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Abstract

Using a dynamic computable general equilibrium nhoafethe world economy (MIRAGE), we
simulate the impacts of the most recent draftsut@ated in the multilateral trade negotiations arena

augmented by a modest outcome of the negotiatisenvices.

The liberalisation of tariffs is implemented at tpeoduct level in order to take into account

exceptions, flexibilities as well as the non-linelesign of the formulas. A reduction in domestic

support and the phasing out of export subsidiesaden into account. We integrate dynamic gains up
to 2025.

We observe a $US70bn world Gross Domestic ProdsBiP) long run gain when agriculture and
industry are liberalised, a $US85bn gain when ar88tiction in protection for services is added to
certain services sectors. Calculation of the gags®ciated with trade facilitation suggests roughly

doubling of the expected gains ($US152bn); poricieficy adds another $US35bn. Recent

proposals for sectoral initiatives would add atfart$US15bn on top of these gains.
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1- Introduction®

The current Round of multilateral trade negotiatitimat was launched in Doha in November 2001
has reached a critical point. On 19 May 2008, CoasvfFalconer, Chairman of the agriculture
negotiations, circulated revised draft modalitisg on the same day Don Stephenson released the
revised draft negotiating text for Non-Agricultutdhrket Access (NAMA). Following a Ministerial
meeting in July 2008 that came close to reachingeagent on modalities for non-agricultural
market access (NAMA) and agriculture, work has ica@d in Geneva. The collapse in world trade
induced renewed interest in re-visiting the Dohasédd@pment Agenda (DDA) deal. However, the
political willingness to conclude negotiations seemvery uncertain, possibly due to the world
financial crisis. In mid-2011 the whole processkied to be very much at risk as the negotiating
group on NAMA was confronted by the seemingly ialgable problem of sectoral initiatives in
NAMA. On 29 March 2011, the Director General of WO declared that “[it is] time (...), to
reflect on the consequences of failure” stating tfitne absence of progress in NAMA sectorals

constitutes today a major obstacle to progres® timet remaining market access issues”.

By June 2011, it was clear that completion of a mahensive agreement on all topics was
impossible by the end of this year, but it was libffet agreement could be reached on an “LDC
plus” including trade facilitation. On 22 June 20ttt Director General of the WTO suggested
focusing on a “December [2011] Ministerial packagetrade benefits for the poorest countries”. On
24th June he reiterated this suggestion in Brusgeiise World Customs Organization, pointing to
the gains to be achieved from facilitating tradedeveloping countries: “a trade facilitation deal
the Doha Round” would be a “tremendous value fartoading communities and in particular for
many of our small and medium enterprises”. Curyerttiis looks to be in doubt as well, and tfe 8
WTO Ministerial Conference in December 2011 is etpe to discuss a more productive way

forward in the negotiations.

In order to understand the reasons for the impagseonduct an exercise to examine the economic
impact of a deal integrating the most recent prajsosirculated in the arena of the multilaterati&ra
negotiations, including sectorals in NAMA. This as important exercise both because the new
proposals include even more precise prescriptioas in the 2008 draft and because the context has
undergone radical changes. The crisis has penalexain regions of the world to a greater extent,
which has required a revision to growth prospeltswy Free Trade Areas (FTAS) have also been
established. Finally, the emerging economies doetant to sign up to the sectoral initiatives, @bhi

will have complex impacts when combined with théstixg mechanisms to achieve flexibility. We

! Research assistance was provided by Emmanuel . MNet acknowledge useful remarks by Frank van
Tongeren and Bernard Hoekman. Financial supporbees provided by the CIREM.
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try also to identify the extent of possible windosfsopportunity in terms of the gains to be expécte

from an agreement on trade facilitation.

In this context of possible, perhaps not very glalascompletion of the negotiations, it is extréyne
important to quantify the potential gains assodatéh the completion of the Round and how these

gains will be shared among countries.

Our exercise reveals impacts that cannot be cordghrectly with the orders of magnitude associated
with failure of the Round. In the case of failure, a resurgarigarotectionism, either within the strict
boundaries of WTO rules (e.g. an increase in &riip to their bounds), at the fringes of it
(generalising contingent protection), or outsidetdfinilateral increases in protection) would have
cost corresponding to a multiple of the gains aber@d here. Bouét and Laborde (2009-a) measure
what would be the consequence of a Doha Roundréailmaterialising in a worldwide increase in
tariffs (up to the tariff bound, for instance). Ris show that, were that the case, trade would be

reduced by 10%, and welfare would be down by 0.5%.

The documents for assessing the consequences pégjatiations are highly technical and complex
documentation, mirroring the degree of imaginationong the negotiators to find a politically
acceptable deal. A very simple modality, such as afsa non-linear tariff cut formula applied to
every tariff line as opposed to negotiation prodhgt product, is a very convenient design. If
properly calibrated, such a measure can have arsgjge effect on tariff peaks and, accordingly,
greatly reduce induced distortions. It simplifiemgntiation over reciprocal concessions among the
large number of participating countries. Howeveceptions arise due to internal resistance among
negotiating countrieS Minimum or maximum average cuts are added to itredlisation scheme.
Less strict treatment is proposed for small andhenable economies; membership of a customs
union implies specific treatments for some memizeravell as a number of exceptions. Specific
issues, such a tropical products or tariff esaahatare addressed by modification to the general

pattern of modalities. All these details are tak#a consideration in this report.

Ultimately, we have an intricate design: the congeges of such an agreement, leading to cuts that
differ by country and by product, certainly canbetassessed without resorting to a quantitative and
detailed representation of the world economy. Tamort provides an assessment of the impact of

these negotiating proposals on the world economy.

Our paper adds to the previous literature assesisingconomic impact of a successful Doha round.
Francois et al. (2005) model two scenarios: a 50@at reduction in all the measures and a 1.5%
reduction in trade costs in anticipation of futwverk on trade facilitation, and an OECD-based

Trade Round where cuts apply only to OECD countiiégy obtain a 5% to 11% increase in world

2 The designation of exceptions must still followtaén rules (e.g. non-concentration clauses).
% One will find additional references in Piermariamid Teh (2005) for studies on the DDA from 2002@65.
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trade and a 0.3% to 0.5% increase in world GDP. fizwed to this seminal exercise, we provide
with more details on actual proposals on the table model tariff cuts as well as exceptions at the

finest level of detail.

Bouét and Laborde (2009-b) conduct a totally ddfer exercise. Instead of mimicking actual
modalities discussed in the international negatratirena, they estimate hypothetical outcomeseof th
Doha Round. They use a static version of the MIRAG&del and scan the results of 143 different
trade shocks, which fall into five categories: impauty cuts, degree of harmonisation adopted én th
tariff-reduction formula, provision of Special aBiferential Treatment (SDT), global versus sedtora
negotiation, and export subsidies. The scenaribrtfaximises world output includes liberalisation in
services, an ambitious Swiss formula without SDIq a 75% reduction in export subsidies. In this

scenario, world output grows by 0.4%, equivalerd gain of $US127bn.

Bouét and Laborde (2009-b) consider the 2008 padposmong the scenarios we simulated the one
that is closest to this gives an increase of 1.8%vadrld exports, and an increase of 0.09% in world
GDP. But compared to ours, their simulation dodthaeinclude services nor trade facilitation, and

sectoral initiatives were not on the table at thmée.

Bouét and Laborde (2010) examine five scenariosiehathe 2003 proposals from WTO chairs, the
October 2005 G-20 proposal, the EU's contributioi©ctober 2005, the US 2005 proposal and the
December 2008 modalities. Compared to this paperuse the most recent proposals, including
sectorals. This is an important step to understhadurrent blockage of the negotiations. Not fadl t
negotiating parties were prepared to endorse s#dhitiatives that may lead to a reduction of \aedf
gains for certain emerging economies. But more mamdly, the impact of trade facilitation is cemtra
in our exercise, and helps alleviating the lossesonintries confronted with the consequences of

reduced preferential margins.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. i8&e@ presents the modelling assumptions. Overall
results are presented in Section 3. Section 4 pie$ke impacts of our central scenario on 3 broad
sectors. Detailed impacts on factor incomes arenaged in Section 5. The additional impact of

sectoral initiatives, compared to our central sgen& examined in Section 6. Section 7 concludes.

2- Sources and modelling assumptions

The intricate nature of the proposals discusseddgptiators, which include numerous exceptions to
a series of rules applied at product level, impassgecific modelling strategy. The state of thesar
measurement of border protection at the most eetddvel possible (product, importer, exporter),
and computation of liberalisation resulting fromaaiff-cutting formula. Bound and applied duties
(whether ad valorem, specific, mixed or compourebchto be measured at the HS-6 product level

(the most disaggregated level for which harmonisamation is available).
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Draft modalities.

The “Fourth revision of draft modalities for Non-Acultural Market Access” published December
2008, updated 21 April 2011, and including updatgdrmation on the actual percentage to be
applied to different modalities (e.g. “20%” ratliban “[5-30]%"), and information collected on the
option chosen by the main negotiating developingntes are the sources informing our scenarios
for the negotiation on non-agricultural godd3ectoral initiatives concerning chemicals, maatyine
and electronic products and especially environmgmtalucts have increased as a result of pressure
from the developed countries. We take these sdciorgatives into account in additional

simulations.

The sources of our data on agricultural goods deldraft modalities and the report of the Chairman
of the Trade Negotiations Committee dated' Zpril 2011° We rely on the HS6 tariffs. As
exceptions are defined at the tariff line levehlibws more efficient use of flexibilities. Thiffects

the proposals, which allow an additional 2% of Hf8éducts to be classed as sensitive for countries
where protection is defined at the HS6 level. Tim line with previous estimations based on & lis
of selected products in the EU from the 2,200 ComtiNomenclature 8-digit (CN8) agricultural
codes (out of 677 HS6 positions). We add this 2%lkacountries that were conceded sensitive
products in agriculture. First, each tariff redantscenario is quantified at country, product asary
level before being aggregated with the GTAP clasgibn and introduced in a computable general
equilibrium (CGE) model for the global economy.the context of agriculture, tariff rate quotas
(TRQs) are important. Reduced tariffs apply to méngs within quotas (inside tariff), with the
outside tariff providing greater protection. This rielated to the selection of exceptions. When
agriculture tariff lines are classed as sensitareadditional tariff quota must be operidddustrial
countries have the possibility of limiting the thdut to two-thirds of what it would be based tre t
simple use of tiered formulas, and of compensdtnghis by a small quota. Alternatively, they can
choose to halve the cut and open a larger quokeep only one third of the cut and open a large
quota. Modelling quotas should be done at the K86} but this is very demanding in terms of
computing resourcésln order to avoid explicitly modelling quotas, wee the outside tariff under
the assumption that the quota will quickly be fill@s a result of growth in world demand. Given the

time horizon considered in our exercise, for mestars this will be the case. We assume also that

“WTO, Negotiating Group on Market Access, documenN#VA/W/103/Rev.3. The update is published as
“textual report by the chairman Ambassador Luzius#gaha, on the state of play in the NAMA negotietio

®> See WTO, Negotiating Group on Agriculture, docutagWW TO, Negotiating Group on Agriculture, document
# TN/AG/26.

® Since tariff rate quotas are not considered ammpipolicy instrument, there have been requestshi®

opening of new TRQs to be limited. Several optimese considered; we adopted the intermediate stigges
proposed at a special session of the Committeeguitlture (6 December 2008, TN/AG/W/6) that thepimg

of new TRQs should be limited to a maximum of 1%agficultural tariff lines.

" See Gouél et al. (2011) for an illustration.



countries choose the last option (a one-third dthg likely impact of this modelling assumption is
underestimation of the impact of the DDA on agtiare in the short run, in particular sectors with
relatively high tariff protection, such as meatagtol, butter and sugar in the EU. For this reason,
we do not discuss short run changes; we considgrtioa long term horizon where this assumption

has very little effect.

The MIRAGE modd.

In the MIRAGE model the demand side is modelledefach region through a representative agent.
Domestic products are assumed to benefit from aifgpstatus for consumers, making them less
substitutable by foreign products than foreign picid among each other. Also, manufactured
products originating in developing and developegntides are assumed to belong to different (price
or) quality ranges. Hence, the competition amorifipidint quality products is less tough than that
between products of similar quality. To model thipy side, producers use five factors: capital,
labour (skilled and unskilled), land, and natuedaurces. The structure of value-added is intended
to take account of the well-documented skill-cdpitlative complementarity. The production
function assumes perfect complementarity betwetrevadded and intermediate consumption. The
sectoral composition of the intermediate consumpiggregate stems from a nested Constant
Elasticity of Substitution (CES) function. For easdctor of origin, the sector bundle determining

the origin of products has the same structureifial find intermediate consumption.

In agricultural sectors, we assume constant retiarissale and perfect competition; in industry and
service sectors firms are assumed to face incrgasitarns to scale and imperfect competition. In
relation to market clearing and macroeconomic ckscapital goods are accumulated every year as
a result of investments in the most profitable ses;tbut capital cannot change its sector allonatio
once installed. Natural resources are considerdx tperfectly immobile and not cumulative, both
types of labour are assumed to be perfectly madil®ss sectors, and imperfect land mobility is
modelled by a constant elasticity of transformationction. Production factors are assumed to be
fully employed; thus, negative shocks are absoldyechanges in prices (factor rewards) rather than
in quantities. All production factors are immobiftgernationally. With respect to macroeconomic
closure, the current balance is assumed to be araggand equal to its initial value in proportion

to world GDP), while real exchange rates are endogg.
GTAP and protection data.

MIRAGE relies on GTAP-8 datdor 2004. This version of the database is prefetoethe 2007 pre-

release: the latter contains GDP projections thatadready present in the dynamic baseline of

® The MIRAGE model is described in Decreux and V&E607).
9 Seehttps://www.gtap.agecon.purdue.edr more details.
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MIRAGE, while at the time of the present analytiagde data had not been updated with actual data.
For internal consistency we use our own projectemd rely on the trade matrices generated by our
model for the period 2004-2007. Tariff data on goodmes from Market Access Map (MAcMap),
version HS6-V3, hence, the most granular levelntérnational trade classification of products
common to all countries refers to 2004 ariff equivalents of regulatory barriers to tradeservices
previously were mainly based on Park (2002). We hese recent estimates by Fontagné et al.
(2011).

Protection in services can take two forms. In comication and transport, we assume that it
consists of a barrier allowing the selected conmgmitd increase their profit margins to their own
benefit. It is modelled as an export tax, thus tgobenefiting the exporting country. In other

services it is assumed to be cost-increasing, ntbdelled as implying an additional iceberg trade
cost. In other words, this cost implies an addaiamse of all inputs (intermediate consumption and

factors) is needed to deliver the service to italfuser.
Baseline and maodelling of the shocks.

The data available in GTAP and in MAcMap describe 2004 economy. However, we know how
the world economy has behaved over the period 2004- The model can be constrained to
comply with these macroeconomic observed develomné&ecordingly, we run a “pre-experiment”
introducing the changes accruing to the world eoondetween 2004 and 2010. In 2012 (and
subsequent years, depending on the timing of phasint of protection), each of the scenarios
described below is implemented. We then compare sihgation of the world economy in
2013, 2014...2025, with and without this liberalieati The reference situation over the whole
period is defined by the trajectory of the worldbesmy up to 2013 forecast by the International
Monetary Fund (IMF), and from 2013 onwards as fasédy CEPII using a three-factor (labour,
capital, energy) growth model (Fouré et al., 2019)his model, total population and labour force
are from the usual sources (International Labouya@ization — ILO and United Nations — UN),
human capital formation is forecast on the basi® afatching up process, investment relies on
savings, savings are derived from a life cycle amggion, and total factor productivity (TFP) and

energy efficiency are also forecast.

Population and GDP are imposed on MIRAGE for exseyntry or region and TFP is endogenously

adjusting at country level in the pre-experimenithwo difference between sectors.

Lastly, we perform simulations of the various st®aksing these TFP changes as exogenous

variables; the oil (and primary resources) priceridogenous in the model and 2004 resources are

19 Further information on the construction of theatadespecially ad valorem equivalents, is provideBouét
et al. (2008).



kept constant. Thus, the oil price is multipliedzhg compared to world GDP price for 2004-2025 in

the reference scenario.

Trade barriers are calculated on the 2004 pictiitteoworld economy which takes account of the

Indian reform, augmented by the EU-Korea trade exgent:*

For the NAMA as well as for agriculture, we modeayly tariff cuts at the product (HS6) and
country levels, before aggregation into the redi@mal sectoral decompositions of the model (see
Appendix 1)* This takes account of the difference between bamaiapplied tariffs. In addition,
we model the reduction in internal support for egjtural products and the phasing out of export
subsidies. Lastly, because we lack precise infaomabn potential liberalisation in services and
given the lack of ambition of negotiators in thisld, we assume a 3% reduction in protection,
limited to all industrialised, most Latin Americauntries, and Asia except Central Asia. We
introduce flexibilities for special and sensitivegucts; we exempt the LDCs from tariff reductions,
consolidate the unbound tariffs, and take accofirdllcadditional elements contained in the most
recent Draft Modalities (see Appendix 3). Sectdnitlatives are modelled, starting with chemical
products. The reference agreement is the Chema#f Harmonisation Agreement (CTHA), which
provides for a reduction in chemicals tariffs to,086% or 6.5% for HS Chapters 28 to 39. The
products include inorganic and organic chemicadgjlisers and plant protection chemicals, soaps
and cosmetics, other chemicals and plastics. TB& a§reement is plurilaterdlNext is machinery
and then electronics. In these two sectors, thee raawbitious option is to set the bound tariffs to
zero. The EU position is more accommodating thanUls and stresses that developing countries
should be granted some flexibility even for sedtfaWe adopt the European approach. Also there
is a published list of environmental goods for whiariffs could be set to zero; we propose a

phasing out of the corresponding tariffs in onewation, based on this list.

An important issue in the Round is trade facildaati Although not at the forefront of negotiations,
progress on trade facilitation is crucial for deyhg economies, as we show below. In order to

measure the gains that would accrue from the imphtation of a trade facilitation programme, we

M This reduces the gains for Korea from a conclusiothe Round, since most of the liberalisatioratty
applies.

2|n a global CGE model such as MIRAGE, it is neaeg$o rely on information at this degree of detaiid for
every country in the world vis-a-vis each of thadrtners. Nevertheless, even this level of detahi
approximation of actual negotiations at the tdnii¢ level. In our exercise, tariffs are averagerbas tariff lines
within HS6 positions. This inevitably leads to ureltimation of the impact of any tariff cut at tiaeiff line
level. Partial equilibrium approaches possibly @ymore detailed data, but they miss an explicitleiing of
general equilibrium feed-backs.

13 Armenia, Australia, Bulgaria, Canada, Chile, E@ragU, Hong Kong, Iceland, Japan, Jordan, Kirgiast
Republic of Korea, Mongolia, New Zealand , Norw@ynan, Panama, China, Qatar, Singapore, Switzerland,
Taiwan, Turkey, United Arab Emirates and the Unigtdtes.

14 See EU statement at the TNC, 29 April 2011. Thimpromise would be threefold. Developed countries
eliminate tariffs for all products; developing cdues eliminate tariffs for some products and redthe end-
rates generated by the Swiss formula by a furtlkedfpercentage point; in chemicals all develomiagntries
reduce their tariffs to at least the levels of @HA-tariff if it is lower than the result of th@fmer rule.



propose a modified MIRAGE model to incorporate ¢&rambsts that add up to the ordinary freight
costs already present in the model. Data on trades @re from Minor and Tsigas (2008), based on
work for the United States Agency for Internatiodavelopment (USAIDJ® Their measure of trade
costs is based on the time necessary to ship a fgooda country to another, as provided by the
World BankDoing Business reports. Transaction time is divided between timexport and time to
import. Within each of these categories, a disiomcts made between inland transportation from/to
the port, customs procedure time, and time at tinetp process the good into/out of the ship. & th
World Bank database, time does not depend on tbd,dmt goods are differentiated because the
cost of time depends on the product. Minor and d8sjgrovide a measure of the daily cost of time as
a percentage of the value of the good. The costnef is evaluated based on the preference forrair o
sea transport. Data are computed at the detailedl dad then aggregated to the GTAP aggregation
level weighted by trade.

While we use the daily cost provided by Minor arglghs, we update the data on time using the
latest available data from tH2oing Business website. In our experiment, only time at the frent
(customs procedures and time at the port) is retlub@nsportation time to/from the port can vary

widely due to the different country sizes, but mprovement has been assumed for this trade cost.

Our trade facilitation experiment consists of dingl by two the processing time exceeding the
median level, for each category of trade coststéoas and port}® Only members of the WTO
engage in the process. In a broader perspectivesowsider another experiment where we add an

improvement to port efficiency.

After computing the costs before and after traddifation at the GTAP level, this information is

aggregated using trade as the weights, to matcagtpegation level of the study.

In the simulation, we assume that trade facilitattan be achieved at no cost, although countries
may incur some costs to implement it, for examphe, need to purchase modern equipment to
process goods at the ports and to cope with cuspoatedures. Trade facilitation can also generate
a cost by diverting qualified people from othergwotive sectors. These costs are not incorporated
in the model because of the absence of data. How#we gains implied by a rather moderate
scenario are quite significant and, thus, likelytiweigh any costs within a short period of tithe.
Since industrialised countries also benefit froradé facilitation, they may contribute to the

upgrading of developing countries’ infrastructutte®ugh the “aid for trade” scheme.

15 USAID 2007. “Calculating Tariff Equivalents for fie in Trade”, March, downloadable from:
http://bizclir.com/cs/calculating_tariff_equivalenfor_time_in_trade
http://www.nathaninc.com/?downloadid=208

16 Actually, performance may vary considerably acreggons, so we group countries by continents topde
this median and chose the closest median, wortdtinent, in order to avoid simulating unrealistic
improvements in Europe or Asia.

7 See the recent and extensive work by OECD dicuskede.
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A recent addition to the agenda, pushed by the tiSirdastration and partially endorsed by the
European Commission, is the introduction of settmisiatives in the final package for chemical
products, electronic products and machinery. Tlaeeetwo possible approaches. One could be to
define sectors where sensitive products cannohbsen, but the liberalisation in these sector®is n
necessarily reinforced. The other could be to goslvard the liberalisation in certain pre-defined
sectors, for example with a zero tariff initiative.both approaches, products concerned by sestoral
cannot be selected as sensitive, so that sengtiv@ucts will accrue to other industries. As a
consequence, even though sectorals increase olreealllisation, they cannot be strictly speaking
considered as only additional cuts in some sectar#fs in other sectors will be cut slightly less
This has to be kept in mind when analysing detarlesults as compared to the benchmark
simulation. We took account of this element of ctexrjpy in our tariff simulation. Sectors of
interests are defined based on the lists circulatedhe chair on April 21, 2011. We adopt the

following strategy for the three sectors.

Chemical products are defined as NAMA productshiapters 28 to 39. Tariffs are setto 0 in 5 years
in developed countries. Developing members can Bitdof national chemical tariff lines at 4%,
provided that they do not exceed 4% of the totalesaf the Member's chemical products imports;

this result is to be achieved in 10 years.

For machinery defined as agricultural equipmentnstmiction equipment, power generating
machinery and equipment and pumps, valves, congmeasd filtration equipment tariffs are set to
0 in 4 years in developed countries. Developingntoes can bind up to 4% of national industrial
tariff lines at 5%, provided that they do not extd8s6 of the total value of the Member's industrial

machinery imports; liberalisation is to be achieired years.

For electronics tariffs are reduced to O in 3 yéarsleveloped countries, while developing members
can bind up to 5% of national electronics tariffels at 5%, provided that they do not exceed 5% of

the total value of the Member's electronics impartd should reduce their tariffs in 5 years.

This tariff cut concerns all developed countriaxci{iding Korea) and the following developing:
Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Peru, Paragubyuguay, Mexico, China, India, Indonesia,
Malaysia, Philippines, Taiwan, Thailand. As for ommental goods, we use the official list of

corresponding products and implement a zero taiifhtive.

Thedifferent scenarios.

The scenarios proposed here are defined in termeodiict categories and initiatives. There are two

product categories: agricultural and non-agricaltuServices are treated separately (they do not
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belong to the GATT). Agricultural (raw agriculturahd food) products correspond to 677 HS6
products in the HS classification of 1996 usedhim tariff database MAcMap. Fisheries are part of

NAMA. Japan, Switzerland, Tunisia and Turkey applslightly different list.

Table 1 summarises the different shocks introdundtie exercise. Phasing out is linearly applied
over a 5 years period for developed countries @&rs/for developing countries). Recently acceded
members are conceded longer periods; we make rii@ifsing assumption of 12 years. This tariff
cut concerns all developed countries (including d&rand the following developing countries:
Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Peru, Paragubyuguay, Mexico, China, India, Indonesia,
Malaysia, Philippines, Taiwan, Thailand. Least Deped Countries are not asked to reduce their
tariffs; they just increase the binding coverageeyl also benefit from the 97% initiative according
to which 97% of their tariff lines will be open éxport by developed countries, with 0 tariffs aid n
guota. Note that this initiative has no impact le tEU case, due to the Everything but Arms
initiative.

The first scenario concerns the effects of the rieka for agriculture and the NAMA. The three
pillars for agriculture are introduced while NAMAses the coefficients for the Swiss formula as
contained in the 2008 draft modalities text. Theose scenario adds a 3% reduction in protection
on trade in services. The third scenario shoulddresidered the central scenario in this exerctse: i
combines liberalisation of trade in goods and sexviwith a rather ambitious scenario in terms of
trade facilitation. The next three scenarios arachmarked systematically against this central
scenario. The fourth scenario adds improvementgott efficiency. The fifth scenario adds the
sectoral initiatives on chemicals, electronic priduand machinery. The sixth scenario adds an

initiative on environmental good$.

<< Table 1 about here >>

3- Overall resultsof the central scenario

Table 2 shows the overall impact of the main sithottescenarios. The long run effect of the
envisaged trade liberalisation in goods (only) ameio 0.09% of world GDP annually ($US70bn
in 2025)'° There is an overall increase in world exports @fds of 1.25%, or $US230bn annually,
as a result of the series of flexibilities introddc Below, we consider the impact of sectoral
initiatives, separate from the central and moregitde completion of the Round scenario. Given the

very conservative assumption of a 3% liberalisaiionertain services, limited to certain importers,

18 We use the WTO list of environmental products. Seenmittee on Trade and Environment Special Session
21 April 2011.

9 1n this paper, “long run” implies year 2025 evépugh dynamic welfare/GDP gains will continue fonger,
leading to slightly larger actual long term gaised Figure 1). Percentage deviations are tranglatie$US on
the basis of current year value (for GDP, expats,) at constant 2004 prices. Hence, the longgain in $US
is the annual deviation from the baseline in 2@2%onstant prices.
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we add $US15bn gains in world GDP. In trade terchenges are more important: we obtain an
additional $US34bn world trade. When we add thexgdiom trade facilitation (more efficient

customs procedures only), we can expect a furtt&868bn annual increase in world GDP from
2025 onwards. This is a very important issue, irti@dar because a large part of the additional

gains would accrue to developing economies.
<< Table 2 about here >>

Figure 1 shows the evolution of annual GDP gaingnduthe implementation of the DDA. In
dynamic terms, the gains are equally distributegr te period, especially in the case of goods and
services liberalisation. However, the inclusiontraide facilitation results in other important gains
There is a jump in the first year, which accoumisd third of the total expected gains. Also, the
slopes of the curves are steeper than in the daliieemlisation in goods and services only. The

inclusion of trade facilitation allows large gaimgiich accumulate more quickly over the years.
<< Figure 1 about here >>

Table 3 presents these long term GDP gains atrrabar country level (see country aggregation in
Appendix Al). In dollar terms, the EU and Chinapgreach 22% of world gains from a goods-and-
services scenario. US gains are less spectacdao{ivorld gains) compared to its relative size in
the world economy. Three regions suffer small Isstige Caribbean, Mexico and the Sub-Saharan
countries. However, in two of these regions (Carihb and Sub-Saharan Africa — SSA) trade
facilitation makes it possible to reap gains frdms tRound. Introducing port efficiency does not
change the results qualitatively, but adds anost$34bn to world GDP. All countries gain, and

the main beneficiaries of liberalisation are Chamal the EU.

The United States and the Association of Southdaibns (ASEAN) also benefit (but to a lesser
extent) from the scenario combining liberalisatioragriculture and industry, with 8% and 9% of
World gains respectively. Japan draws most of éseffit from the liberalisation of trade in goods,
reaping 15% of World gains in this scendfi@he EU benefits most from liberalisation in seegc
SSA gains $US6.4bn of GDP from trade facilitation.

<< Table 3 about here >>

In addition to changes in the amounts of GDP, iial countries may be affected by terms of
trade changes and by efficiency gains or losseis. @dn be examined using the decomposition of
welfare changes in Table 4. Taiwan, Japan, the A$BAd the North African countries benefit
from sizeable gains in allocative efficiency duesgecialisation in activities in which they have

advantages. This contributes to the GDP gains wbdegarlier. However, for the North African

2 Detailed analysis reveals a very significant inseof Japanese car production as a result of Doha.
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countries these gains are reduced due to termaadé tosses, yielding an overall negative welfare

gain®

Terms of trade are also adversely affected in Mexaad Canada, two countries that currently
generally benefit from the North-American Free Eadgreement (NAFTA). However, only

Mexico experiences a welfare loss (-0.15% for Mexicompared to 0.02% for Canada). Korea
experiences only a small improvement in welfarecesimost trade liberalisation applies in the

reference scenario which integrates the recent Bté#&agreement.
<< Table 4 about here >>

The case of Sub-Saharan Africa is important for Roeind and deserves additional comment. It
should be remembered that this region does notalise overall (or only to a very small extent),
due to the combined presence of LDCs, Paragrapmi@e@ b countries and other flexibilities
conceded to developing countries. In simple bitdtéberalisation schemes, it is usually assumed
that a country which opens less benefits from tesfrtsade gains, to the detriment of its partner. |
a multilateral framework however, things are nosgople. In particular, improved market access is
usually more limited for SSA countries, which athgabenefit from preferential schemes in some
important markets. The improved market access gdati SSA countries’ competitors actually
works to decrease some of the SSA countries’ expares, leading to terms of trade losses even in
the absence of liberalisation. This could resultéduced domestic production in several industries,
increased average costs and less variety for bwlforeign consumers. However, the introduction
of trade facilitation yields very large welfare ggifor the SSA region (up to 0.5% of GDP).
Nevertheless, these results are very conservativgpared to Minor and Tsigas’s (2008) estimates,
which show GDP gains of 1.1% to 4.2%.

While a reduction in tariff barriers generally débeates terms of trade for the opening econonwgy, th
converse is true when a country facilitates impofieade facilitation data and our scenario
assumption suggest that a trade facilitation progne in the SSA countries would mostly reduce
the time to import goods, making imported goodsaplee for importers compared to exported
goods. Hence, terms of trade gains improve (+0il%gde facilitation is added, as shown in Table
5. In the absence of trade facilitation, termsrafié are deteriorating for this region. Also, calpit

accumulation is encouraged and contributes todidlie recorded welfare gains for SSA.

<< Table 5 about here >>

2L Due to the computation of GDP at constant priskert-term GDP evolutions are not affected by teoins
trade. However, terms of trade affect a countrggacity to invest, so they will translate into dynia GDP
gains or losses in the long run.
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The inclusion of port efficiency in our scenariodadto the expected outcomes. The results (not
reported here) show that welfare would increasemoye than 0.8% in SSA, driven mainly by

allocation efficiency and capital accumulation gain

4- Sectoral impact of the central scenario

We should also discuss some sectoral and regiasmllts of a central scenario combining

liberalisation in agriculture and services as dafiabove, with the NAMA and trade facilitation.

Table 6 shows percent changes in the value of &xpor the different regions in the three broad

sectors of interest: agriculture, industry and ises/

In agriculture, the two main beneficiaries of th®Ain terms of exports are Australia and New
Zealand (+13.7%) and North Africa (+15.8%). Bradflo gains in agriculture in this Round (+8.7%)
but less than China in percentage terms givennitialilevels. The second largest gains in indabtri
exports behind Asia (in the range of +3 to +4%GQ@bina, ASEAN, Korea and Japan) are in the EU
and in the US (+3.4% for each region). Industrigdagts in Argentina and Canada retrench due to
the agricultural specialisation of the two courtdrinterestingly, North Africa increases strongdby i

export of services, but from low levels.
<< Table 6 about here >>

Appendix 4 shows the combined impacts of changesxports, imports and demand, for every
detailed sector. Changes in production are dedfrioetthese three components. Internal demand is
less sensitive than trade to price changes, andrgin represents a large proportion of total

demand. Consequently, changes in production ateaned compared to trade variations.

In terms of overall agricultural production, Ausimeand New Zealand benefit the most from increased
exports because they are more open to internatioadé¢ (Table 7). Brazil, Argentina and Canada
come next. EU production reduces by 1.2%. Japarereqes a 4% decrease in agricultural
production. Due to their very strong initial prdiea, the EFTA countries face the strongest reducti
for agriculture production and reorient their ramms toward the other sectors. China and India are

hardly affected.

In aggregate industry, all variations of regioreldl production are below 2% (in absolute terms),
the main winners being ASEAN, Japan and Korea. raliat New-Zealand and Brazil show value
added losses in this sector, compensating for thaims in agriculture. Canada, the Caribbean
countries and Mexico are also negatively affectedolsing their initially favourable access to the
US market for industrial goods. Asia is the largggner from these changes. The US and European

industries show a negligible impact on industri@duction.
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Production of services is less affected, with \tétes of less than 1% (in absolute terms) as dtresu

the Round'’s limited ambitions for services.

<< Table7>>

5- Detailed impacts on factor incomes of the central scenario

The changes in specialisation and related chamgealile added induce displacement of workers
across sectors, and a progressive reorientatidheofapital stock towards the most competitive
activities. Since not all activities displace ottratt skilled and unskilled workers in equal
proportions, there will be excess demand (or sygplha given type of labour which will translate
into an increase (decrease) in related wages. fkishanism is based on the assumption of a
flexible labour market and no unemployment. Notat tsubstitutions will occur not only between
skills, but also between factors (e.g. capital stuied by labour). These substitutions cushion the
changes in factor returns, with factors in less a®mnbecoming relatively cheaper and more

intensively used.

Ultimately, changes in factor incomes will occurthe result of the different factor proportions in
the different activities. Table 8 reports changeshe returns to skilled and unskilled labour ie th

different regions, over the long run, for the diffiet components of our central scenario.

Unskilled wages are penalised by reduced produatidexico in each scenario. Again, this can be
explained by loss of preferences. Large gains apeaed in the ASEAN countries (+1.2%) and

SSA countries (+1.9%), based on the introductioiirafde Facilitation measures. Substantial gains
are expected also in Taiwan (+0.9%). In the USeffect is negligible (+0.1%), and rather small for

the EU (+0.2%), Canada (+0.1%), Brazil (+0.1%) Anglentina (+0.3%).

The wages for skilled workers increase almost evkeye (with the exception of Mexico) when the

effects of liberalisation in agriculture, industiservices and trade facilitation are combined. The
gains are small in Korea 0.6%, in the US, Australia New-Zealand 0.2% and in the EU 0.4%.
Trade facilitation benefits the SSA and ASEAN coast the most, with gains of 2.3% and 1.3%

respectively?

<< Table8>>

22 |n unreported results we observe that countriesiafised in agriculture, such as Australia, NewalZed and
Canada, and also in South America, the returnard increase by at least 2% in the long run (Wg#4an Brazil
and 3.6% in Canada). This contrasts with the deer@athe returns to land for the US, EU and Jdg&b on
average), and the huge 39% decrease for EFTA.rBegihs to land in Asia and India are barely affddh any
of the scenarios: changes never exceed 1% in dbgelins. Changes in the returns to capital argeldn
throughout these regions, and never reach 1%.
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6- Sectoral initiatives

In three broad sectors (chemicals, machinery, releicts) several WTO members are keen to open
global markets further (excluding LDCs) through teesl initiatives. There is also a separate
initiative for environmental goods. In our analysie make the assumption that these initiativek wil
be endorsed by all developed countries (includirayeld) and also (we assume optimistically) a
number of developing countries, such as ArgentBizil, Chile, Colombia, Peru, Paraguay,

Uruguay, Mexico, China, India, Indonesia, Malay#lhilippines, Taiwan and ThailaRd.

The first four columns of Table 9 report the long rchange in the volume of trade (in bn USD),
associated with the scenarios discussed abovenfo{ll) presents the long run changes in world
trade of agricultural and industrial goods and isexw compared to the baseline, associated with the
three pillars of the negotiation in agriculture aheé NAMA. The $US2.6bn increase in trade in
services is a pure general equilibrium effect. €yl column (2) includes limited liberalisation in
services. Again, we observe small general equilibreffects on trade in goods. Column 3 shows
the central scenario. The impact of trade facibitatis shared among agricultural and industrial
goods, and general equilibrium effects on tradedrvices are visible again. Columns 4, 5 and 6

must be compared to Column (3). Column (4) repbwsesults for port efficiency.

The last two columns of Table 9 report the long dmange in the volume of trade for the two
sectoral initiatives. They must be compared withu@m (3). Table 9 Column (5) shows the
$US145.6bn increase in trade in industrial goodserwthe first sectoral initiative (chemicals,
machinery, electronics) is added. The general bguim effects on agriculture are still visible,
though limited, and there is no effect on tradesémvices. In Column 6, the first version of the
sectoral initiative on environmental goods is adttedhe central scenario. Its impact on trade is
negligible overall (3US23.6bn or an additional 8#)mpared to the central scenario. Gains are in
line with the limited product coverage of this pospl (168 HS6 lines compared with machinery

430, electronics 440 and chemicals 910 lines).

Table 10 examines how the sectoral initatives teda@sinto changes in welfare changes for the
regions. First we consider the effects of the sattmitiative on chemicals, machinery and

electronics. The additional effects of this sedtortiative are limited to Japan, Korea, EFTA and

the Carribean. Indian welfare gains are largelyiced due to terms of trade deterioration. Australia
and New Zealand, and the Rest of Latin America ghghtly less than in our central scenario. For
the remaining countries, this scenario does nottaddelfare gains, despite the large increase in
world trade. The second sectoral initiative is dbenvironmental goods. It hardly changes the

previous results due to the limited coverage otipots.

ZRecall that in the WTO arena, Korea is considerddweloped country for industrial goods, but nat fo
agricultural goods.
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<< Table9>>

<< Table10>>

7- Conclusion

The simulations in this paper are based on an addsersion of the negotiated DDA draft
modalities. They propose a representation of thpacnof liberalised market access and reduction in
farm support, taking account of the various forrapykxceptions and flexibilities. In the absence of
more detailed information on the possible outcormen@gotiations on these issues, we add a
reduction in trade barriers in services. Tradelifation, port efficiency and sectoral initiativese
considered. These shocks to the world economynéneduced in MIRAGE, a dynamic CGE model,
and we compare the trajectory of the world econton®025, to a dynamic baseline in the absence
of final agreement in the Round. We provide restdts21 regions and 26 sectors of the world

economy.

Given the political economy of the negotiationsjimas exceptions and flexibilities limit the impact
of the Swiss formula on manufacturing, and of tlegetd formula on agriculture. Also, several
countries are exempt from liberalisation. Howebe, final mix of rules and exemptions submitted
by the chair persons would lead to a non-negligilvipact on the world economy and also to a
positive outcome in terms of GDP for all regiorig)dt a systematic welfare gathOur simulations
point to a $US70bn world GDP gain if agriculturedandustry were to be liberalised. Moderate
liberalisation in services would add another $USilbworld GDP over the long run. These gains
would be added to world GDP every year over theglaom compared to the situation without
agreement. In addition, trade facilitation woulduk in some $US67bn gains each year to world
GDP over the long term, and port efficiency woultldl @ further $US35bn. However, we modelled
gains, not the costs of the facilitation programitesuccess will be conditional on the finalisatio
of a costly Aid for Trade package. Sectoral infi@s do not add much to world gains and reduce the

gains to be expected by India.

The above figures are tiny percentages of the weEP or commerce: overall, the limited gains to be
expected from the completion of the Round, evennahgamic gains are present as in this exercise,

help understanding the difficulties to conclude.

There are three caveats to our exercise, desgtattantion paid to the details of the negotiations
Firstly, the final outcome of the negotiation maglude additional items not modelled here. This is
the case for modes 3 and 4 of the General Agreeareiitrade in Services (GATS), an increase in

business security and transparency due to additionenmitments and lower bindings, an

24 Mexico gains in terms of GDP when sectoral inities are considered. Other regions systematicalily g
when trade facilitation is included.
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improvement in the rules managing world trade. 8dlyg the cost ofiot signing a final agreement
is not just reversal of the gains computed hereagmeement around current proposals would
significantly lower bound tariffs and would extetig® consolidation coverage (Bouét and Laborde,
2008). Also, a move towards regionalism and biiiem would be unavoidable in the case of
failure of the Round, with associated trade di@r®ffects. Thirdly, the credibility of the reguay

architecture developed under the umbrella of theOMuld be put at risk were negotiations to fail.
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Tablesand figures

Table 1: Description of the scenarios

Chemicals
Agric. Trade Port electronics
+NAMA Services facil> efficy machinery Envt.
S1 Goods X
S2  Goods & serv. X X
S3 Central X X X
S4  Port X X X X
S5 Sectoral X X X X
S6 Environment X X X X
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Figure 1: Yearly USD bn gainsin GDP, 2011-2025
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Note concerning the scenarios:

A+N: Agriculture and NAMA (scenario 1).

A+N+S: Agriculture, NAMA and Services (scenario 2).

A+N+S+TF: Agriculture, NAMA, Services and Trade ifdation (scenario 3: central).
All values correspond to changes in current GD&astant (2004) prices.

Source: Author’s calculation using MIRAGE
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Table 2: World GDP and exportslong run changes from the baseline

Agric + + Services + Trade
NAMA Facilitation
World exports
% 1.25 1.44 1.95
USD bn 230 264 359
World GDP
% 0.09 0.11 0.20
USD bn 70 85 152

Note: Long run is 2025. Gains are in constant (20@flars, relative to 2025 economic values.
Source: Author’s calculation using MIRAGE
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Table 3: Long run deviation from the baseline, GDP, USD mn

+ Trade
Goods + Services Facilitation

Argentina 694 730 890
ASEAN 6,492 7,319 12,973
Australia & New Zealand 1,401 1,545 1,714
Brazil 366 456 2,044
Canada 859 1,197 1,302
Caribbean -718 -696 131
China 15,981 18,443 36,465
EFTA 7,289 7,669 7,669
European Union 11,847 18,571 30,731
India 3,821 4,328 6,932
Japan 10,194 10,703 13,772
Korea 635 887 4,512
Mexico -473 -353 -296
North Africa 1,062 1,150 1,279
Rest of Africa (except South

Africa) -549 -394 6,024
Rest of Mercosur 438 480 889
Rest of South America 977 1,057 2,533
Rest of South Asia 454 582 1,412
Rest of World 1,001 1,809 7,390
Taiwan 2,498 2,622 4,524
USA 5,344 6,450 9,480
World 69,615 84,552 152,370

Note: Long run is 2025. Gains are in constant (20@flars, relative to 2025 economic values.

Source: Author’s calculation using MIRAGE
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Table 4: Decomposition of long run welfare gains (agric. + NAMA + services), percent

Welfare Of which

Allocation Capital Land

efficiency accumulation supply ToT Variety Other
Argentina 0.23 0.09 0.09 0.04 0.05 -0.03 -0.00
ASEAN 0.56 0.11 0.21 0.01 0.15 0.01 0.09
Australia & New Zealand 0.15 0.05 0.04 0.03 0.06 -0.02 -0.00
Brazil 0.03 0.07 0.01 0.02 0.02 -0.06 -0.04
Canada 0.02 0.06 -0.00 0.01 -0.03 -0.02 0.01
Caribbean -0.11 0.01 -0.02 0.01 0.04 -0.05-0.11
China 0.19 0.04 0.10 0.00 0.06 0.01 -0.01
EFTA 0.84 0.66 0.09 -0.02 0.04 0.03 0.04
European Union 0.06 0.08 -0.00 -0.00 -0.06 0.00 0.05
India 0.15 0.06 0.04 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02
Japan 0.32 0.09 0.03 -0.00 0.07 0.02 0.10
Korea 0.07 0.08 0.02 -0.00 -0.00 -0.07 0.04
Mexico -0.15 0.07 -0.03 0.01 -0.10 -0.03 -0.07
North Africa -0.13 0.19 -0.01 0.01 -0.18 -0.08 -0.07
Rest of Africa (except South Africa) -0.10 0.00 -0.02 0.00 -0.05 -0.02 -0.02
Rest of Mercosur 0.16 0.05 0.06 0.01 0.10 -0.00 -0.06
Rest of South America 0.21 0.02 0.08 0.04 0.07 -0.01 0.01
Rest of South Asia 0.14 0.02 0.05 0.01 0.06 0.01-0.01
Rest of World -0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 -0.03 0.00 0.00
Taiwan 0.44 0.24 0.10 0.00 0.01 0.03 0.07
USA 0.03 0.02 0.00 -0.01 -0.04 0.00 0.04

Note: ToT: Terms of Trade
Source: Author’s calculation using MIRAGE
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Table 5: Decomposition of long run welfare gains (agric. + NAMA + services+ TF), per cent

Of which:
Welfare | Allocation Capital Land ToT Variety Trade-cost
efficiency  accumulation  supply (exporter)

Argentina 0.24 0.08 0.09 0.04 0.03 -0.03 0.04
ASEAN 0.84 0.13 0.31 0.01 0.13 0.03 0.15
Austr. New Z 0.13 0.05 0.04 0.03 0.03 -0.03 0.01
Brazil 0.10 0.08 0.04 0.03 -0.01 -0.06 0.05
Caribbean 0.04 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.05 -0.04 0.04
China 0.40 0.05 0.20 0.00 0.14 0.04 0.03
EFTA 0.78 0.66 0.08 -0.02 -0.00 0.03 0.03
EU 0.12 0.08 0.01 -0.00 -0.07 0.00 0.05
India 0.24 0.07 0.06 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.03
Japan 0.35 0.10 0.04 -0.00 0.05 0.02 0.05
Korea 0.27 0.10 0.06 -0.00 -0.12 -0.05 0.17
M exico -0.16 0.07 -0.03 0.02 -0.11 -0.03 0.01
North Africa -0.17 0.20 -0.01 0.01 -0.21 -0.08 0.02
Canada -0.00 0.06 -0.01 0.01 -0.06 -0.02 0.02
Rest of Africa 0.45 0.07 0.22 0.01 0.07 0.03 0.04
R.o Mercosur 0.22 0.06 0.08 0.01 0.11 -0.00 0.05
R.o South Am. 0.41 0.03 0.15 0.05 0.07 -0.00 0.09
R.o South Asia 0.28 0.03 0.09 0.01 0.08 0.01 0.05
R.oWorld 0.05 0.03 0.03 0.00 -0.05 0.00 0.04
Taiwan 0.64 0.26 0.13 0.00 -0.14 0.07 0.23
USA 0.05 0.02 0.00 -0.01 -0.03 0.01 0.01

Note: ToT: Terms of Trade
Source: Author’s calculation using MIRAGE
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Table 6: Long run changein the value of exports (Goods + Services + TF), percent

Agriculture  Industry  Services

Argentina 4.86 -0.47 1.11
ASEAN 4.43 3.64 -2.62
Australia & New Zealand 13.75 0.83 0.67
Brazil 8.75 0.72 1.15
Canada 7.62 -0.59 2.52
Caribbean 6.26 1.21 -0.17
China 9.63 3.03 -0.28
EFTA 6.35 1.16 2.56
European Union 6.42 3.47 2.17
India 4.63 2.09 0.42
Japan 7.99 4.73 -2.93
Korea 7.37 4,19 -0.88
Mexico 6.36 0.77 3.20
North Africa 15.80 2.42 6.88
Rest of Africa (except South Africa) 3.81 1.88 2.63
Rest of Mercosur 9.63 1.37 3.47
Rest of South America 6.19 0.77 -0.33
Rest of South Asia 4.46 2.11 -0.99
Rest of World 2.90 0.36 2.49
Taiwan 3.69 2.75 -1.54
USA -1.29 3.42 1.90

Source: Author’s calculation using MIRAGE
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Table 7: Long run changein the volume of production (Goods + Services + TF), percent

Agriculture  Industry Services

Argentina 2.91 -1.31 0.13
ASEAN 0.41 1.15 0.03
Australia & New Zealand 6.50 -1.76 -0.05
Brazil 3.48 -1.18 -0.03
Canada 2.55 -0.71 -0.00
Caribbean 0.78 -0.26 -0.04
China 0.07 0.41 0.18
EFTA -18.42 0.90 0.49
European Union -1.16 -0.05 0.09
India 0.10 0.20 0.09
Japan -4.09 1.34 -0.01
Korea -0.27 0.32 -0.06
Mexico 0.56 -0.38 -0.06
North Africa 1.10 -1.17 0.17
Rest of Africa (except South

Africa) 0.29 -0.02 0.48
Rest of Mercosur 0.79 -0.41 0.22
Rest of South America 1.71 -0.59 0.15
Rest of South Asia 0.26 0.39 0.05
Rest of World 0.13 -0.12 0.10
Taiwan -0.10 0.78 0.14
USA -0.76 0.05 0.02

Source: Author’s calculation using MIRAGE
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Table 8: Long run percent changein real wages

Skilled Unskilled
+ + Trade + + Trade

Goods Services Facilitation Goods Services Facilitation
Argentina 0.17 0.19 0.17 0.30 0.32 0.29
ASEAN 0.56 0.64 1.33 0.87 0.91 1.20
Australia &
New Zealand 0.09 0.11 0.19 0.37 0.40 0.46
Brazil -0.11 -0.11 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.13
Canada 0.01 0.04 0.13 0.03 0.05 0.14
Caribbean -0.18 -0.17 0.09 0.11 0.11 0.25
China 0.40 0.43 0.87 0.44 0.46 0.71
EFTA 1.30 1.37 1.42 0.68 0.74 0.78
European Union 0.13 0.18 0.38 0.06 0.10 0.22
India 0.24 0.26 0.30 0.23 0.25 0.24
Japan 0.57 0.59 0.68 0.35 0.36 0.43
Korea 0.27 0.32 0.59 0.39 0.42 0.59
M exico -0.24 -0.24 -0.23 -0.09 -0.07 -0.07
North Africa -0.11 -0.10 0.63 -0.14 -0.13 0.62
Rest of Africa
(except South -0.18 -0.16 2.28 0.01 0.01 1.85
Africa)
Rest of M ercosur 0.02 0.05 0.10 -0.08 -0.06 -0.05
Rest of South Am. 0.13 0.15 0.43 0.26 0.29 0.48
Rest of South Asia 0.09 0.13 0.32 0.12 0.16 0.29
Rest of World -0.01 -0.00 1.20 -0.01 -0.01 1.19
Taiwan 0.64 0.64 0.95 0.68 0.68 0.91
USA 0.11 0.12 0.20 0.01 0.03 0.08

Note concerning the scenarios:

A+N: Agriculture and NAMA.

A+N+S: Agriculture, NAMA and Services.
A+N+S+TF: Agriculture, NAMA, Services and Trade ifaation

Source: Author’s calculation using MIRAGE
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Table 9: Long run changein the volume of trade (bn USD)

@ 2 3) 4 () (6)
Mach-
Trade Port Chem- Envt.
AgrictNAMA Services facilitation efficiency Electn. zero
Agriculture 32.28 32.51 36.70 38.83 37.83 36.86
Industry 194.94 195.95 285.41 330.30 430.96 308.96
Services 2.61 35.23 36.42 37.28 36.41 36.27

Note: (1) agriculture + NAMA; (2) agriculture + NV + services; (3) agriculture + NAMA +
services + trade facilitation; (4) agriculture + MA + services + trade facilitation + port efficignc
(5) agriculture + NAMA + services + trade facilitat + sectorals except environmental goods; (6)
agriculture + NAMA + services + trade facilitatierzero tariffs initiative on environmental goods

Source: Author’s calculation using MIRAGE
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Table 10: Long run changein welfare (per cent deviation from baseline)

(1) 2) 3) (@) ) ()
Mach
Agric+ Trade Port Chem
NAMA Services facilitation efficiency Electr Envt

Argentina 0.22 0.23 0.24 0.24 0.23 0.23
ASEAN 0.52 0.56 0.84 1.09 0.84 084
Australia & New
Zealand 0.12 0.15 0.13 0.14 0.07  0.07
Brazil 0.00 0.03 0.10 0.11 0.09 0.09
Canada -0.00 0.02 -0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01
Caribbean -0.09 -0.11 0.04 0.06 0.06 0.06
China 0.17 0.19 0.40 0.42 0.39 0.39
EFTA 0.79 0.84 0.78 0.75 0.83 0.83
European Union 0.03 0.06 0.12 0.13 0.12 0.12
India 0.12 0.15 0.24 0.30 0.04 0.04
Japan 0.30 0.32 0.35 0.36 0.46  0.47
Korea 0.04 0.07 0.27 0.30 0.30 0.29
Mexico -0.16 -0.15 -0.16 -0.17 -0.25 -0.26
North Africa -0.13 -0.13 -0.17 -0.21 -0.17 -0.19
Rest of Africa (except
South Africa) -0.11 -0.10 0.45 0.81 0.46  0.46
Rest of Mercosur 0.13 0.16 0.22 0.81 0.25 0.26
Rest of South
America 0.18 0.21 0.41 0.75 0.36 0.35
Rest of South Asia 0.09 0.14 0.28 0.39 0.26 0.26
Rest of World -0.01 -0.00 0.05 0.20 0.06 0.06
Taiwan 0.45 0.44 0.64 0.67 0.52 054
USA 0.01 0.03 0.05 0.06 0.05 0.05

Note: (1) agriculture + NAMA; (2) agriculture + NV + services; (3) agriculture + NAMA +
services + trade facilitation; (4) agriculture + MA + services + trade facilitation + port efficignc
(5) agriculture + NAMA + services + trade facilitat + sectorals except environmental goods; (6)
agriculture + NAMA + services + trade facilitatiorzero tariffs initiative on environmental goods

Source: Author’s calculation using MIRAGE
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Appendix 1: regional aggregation

Region Composition

1 EU27

2 USA

3 Canada

4 Japan

5 EFTA EU27
Switzerland
Norway
Iceland
Liechtenstein

6 Australia & New Zealand

7 Korea

8 Taiwan

9 China

10 India

11 Rest of South Asia Bangladesh
Pakistan
Sri Lanka
Afghanistan
Bhutan
Maldives
Nepal

12 ASEAN

13 Mexico

14 Brazil

15 Argentina

16 Rest of Mercosur Paraguay
Uruguay

17 Rest of South America Peru
Bolivia
Equator
Colombia
Venezuela
Guyana
Suriname

18 Caribbean

19 North Africa Morocco
Algeria
Tunisia
Libya
Egypt

20 Rest of Africa except South Africa

21 Rest of World Rest of Europe

(incl. South Africa)

Former Soviet Union

Middle East

Rest of Oceania
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Appendix 2: sectoral aggregation

Aggregation Code Labd
s01 Ceress Paddy ric
Whea
Cereal grains ni
Processed rit
s02 Vegetable & Frui Vegetables. fruit. nu
s03 Oils and Fa Oil seed

Vegetable oils and fe

s04 Suge Sugar cane. sugar b
Suga

s05 Fibers and Other crc Plan-based fibel
Crops ne

Wool. silkworm cocoon

s06 Mes Cattle.sheep.goats.hor
Animal products ne
Meat: cattle.sheep.goats.hc
Meat products ni

s07 Dain Raw milk
Dairy product

s08 Forestry Wood Pap

Publishing Forestn

Wood product
Paper products. publishi

s09 Fishin Fishing

s10 Primary & Petroleum produ  Coa
Oil
Gas
Minerals ne

Petroleum. coal produr

s11 Food & Tobact

Food products ni
Beverages and tobacco prod

s12 Textile Leather & Clothir

Textiles
Wearing appar
Leather produc

s13 Chemica

Chemical.rubber plastic prc

s14 Other Manufactured prodt

Mineral products ne¢
Metal product
Manufactures ne

515 Metal Ferrous meta
Metals ne
s16 Cars & Truck Motor vehicles anpart:

s17 Planes Ships Bikes Tre

Transport equipment n

518 Electronic equipme

Electronic equipme

s19 Machiner

Machinery and equipment r

s20 Other servic

Electricity

Gas manufacture. distributi
Watel

Recreation and other seres
PubAdmin/Defence/Health/Edu

Dwellings
s21 Constructic Constructiol
s22 Trad Trade
s23 Transpo Transport ne
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Appendix 3: Description of the scenarios concer ning trade in goods

1- Modalitiesfor agricultural tariffs:

The three pillars for agricultural products aretpction at the border (tariffs), internal suppartia
export subsidies. Export subsidies must be phageldyo2013, but the evolution in world prices has
reduced the impact of this commitment. In relationnternal support, the green box is not affected
by reductions; they apply to measures in the ordmoge but the difficulty is that caps are defined i
nominal terms. Accordingly, inflation (and econorgiowth) will make these commitments tighter
and this must be taken into account. With 2% irdlgt and according to our baseline economic
growth, the rate of support will have to be redubgdt0% in Europe by 2025 to respect the current
commitments regarding domestic support. We appby/ tdrget to Europe (including the European

Free trade Agreement - EFTA countries) and the USA.

Tariffs will be reduced in bands, using two diffetrschemes depending on the development level of
importers (Table A-1). The higher the initial boutadiff, the larger will be the cut. Importantly,
since agricultural tariffs are often specific (iolldrs per unit, not percentage of the value), AAEsS

defined and cut. We cut the AVESs present in MAcMap.

Table A-1: Reduction ratesfor agricultural tariffsin our central scenario

Developed countries Developing countries

Initial bound tariff Reduction rate Initial bounariff Reduction rate
AVE <20 % 50 % AVE< 30 % % x 50 %
20 % < AVE< 50 % 57 % 30 % < AVE 80 % »x 57%
50 % < AVEL 75 % 64 % 80%<AVE130% % x 64%
AVE > 75 % 70 % AVE > 130 % Bnx T70%

There are exceptions and flexibilities, howevere Tinst exception concernsriffs on tropical
products: they are reduced more severely in developed inmgptountries. Secondnaximum
tariffs are defined. No bound tariff can be above 100%r &ftplementation of the formula, with the

exception of the sensitive tariffs defined below.

Tariff escalation is a situation where tariffs increase down theugahdded chain, that is, when
transformed products are afforded more protectiam raw materials. This tariff escalation must be
reduced. In practice, for transformed products, theff cut must refer to the band that is

immediately above (e.g. 64% if a 57% cut is norgndllie) if there is a difference in the bound
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tariffs between the raw and the transformed protargier than 5 percentage points. In the higher
band, a 6 pp additional reduction is applied. Haveafter this additional reduction, the tariff e
transformed product has a lower bound which is tdréf of the raw product. For computing
convenience, we make the assumption that these amischs are applied before the choice of
sensitive products (the draft modalities for adtime stipulate that tariff escalation treatmenalsh
not apply to any product that is declared as sea}itThe cuts in the model for the few processed
product lines classed as sensitive may be largar tiegotiators can agree about. This leads to a

slight overestimation of the impact of the DDA od Egriculture.

Sensitive products are a fundamental element of flexibility. Courgriean choose tariff lines that
will be less subject to liberalisation providedtthaultilateral tariff quotas at a limited tariffteaare
open (the size of the quota increase is an ingrgdsinction of the degree of flexibility). The tri
reduction can be reduced by one-third, one hatfvorthirds. As already noted, we do not model
guotas explicitly due to numerical constraints. Wake the assumption that countries choose the
highest level of flexibility and reduce their tdsifby one-third of the “normal” reduction for
sensitive products. Developed countries are comtethd of sensitive products. Since this
mechanism is more favourable to countries definirgr sensitive products at the tariff line level
(they can target products better), countries tefind them at the HS6 level are conceded 2% more
sensitive products. Because we work at the HS6,leve adopt this assumption and select 6%
sensitive HS6 lines for developed countries. Themns that the number of tariff lines to be declared
sensitive is smaller in reality than in the modké actual DDA impact will likely be slightly highe

for those countries (such as the EU) that choose times at a more disaggregated level of the
product classification. Developing countries arecamled one third more sensitive products (see

special products below regarding our assumption).

The more protected countries (defined as countviesre more than 30% of tariffs are in the upper
bound) are conceded 2% additional sensitive livs.apply this rule (Table A-2). In our database,
only EFTA is affected (Iceland, Switzerland and Way). Canada and Japan asked for more lines in
exchange of more generous tariff quotas. We con#i@¢ the Canadian proposal is accepted in full,
and that half of the Japanese request is acceimedelect the sensitive products using the method
proposed by Jean, Laborde and Martin (2008): weelioe lines where the product of the value of

imports and the difference between the AVE afteamab and sensitive treatment is largest.

A minimal cut is imposed on tariffs: each country must have gplinaverage cut of 54%. In
practice this threshold is not binding for develm®untries when the other rules are enforced. A
maximal cut is also considered: each developing country hagpaer cap on its liberalisation in
agriculture: the average cut cannot be larger 86 (30% for Venezuela) after implementation of
the special products (see below). If the tariffisuibo large, it is reduced proportionally to apgrh

the objective.
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Small and vulnerable economies: the tariff cut can be moderated by 10 percengagsts. Congo,
Cote d’lvoire and Nigeria are not on the officiadt|of affected countries, but we adopt the

consensus view that they will benefit from this\psoon.

Recently acceded members: these countries have already reduced their $atdf comply with
accession conditions. This applies particularhCtana. Therefore, the effort for them is reduced.
They can moderate their cuts by 10 percentage oiiso, tariff lines bound below 10% are
exempt from tariff reduction. These two provisioage cumulative.Very recently acceded
members, small size recently acceded members and couritriéinsition will not reduce their
agricultural tariffs. Georgia becomes part of tis$ for agricultural products only (it is a rechnt
acceded member for the NAMA).

Special products: this flexibility is open to developing countriealp. They do not open quotas in
compensation. Accordingly, we make the assumpti@t teveloping countries do not rely on
sensitive products. Developing countries can h&weob their tariff lines excluded from any tariff
cut and 7% of tariff lines (8% for recently accedeembers) can have a reduced cut. We model this
at the HS6 level thus adding 2% of lines to appky principle referred to above. On average, the
tariff rate reduction for special products must 1% (10% for newly acceded members): for
reasons of simplification we apply this rate torgvapecial product except the 7% of HS6 positions

with a zero tariff rate.

Maximal cut for small and vulnerable economies. after application of special products, the
average tariff cut cannot be larger than 24%. \ece all tariff cuts proportionally if one economy

does not respect this cap.

Surinam: This member of the Caribbean Community (CARICOMS la more open tariff structure
than its partners in the agreement. In order todestabilise this agreement, it is exempted from

tariff reductions.

Turkey: there is no special treatment for Turkey in piei However, we have to consider that
tariffs applied by Turkey will adjust to EU tariffer manufactured agro-food products, through

application of the customs union.

Least Developed Countries: These countries may be asked to bind, but notdaae their tariffs.

As we work with bound tariffs, this has no impliceais for our exercise.
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Table A-2: Percentage of sensitive productsfor developed countriesin agriculturein our central

scenario

Number of sensitive products (HS6

Developed countries

positions)
EU, USA, Australia, New-Zealand 6 % = 41 HS6 prad
EFTA, Canada 8 % = 54 HS6 products

Japan

9% = 61 HS6 products

2- Modalitiesfor the NAMA

All NAMA products are affected by reductions bbund tariffs. Unbound tariff lines must be

bound using the applied tariff and adding 25 pesaga points. Countries with a very small

proportion of bound tariffs will be conceded spétieatment.

Developed countries apply ti8sviss formula with a coefficient of 8%gdeveloping countries also

apply the Swiss formula, but there is some roonmianoeuvre. Developing countries are conceded

sensitive products for a certain percentage oflittess, for which the tariff cut may be halved or

zero. According to paragraphs 7(a), 7(b) or 7(evedbping countries can choose between 20%,

22% or 25% for their Swiss formula.

Within the 20% Swiss option, there are two posisied:

Paragraph 7(al) authorises lower than formula foutap to 14% of tariff lines provided
that “the cuts are no less than half the formula end that these tariff lines do not exceed
16 percent of the total value of a Member's norneafiural imports”. For countries
choosing this possibility (Argentina, Brazil, Colbia, Mexico, South-Africa) we apply
half the cut.

Paragraph 7(a2) allows for not applying formulasdor up to 6.5% of NAMA tariff lines
provided they do not exceed 7.5% of the total valienports. We apply full exemption
of the tariff cut, within the mentioned limits (84and 7.5%), for countries choosing this

possibility (China, Egypt, Indonesian, Morocco, Eaia, Philippines, Thailand).

Within the 22% Swiss option, there are two posiied:

Paragraph 7(b1) authorises lower than formula futsip to 10% of tariff lines provided
that “that the cuts are no less than half the féanowts and that these tariff lines do not
exceed 10% of the total value of a Member's noicalgural imports”. To the best of our

knowledge, there are no countries to which thisoopapplies.
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- Paragraph 7(b2) allows for not applying formulasciar up to 5% of NAMA tariff lines
provided they do not exceed 5% of the total valuenports. We apply full exemption of
the tariff cut, within the mentioned limits (5% ah&#b), for India only.

The 25% Swiss option comprises no flexibilities ahduld not be chosen by developing countries.

South-Africa receives special treatment. This member of the [Bafrican Customs Union
(SACU) has a more open tariff structure than ittras in the regional agreement. In order not to
destabilise this agreement, South-Africa is conded25% coefficient in the tariff formula. The rest

is unchanged.

Sensitive products have to be selected. Compareapticultural products we chose a different
method to definsensitive products for the NAMA. Weighting the difference in tariffs by imports
would lead to saturation in the upper cap in teahtrade affected (10%), without using the full

range of tariff lines. Hence, we do not weight thd#ferences.

An anti-concentration clause must be introduced. Developing countries must \apipé general

formula to at least 9% of the tariff lines and 206%&heir imports in each of the HS2 chapters.

Members of the Mercado Comun del SMIERCOSUR) regional agreement will all apply the same
tariff cuts, even though Uruguay and Paraguay cdogd considered Small and Vulnerable
Economies. For simplicity, we select sensitive piaid on the basis of Brazilian tariffs (tariff
structures do not differ widely in the region) aapply them to each national tariff structure

separately.

A recently acceded memb&man, is conceded the possibility of not reducing itsffgbelow 5%.
In exchange, Oman must apply the Swiss formula witoefficient of 22%, with 10% of sensitive

products limited to products with a tariff of 5%.

Small and vulnerable economies are not committed to applying the Swiss formulaeyl must
simply cap the average of their bound tariffs bebbwap depending on the initial average of their
bound tariffs. If the initial average is below 20%hese countries reduce the tariff on 95% of their
tariff lines, by 5%, or apply an average 4.75% ot to their bound tariffs. In practice, this mea
that Georgia is the only country that has to redteeariffs, and it is below the 20% threshold.
However, Georgia country has a very small proportaf bound tariffs and must apply the
previously mentioned clause (applied plus 25 paeggnpoints). For simplicity, we reduce all bound

tariffs for this country by 5%, and keep 5% of stws lines.

There is no special treatment féurkey in principle. However, we have to consider thaiffsa
applied by Turkey will adjust to the EU ones on mianufactured goods except steel, through

application of the customs union.
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Appendix 4 Long run impact of central scenario on regional production by sector

Table A-3 Long run impact on primary and food products production, percent

Forestry
Wood Primary &
Vegetable & Oils and Fibers and Paper Petroleum
Cereals Fruits Fats Sugar Other crops Meat Dairy Publishing Fishing products
European Union -2.2 -1.5 -4.4 -12.6 -1.0 -2.1 -2.3 0.3 -0.2 0.1
USA -8.0 -0.9 -2.6 -0.1 -5.6 0.0 -0.6 0.3 0.2 0.1
Canada 7.1 2.9 2.9 -0.1 4.7 6.2 -5.2 0.6 0.2 0.0
Japan -7.3 -1.1 -4.6 -18.6 -1.9 -12.7 -6.4 -0.8 -0.4 0.0
EFTA -19.5 -20.7 -12.8 -25.8 -26.9 -41.7 -22.5 0.3 -0.1 0.1
Australia & New Zealand 4.9 24 2.4 2.1 3.9 5.4 22.3 -0.3 0.1 0.0
Korea 0.7 -0.8 -0.4 1.7 0.2 -0.4 2.9 -0.1 -0.4 0.5
Taiwan 2.9 0.0 -1.6 -0.1 4.0 0.5 -1.4 -0.3 -0.1 0.3
China 0.5 0.1 -1.6 0.3 3.1 -0.2 0.6 -0.4 0.0 -0.1
India 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.0 -0.1 0.2 -0.1 0.0 -0.1
Rest of South Asia 0.3 0.0 0.2 0.9 0.4 0.1 -0.1 0.1 0.0 -0.1
ASEAN -0.1 0.4 0.3 1.6 0.3 -0.2 2.6 -1.5 0.1 0.0
Mexico 2.8 1.0 2.5 0.4 1.7 1.6 0.3 -0.1 0.0 0.0
Brazil 2.5 0.8 2.1 2.5 5.6 6.9 1.7 0.3 0.3 -0.1
Argentina 2.6 0.8 2.9 0.9 2.1 5.7 0.4 -0.3 0.3 0.0
Rest of Mercosur 2.0 0.3 1.1 0.4 0.6 0.9 0.6 -0.3 0.1 0.2
Rest of South America 2.0 4.1 1.0 3.2 1.8 1.6 2.8 -0.3 0.0 0.0
Caribbean 1.6 1.2 0.3 3.7 0.7 1.0 2.0 -0.4 0.0 0.0
North Africa 3.7 0.1 19.2 1.9 0.0 -1.4 3.8 -1.4 0.0 0.2
Rest of Africa (except South Afric: 0.9 0.0 0.5 5.0 0.2 0.2 2.6 0.0 0.0 0.0
Rest of World 1.0 -0.1 0.9 0.7 0.9 -0.2 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.1

Source: MIRAGE — Authors’ calculations

Note: Central scenario including agriculture, NAMg®rvices and trade facilitation

Table A-4 Long run impact on manufactured products production, percent

Textile Other

Food & Leather & Manuf. Cars & Planes Ships Electronic

Tobacco Clothing Chemicals products Metals Trucks Bikes Trains equipment Machinery
European Union 0.4 -2.2 0.1 0.1 -0.3 -2.2 1.1 1.5 0.8
USA 0.5 -11.5 0.5 0.1 0.7 -0.3 0.7 2.6 1.0
Canada -0.2 -17.0 -0.4 -0.6 0.7 -3.7 2.3 2.3 1.4
Japan -1.5 -5.7 0.5 -0.1 0.2 11.6 -2.6 -0.5 -2.6
EFTA -5.7 4.1 1.6 0.8 2.3 -0.9 0.5 1.5 2.4
Australia & New Zealand 1.6 -21.0 -1.0 -1.2 -2.7 -10.1 -0.9 0.3 -3.3
Korea -1.0 9.3 -1.9 -1.2 -0.5 -1.0 -2.3 2.6 0.8
Taiwan -1.6 28.4 9.8 0.1 4.3 -11.8 4.8 -2.3 1.2
China 0.2 5.5 0.1 0.7 0.0 -0.8 0.6 0.0 0.2
India 0.2 -0.5 0.0 0.2 0.8 1.0 -0.5 0.3 0.2
Rest of South Asia 0.5 1.6 0.5 0.1 -1.6 -1.4 -3.3 -1.2 -1.5
ASEAN 0.9 6.7 0.9 -0.9 -3.7 -0.4 -2.3 -0.5 -3.2
Mexico -0.2 -8.7 0.0 -0.4 0.5 0.1 0.2 1.1 0.6
Brazil 1.2 -1.5 -2.2 -1.3 -1.5 -3.7 -3.2 -2.1 -2.5
Argentina 1.6 -3.4 -3.4 -1.5 -3.4 -4.1 0.4 -0.7 -6.7
Rest of Mercosur 0.7 -3.6 -0.6 -1.0 0.9 -0.7 1.7 1.3 -2.6
Rest of South America 0.2 -3.9 -0.4 -0.6 -2.7 -0.9 -0.8 4.3 -3.6
Caribbean -0.8 8.0 -0.7 -1.0 -1.7 -2.0 -2.5 -2.1 -1.2
North Africa -0.1 -7.0 -5.5 -2.2 2.5 -3.5 3.2 1.3 1.6
Rest of Africa (except South Afric: -0.4 -3.7 1.0 0.4 3.1 -1.1 1.0 -1.9 -2.7
Rest of World 0.0 -2.1 -0.8 -0.2 -0.4 0.2 1.6 1.6 -0.1

Source: MIRAGE — Authors’ calculations
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Note: Central scenario including agriculture, NAMg®rvices and trade facilitation

Table A-5Long run impact on services production, percent

Other Financial Business
services Construct® Trade Transport Communic® services services
European Union 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.1
USA 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Canada 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0
Japan 0.2 0.1 0.0 -0.3 -0.1 -0.3 -0.2
EFTA 0.6 0.3 0.5 0.9 0.3 0.6 0.4
Australia & New Zealand 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 -0.2 -0.1 -0.3
Korea 0.0 0.2 -0.1 -0.3 -0.2 -0.2 -0.3
Taiwan 0.3 0.6 0.0 -0.1 -0.2 -0.2 -0.5
China 0.0 0.6 0.1 0.3 0.1 -0.1 0.0
India 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.0 -0.1 -0.8
Rest of South Asia 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.1 -0.1 0.0 -0.7
ASEAN 0.1 0.8 0.1 0.3 -0.5 -0.6 -1.8
Mexico -0.1 0.0 -0.1 -0.1 -0.1 0.1 -0.5
Brazil 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 -0.2 -0.1 0.0
Argentina 0.1 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.2
Rest of Mercosur 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.2 0.1
Rest of South America 0.1 0.5 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.0 -0.3
Caribbean -0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 -0.1 -0.1 -0.2
North Africa 0.0 -0.2 -0.2 13 0.6 0.3 1.6
Rest of Africa (except South Afric: 0.3 0.7 0.4 1.2 0.2 0.2 0.7
Rest of World 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.3

Source: MIRAGE — Authors’ calculations

Note: Central scenario including agriculture, NAMs®rvices and trade facilitation
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