 
turn to import barriers, subsidies for farmers and 
industry, and bilateral/regional trade pacts.
Yes. Drift will cause irreparable harm to the WTO’s 
credibility as a negotiating forum, which will undermine 
its valuable dispute settlement mechanism.
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Country

“On the table” cuts in Agriculture and 
Nonagricultural Market Access (NAMA)

Add “Top up” reforms: Services, Sector 
Initiatives, and Trade Facilitation

Trade gains       
(billions of dollars)

GDP gains
Trade gains        

(billions of dollars)
GDP gains

Exports Imports
Billions of 
dollars

Percent of 
GDP

Exports Imports
Billions of 
dollars

Percent of 
GDP

United States 7.6 14.2 9.3 0.1 39.4 45.9 36.2 0.3

European Union 13.4 26.3 16.3 0.1 62.7 53.5 45.6 0.3

Japan 8.1 4.9 5.6 0.1 30.6 13.7 18.6 0.4

Brazil 2.7 1.0 1.5 0.1 6.0 13.9 8.9 0.7

China 16.8 6.9 9.7 0.3 55.7 68.4 52.7 1.6

India 1.9 0.7 1.1 0.1 7.7 20.3 11.8 1.0

Source: Authors’ calculations.
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Gains currently “on the table,” while significant on the aggregate, do not adequately balance the interests of major trading nations. 



Group

“On the table” cuts in Agriculture and 
Nonagricultural Market Access (NAMA)

Add “Top up” reforms: Services, Sector 
Initiatives, and Trade Facilitation

Trade gains       
(billions of dollars)

GDP gains
Trade gains        

(billions of dollars)
GDP gains

Exports Imports
Billions of 
dollars

Percent of 
GDP

Exports Imports
Billions of 
dollars

Percent of 
GDP

Developed 
Countries

48.7 32.6 34.0 0.1 147.6 129.7 113.9 0.3

Developing 
Countries

35.2 17.5 21.5 0.2 131.8 181.9 134.9 1.3

Sample Countries 
total

67.7 66.1 55.5 0.1 280.4 311.6 248.8 0.5

World total 92.8 86.9 63.0 0.1 384.1 409.9 282.7 0.5

Source: Authors’ calculations.
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Presentation Notes
In sum, the broader reforms we recommend would validate a core objective of the venture officially called the Doha Development Agenda: the potential trade and GDP gains for developing countries exceed those for developed countries.  Compared to the outcome from the formula cuts, which substantially benefits the richer countries, the broader package of reforms in an expanded Doha Round accord would yield results that are both more ambitious and more balanced among WTO participants. 



Doha package needs to be “topped up” by the 
major trading nations. Doha success requires 
increments in market access commitments.
Progress on services is a prerequisite for success: 
requests and offers for negotiations are needed 
among major trading nations.
Even if negotiators achieve only half of our “top 
up” gains, the Doha results would be more than 
twice as large as the current package.
As well, a larger share of the gains will go to 
developing countries—resulting in a better 
“Development Round.”
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Presentation Notes
If our recommendations are followed, the Doha Round package would be ambitious and well balanced for all participants, and could yield potential annual world GDP gains of between $164.9 billion and $282.7 billion—but this outcome depends on a rise in negotiating ambition well above the level observed to date. "Topping up" trade reforms along the lines we suggest would generate more than four times the size of trade and GDP gains than those that would accrue from agriculture and NAMA formula cuts alone. Even if only half the sectoral gains we contemplate are achieved, the outcome would be substantial. And, consistent with the goals of the Doha Development Agenda, the GDP gains of developing countries would be greater than for the developed countries (1.3 percent versus 0.3 percent).



Agricultural negotiations seek to eliminate 
export subsidies, reduce tariffs and domestic 
farm subsidies, and expand tariff rate quotas.

Bound Tariff Rates in 
Agriculture

Applied Tariff Rates in 
Agriculture

Pre‐Doha Post‐Doha Pre‐Doha Post‐Doha

All 22 countries 25.0 18.2 7.6 5.3

European Union 7.8 4.2 6.0 3.4
Japan 10.7 4.5 10.4 4.5
United States 3.0 1.6 1.3 0.7

Brazil 40.6 31.0 4.1 3.9
China 16.1 14.7 9.6 8.9
India 167.0 130.4 60.2 55.7

Source: Authors’ calculations.
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Largest cuts in bound rates in percentage point terms come from the three developing countries. Cuts in bound rates are important since they lock in liberalization and provide insurance against new protection. 



Country/Group

“On the table” cuts in Agriculture 

Trade gains       
(billions of dollars)

GDP gains

Exports Imports
Billions of
dollars

 Percent of 
GDP

United States 3.8 1.6 2.2 0.02
European Union 2.8 15.3 7.8 0.05
Japan 0.5 2.4 1.3 0.03
Brazil 2.3 0.01 0.9 0.07
China 1.3 0.2 0.6 0.02
India 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.02
Developed 
Countries

9.5 19.2 12.3 0.03

Developing 
Countries

7.7 1.4 3.6 0.03

Sample Countries 
total

17.1 20.5 15.9 0.03

Source: Authors’ calculations.
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Products in the NAMA basket account for 90 
percent of world exports.

Bound Tariff Rates in 
NAMA

Applied Tariff Rates in 
NAMA

Pre‐Doha Post‐Doha Pre‐Doha Post‐Doha

All 22 countries 8.6 3.7 2.4 1.8

European Union 2.4 1.2 1.5 0.8

Japan 5.7 1.9 0.9 0.5

United States 4.2 1.6 1.4 0.7

Brazil 30.3 12.4 7.0 5.9

China 4.1 2.9 3.5 2.6

India 30.4 11.8 7.8 7.7
Source: Authors’ calculations.
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Presentation Notes
United States and Japan have higher average bound rates than the European Union. After the Swiss formula is applied, however, all three countries have roughly similar average bound rates.Among the developing countries, China commits to small cuts in bound tariff because as a recently acceded country it has significantly reduced its bound rates over the past few years. India and Brazil stand out for making substantial concessions on the bound rate. 



Country/Group

“On the table” cuts in NAMA

Trade gains       
(billions of dollars)

GDP gains

Exports Imports
Billions of
dollars

 Percent of 
GDP

United States 3.8 12.7 7.1 0.05
European Union 10.6 11.0 8.5 0.05
Japan 7.5 2.5 4.2 0.10
Brazil 0.4 1.04 0.6 0.04
China 15.6 6.7 9.2 0.28
India 1.6 0.5 0.9 0.08
Developed 
Countries

23.1 29.5 21.7 0.06

Developing 
Countries

27.5 16.1 17.9 0.17

Sample Countries 
total

50.6 45.6 39.5 0.08

Source: Authors’ calculations.
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Country/Group

Gains in Agriculture                                    
(billions of dollars)

Gains in N
(billions of 

AMA            
dollars)

Total cuts Tariff cuts
Nontariff barrier

cuts
 

Tariff cuts

Given Received Given Received Given Received Given Received
All 22 Members 22.7 15.9 7.4 5.9 15.3 9.9 42.4 37.6
Developed (7) 21.1 8.5 5.9 3.4 15.2 5.1 26.9 16.4
Developing (15) 1.6 7.4 1.5 2.6 0.1 4.8 15.5 21.2
United States 1.4 3.2 0.4 0.8 1.0 2.4 11.7 2.5
European Union 14.5 1.8 2.1 1.2 12.4 0.6 10.0 7.1
Japan 3.0 0.5 2.5 0.05 0.5 0.5 2.3 6.2
Brazil 0.01 2.1 0.01 0.6 0 1.6 1.0 0.2
China 0.2 1.1 0.2 0.5 0 0.6 6.1 12.2
India 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.1 0 0.2 0.5 1.3

Source: Authors’ calculations.

Change in revenue from tariff cuts and the revenue 
equivalent of concessions on nontariff barriers 
(NTBs), namely agricultural tariff quotas, domestic 
support, and export subsidies. 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Concessions given are tariff and tariff-equivalent revenues forgone on imports and reduced subsidies on agricultural production. Concessions received are reduced tariffs or tariff equivalents on country’s exports or reduced subsidies in the importing market.These calculations suggest that 44 percent of developed-country reciprocity measure concessions (in both Agriculture and NAMA) arise in the agricultural sector (combining tariff cuts with subsidy concessions). On the other hand, only 9 percent of developing-country concessions are made in Agriculture. Looking at the country breakdown for the major developed economies, roughly half of EU and Japanese concessions, but only 10 percent of US concessions, come from Agriculture. Interestingly, however, the majority of US reciprocity measure gains received come from Agriculture. Among developing countries, Brazil and China concede little in Agriculture, either in terms of the reciprocity measure expressed in dollars or the percent of total concessions. Indian concessions in Agriculture represent 30 percent of total Indian concessions, but the reciprocity measure of agricultural concessions is small, only $200 million. 



Doha Round services talks have not been fully 
engaged even though services are 70 percent 
of modern economies.
WTO members blundered by deferring 
services negotiations until completion of 
agriculture and NAMA modalities.
Based on Wang, Mohan, and Rosen (2009), we  
estimate the impact of a 10 percent reduction 
in the level of restrictiveness of services trade 
barriers.
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
2007 world services exports conventionally measured were valued at $3.3 trillion.Services market access negotiations can offer the largest gains for both developed and developing countries. In large measure, Services have been relegated to the second division of Doha negotiations for tactical reasons. WTO members agreed informally at the 2005 Hong Kong ministerial that negotiations on Services would not go full-bore until decisions were made on modalities for liberalization of Agriculture and NAMA. This understanding was a huge mistake, indeed counterproductive, for developing countries. Instead of increasing their leverage to gain US and EU concessions in Agriculture and NAMA, it effectively reduced domestic political support in Washington and Brussels for the overall Doha deal and thus limited the scope for additional policy reform.Contrary to popular belief, this procedural “agreement” is not included in the ministerial declaration.Unlike Agriculture or NAMA, WTO members cannot apply a Swiss formula or any other ready device to cut through the web of trade restrictions on services. There appears to be no substitute for a detailed review of national laws and regulations. This process is burdensome, and in any event regulators are reluctant to tie their hands against future contingencies. Without a more substantive result in the Services negotiations, the Doha Round is unlikely to succeed. The deal does not seem rich enough to attract the degree of political support in major trading nations that would ensure ratification by national legislatures. 



13Sources: Wang, Mohan, and Rosen (2009); Authors’ calculations.

Country
Current Tariff 
Equivalent
(percent)

Tariff Equivalent 
After 10% Cut
(percent)

Argentina 33.1 29.8
Australia 16.1 14.5
Brazil 55.5 50.0
Canada 15.4 13.9
China 67.9 61.1
Colombia 40.9 36.8
EU 6.7 6.0
India 68.1 61.3
Indonesia 67.9 61.1
Japan 16.8 15.1
Korea 25.0 22.5
Malaysia 28.8 25.9
Mexico 44.3 39.9
Norway 0 0
Pakistan 68.1 61.3
Philippines 55.4 49.8
South Africa 39.7 35.7
Switzerland 3.4 3.0
Thailand 44.1 39.7
Turkey 43.9 39.5
USA 6.0 5.4

Presenter
Presentation Notes
China: Set equal to Indonesia tariff equivalent.EU: Measured as the weighted average of service tariff equivalents for Belgium, France, Germany, Italy, Netherlands and the United Kingdom, using 2008 US exports to each country as weights.India: Set equal to the Pakistan tariff equivalent.US: Set equal to a fraction of the EU tariff equivalent (0.9016). This factor reflects the ratio of Services Trade Restrictiveness Indices (STRI) values reported by the OECD (2.190 for the EU versus 1.975 for the US). Wang, Mohan, and Rosen (unpublished) assumes that the US tariff equivalent of service barriers is zero.



Source: Authors’ calculations.

Country/Group

“Top up” reforms in Services

Trade gains       
(billions of dollars)

GDP gains

Exports Imports
Billions of
dollars

  Percent of 
GDP

United States 13.1 3.1 6.1 *
European Union 17.4 5.2 6.9 *
Japan 3.8 3.5 2.7 0.1
Brazil 0.8 2.8 1.6 0.1
China 4.4 12.0 7.1 0.2
India 2.6 7.2 3.6 0.3

Developed 
Countries

38.9 14.5 18.5 *

Developing 
Countries

16.1 35.3 21.5 0.2

Sample Countries 
total

55.0 49.8 40.0 0.1

* indicates that the GDP percentage is positive but less than 0.05 percent.
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Presentation Notes
Of course, given the current offers, a 10 percent reduction or even a 5 percent reduction in barriers may seem optimistic. Some efforts have been made to improve the current offers. A signaling exercise held during the July 2008 mini-ministerial at the WTO indicated that countries might be willing to budge (Gootiiz and Mattoo 2009). However, the US Services industry’s initial reading from the July meeting was that no “meaningful new market access” would be created (Vastine 2008). 



Estimated value of sectoral liberalization 
beyond formula cuts in 3 areas:
• Chemicals – harmonization at 0 percent, 

2.5 percent, and 5 percent
• Information Technology, Electronics and 

Electrical Goods – 0 percent average applied 
tariffs

• Environmental Goods – 0 percent average 
applied tariffs on World Bank list of 
products
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
The Chemical Tariffs Harmonization Agreement (CTHA), formulated in the Uruguay Round, serves as a starting point for Doha negotiators.The average 2008 applied chemical tariff for the United States was 2.1 percent, for European Union was 2.6 percent, and for China was 6.7 percent. The average chemical tariff across the 22 sample countries in 2008 was 3.3 percent.This study estimates, at the HS 6-digit level, the gains (after the modality cuts) from reducing all tariffs at or below 2.5 percent to zero; between 2.5 percent and 5 percent, to 2.5 percent; and tariffs above 5 percent, to 5 percent.  In 1996, 29 WTO members agreed to the Information Technology Agreement (ITA). The Round could supplement ITA by expanding its country coverage and deepening its tariff liberalization. A sectoral deal that goes beyond IT products has already been discussed in the Round—a broader electronics/electrical goods sectoral, encompassing the ITA and many new IT products. This study estimates an ITA goods sector initiative lowering tariffs in the 22 countries from current levels (an average of 1.1 percent) to zero and an electronics/electrical goods sector initiative lowering the average applied tariffs of 2.3 percent to zero.The Doha Declarations call for “the reduction or, as appropriate, elimination of tariff and nontariff barriers to environmental goods and services.” In 2007, total imports by the 22 countries of environmental goods were $135.6 billion, roughly 1.6 percent of all merchandise imports. Liberalization in environmental goods is more than just a “feel-good” proposition. The likely outcome in the environmental goods negotiations is that all products under an environmental tariff line will be accorded special treatment, whether or not all of the products are “environmentally friendly.”This study estimates the impact of complete tariff elimination on environmental goods for the 22 countries. 



Country/Group

“Top up” reforms in Sector Initiatives: 
Chemicals, Electronics, Electrical, and 

Environmental goods

Trade gains    
(billions of dollars)

GDP gains

Exports Imports
Billions of 
dollars

Percent of 
GDP

United States 8.2 5.5 5.4 *
European Union 15.5 4.7 7.0 *
Japan 11.1 0.2 4.5 0.1
Brazil 0.3 5.4 2.6 0.2
China 14.6 17.4 12.1 0.4
India 0.7 3.3 1.8 0.2

Developed Countries 36.7 12.1 18.2 *

Developing 
Countries

33.2 45.1 31.5 0.3

Sample Countries 
total

70.9 57.2 49.7 0.1

* indicates that the GDP percentage is positive but less than 0.05 percent.

Source: Authors’ calculations. 16
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Trade Facilitation: one of the most promising 
areas in the Round. 
Doha talks focus on: (1) port efficiency; (2) 
services sector infrastructure; (3) customs 
administration/enforcement; (4) transparency 
and anti-corruption regulatory policies
Our estimates cover only (3) and (4) to avoid 
double counting.
Even if the trade facilitation negotiations are 
highly successful, full implementation will take 
years. 
But trade facilitation is key to boosting global 
commerce, and gains will be very large, 
especially for developing countries.
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We found Wilson, Mann, and Otsuki (2005) to be best suited for estimating potential gains. The main reason is that Wilson, Mann, and Otsuki (2005) expressed their results in a manner that maps directly onto the Trade Facilitation agenda of the Doha Round.Trade Facilitation negotiations have a narrow scope. Only three GATT articles are affected: Article V on Freedom of Transit, which calls for goods to transit via the most convenient routes, and for reasonable transit charges, with no distinction between the vessels or contracting parties involved; Article VIII on Fees and Formalities connected with Importation and Exportation, which limits border fees and charges as well as penalties for minor breaches of customs regulations or procedural requirements; and Article X on Publication and Administration of Trade Regulations, which requires transparent trade regulations, and prompt publication of laws, regulations, judicial decisions, and administrative rulings affecting imports and exports.



Country/Group

“Top up” reforms in Trade Facilitation

Trade gains       
(billions of dollars)

GDP gains

Exports Imports
Billions of 
dollars

Percent of 
GDP

United States 10.5 23.0 15.4 0.1

European Union 16.3 17.2 15.4 0.1

Japan 7.5 5.1 5.8 0.1

Brazil 2.2 4.67 3.2 0.2

China 19.9 32.0 23.9 0.7

India 2.6 9.1 5.4 0.5

Developed 
Countries

39.5 54.5 43.2 0.1

Developing 
Countries

47.3 84.0 60.4 0.6

Sample Countries 
total

86.8 138.5 103.6 0.2

Source: Authors’ calculations.
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Clearly Trade Facilitation is big stuff. But even the narrow definition numbers should be taken with a tablespoon of salt, since the underlying data and scenarios are more speculative than calculations in other sections of this study. Even if the Trade Facilitation negotiations are highly successful, full implementation will take many years. However, the broad thrust should not be dismissed. Trade Facilitation is key to boosting global commerce and the gains would be very large, especially for developing countries.
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United States: tighten discipline on farm subsidies, 
bring cotton programs into WTO compliance, eliminate 
zeroing, top up offer on duty-free, quota-free (DFQF)  
treatment for least developed countries.
European Union: deepen prospective cuts in farm tariffs 
and subsidies, and broaden commitments to reform 
trade and investment in services.
Major developing countries: increase offers in NAMA 
sectors, services, and trade facilitation and place limits 
on special safeguards mechanism (SSM).
China: substantially cut its already low NAMA applied 
tariffs.
Brazil and India: augment their NAMA and services  
offers across key sectors.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The study’s findings contradict the critics who argue that the world should trash the Doha Round because the payoff is too small. The potential gains are significant, but the current Doha package is neither ambitious enough nor balanced enough to garner political support in major economies.
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