	Table 4: Change in export revenue relative to base
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Free trade
	Hard
	Soft
	Simple

	
	%
	%
	%
	%

	Andean Pact
	4.1
	2.7
	1.3
	1.1

	Central America & Caribbean
	8.3
	5.0
	1.0
	1.0

	Canada
	0.8
	0.9
	0.9
	0.6

	Central & Eastern Europe
	5.6
	4.5
	3.2
	3.4

	China
	9.8
	10.0
	7.7
	5.5

	European Union 15
	1.6
	1.1
	0.7
	0.7

	Indonesia
	5.2
	4.3
	2.8
	1.3

	India
	20.5
	14.9
	5.3
	3.9

	Japan
	6.5
	5.4
	3.6
	2.4

	Middle East
	2.9
	2.2
	0.9
	1.0

	Mercosur
	15.0
	9.6
	4.4
	3.7

	North America
	10.0
	8.3
	2.1
	2.0

	Oceania
	4.7
	3.6
	2.9
	1.5

	Other West Europe
	1.8
	1.8
	1.5
	1.4

	Rest of Asia
	8.9
	7.5
	4.9
	3.7

	Rest of World
	6.4
	5.3
	3.7
	3.1

	South Asia
	12.0
	6.3
	4.5
	2.7

	South East Asia
	3.3
	2.1
	0.9
	0.5

	Sub-Saharan Africa
	4.8
	2.5
	0.8
	0.9

	United States
	5.6
	4.5
	3.5
	2.4

	South Africa
	5.7
	4.3
	2.1
	1.2

	Total
	4.4
	3.5
	2.2
	1.7

	Source: GTAP simulations
	

	

	

	Source: de Cordoba, Santiago, Vanzetti (2004)
	

	
	
	
	
	


	Table 5: Change in imports relative to base
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Free trade
	Hard
	Soft
	Simple

	
	%
	%
	%
	%

	Andean Pact
	5.0
	2.8
	0.8
	0.5

	Central America & Caribbean
	11.1
	6.0
	0.7
	0.8

	Canada
	0.1
	0.5
	0.8
	0.4

	Central and Eastern Europe
	8.5
	6.9
	5.2
	5.4

	China
	12.1
	11.7
	9.1
	6.8

	European Union 15
	0.6
	0.5
	0.4
	0.4

	Indonesia
	5.6
	4.4
	2.8
	1.1

	India
	29.2
	20.9
	6.4
	4.6

	Japan
	6.5
	6.6
	5.6
	4.1

	Middle East
	5.5
	3.5
	1.6
	1.8

	Mercosur
	14.4
	9.1
	3.4
	2.8

	North Africa
	18.2
	13.2
	2.7
	2.4

	Oceania
	4.7
	3.4
	2.9
	1.2

	Other West Europe
	2.1
	2.3
	2.2
	2.0

	Rest of Asia
	10.6
	9.0
	5.7
	4.4

	Rest of World
	8.1
	5.5
	4.0
	3.4

	South Asia
	15.6
	7.4
	4.6
	2.4

	South East Asia
	4.4
	2.7
	1.0
	0.5

	Sub-Saharan Africa
	7.6
	3.1
	0.1
	0.3

	United States
	2.5
	2.4
	2.0
	1.2

	South Africa
	9.9
	6.8
	2.6
	1.0

	Total
	4.4
	3.5
	2.2
	1.7

	Source: GTAP simulations.
	

	

	

	Source: Santiago de Cordoba, S. Laird, D. Vanzetti (UNCTAD), May 2004

	
	
	
	
	


	Table 6: Initial revenues and change relative to base
	
	
	
	

	

	 
	Initial Government revenues
	Initial tariff revenues
	Ratio of tariff to total revenue
	Free trade
	Hard
	Soft
	Simple

	
	$m
	$m
	$m
	%
	%
	%
	%

	

	Andean Pact
	32738
	5024
	0.15
	-86
	-41
	-7
	-6

	Central America & Caribbean
	48424
	15367
	0.32
	-86
	-42
	-5
	-4

	Canada
	125694
	4332
	0.03
	-57
	-50
	-47
	-30

	Central and Eastern Europe
	63922
	15004
	0.23
	-76
	-64
	-51
	-49

	China
	118821
	24872
	0.21
	-82
	-72
	-54
	-51

	European Union 15
	1479046
	27858
	0.02
	-57
	-50
	-47
	-29

	Indonesia
	14619
	2666
	0.18
	-80
	-31
	-7
	-8

	India
	50341
	11936
	0.24
	-87
	-58
	-13
	-12

	Japan
	407959
	21679
	0.05
	-61
	-59
	-59
	-50

	Middle East
	142323
	12341
	0.09
	-80
	-54
	-30
	-29

	Mercosur
	174578
	16576
	0.09
	-83
	-51
	-16
	-15

	North Africa
	27693
	10020
	0.36
	-84
	-55
	-15
	-11

	Oceania
	79515
	3031
	0.04
	-92
	-56
	-43
	-8

	Other West Europe
	67423
	5550
	0.08
	-41
	-40
	-40
	-38

	Rest of Asia
	87896
	12978
	0.15
	-78
	-60
	-30
	-26

	Rest of World
	110574
	11923
	0.11
	-66
	-34
	-17
	-16

	South Asia
	10532
	3887
	0.37
	-84
	-26
	-5
	-7

	South East Asia
	47877
	13271
	0.28
	-85
	-45
	-10
	-10

	Sub-Saharan Africa
	24943
	6733
	0.27
	-85
	-33
	-7
	-7

	United States
	1201779
	20866
	0.02
	-83
	-74
	-70
	-40

	South Africa
	28979
	2128
	0.07
	-84
	-59
	-18
	-10

	Total
	4345675
	248043
	0.06
	-76
	-55
	-35
	-27

	Source: GTAP database and simulations
	

	

	

	Source: de Cordoba, Laird, Vanzetti (2004)
	


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	Table 7: Change in output following the four scenarios
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	
	USA
	Canada
	Central America
	Andean Pact
	Mercosur
	European Union
	Other West Europe
	Central and Eastern Europe
	Middle East
	North Africa
	Sub Saharan Africa
	South Africa
	China
	Japan
	India
	Other South Asia
	Indonesia
	Other South East Asia
	Rest of Asia
	Oceania
	All other regions
	World
	

	Free trade
	
	
	

	Textiles 
	-1
	-4
	3
	-1
	-1
	-1
	-2
	-4
	-4
	-6
	-7
	-1
	2
	3
	3
	1
	5
	3
	6
	-3
	1
	0.36
	

	Wearing apparel
	-2
	-6
	0
	4
	-1
	-3
	-2
	-3
	-3
	2
	-6
	11
	7
	-2
	15
	23
	12
	15
	2
	-7
	3
	0.58
	

	Leather
	-1
	-5
	-3
	-4
	1
	1
	0
	0
	-13
	-5
	-14
	-7
	11
	-13
	10
	2
	21
	14
	5
	2
	-3
	1.86
	

	Chemicals, rubber and plastics
	0
	0
	-2
	-2
	-1
	0
	0
	-2
	0
	-4
	-5
	-1
	-3
	4
	-2
	-5
	0
	0
	0
	-1
	-1
	0.13
	

	Motor vehicles
	0
	0
	7
	-23
	1
	0
	0
	2
	-4
	-25
	21
	-10
	-18
	5
	-6
	-47
	-11
	-12
	3
	-5
	-11
	0.05
	

	Transport other than motor vehicles
	-1
	0
	6
	0
	0
	-2
	-4
	-1
	0
	1
	20
	1
	2
	6
	-1
	-19
	4
	1
	2
	0
	-1
	0.30
	

	Hard
	
	
	
	
	

	Textiles 
	-3
	-10
	3
	-3
	-2
	-2
	-5
	-7
	-5
	-6
	-8
	-2
	4
	4
	4
	3
	6
	7
	13
	-8
	3
	0.61
	

	Wearing apparel
	-6
	-19
	1
	2
	-2
	-8
	-10
	-8
	-5
	7
	-9
	30
	18
	-5
	23
	15
	19
	25
	6
	-15
	10
	-0.12
	

	Leather
	-7
	-22
	-6
	-7
	0
	-1
	-6
	-1
	-19
	-11
	-22
	-24
	17
	-32
	10
	-8
	49
	18
	16
	3
	-8
	1.50
	

	Chemicals, rubber and plastics
	0
	-1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	-2
	0
	-1
	-1
	-1
	-4
	5
	-1
	-2
	-1
	-1
	0
	0
	0
	0.12
	

	Motor vehicles
	0
	0
	2
	-21
	-1
	0
	0
	5
	-4
	-32
	12
	-16
	-24
	7
	-7
	-55
	-8
	-9
	2
	-5
	-14
	0.07
	

	Transport other than motor vehicles
	-1
	1
	4
	0
	0
	-2
	-6
	1
	2
	11
	33
	4
	1
	7
	0
	-10
	-1
	-2
	1
	-2
	0
	0.09
	

	Soft
	
	
	
	
	

	Textiles 
	-4
	-10
	9
	2
	0
	-3
	-3
	-6
	-4
	-4
	-2
	0
	4
	2
	3
	3
	6
	9
	9
	-8
	5
	0.62
	

	Wearing apparel
	-8
	-18
	9
	4
	0
	-7
	-6
	-6
	-7
	-4
	-1
	17
	16
	-6
	16
	14
	16
	18
	10
	-16
	14
	-0.34
	

	Leather
	-9
	-22
	1
	-1
	0
	-2
	-3
	2
	-9
	-2
	-8
	-14
	14
	-31
	4
	-11
	45
	11
	12
	-3
	0
	1.66
	

	Chemicals, rubber and plastics
	0
	-1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	-2
	0
	0
	0
	-1
	-3
	4
	-1
	-1
	-1
	0
	0
	-1
	0
	0.09
	

	Motor vehicles
	1
	1
	-4
	-9
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0
	-15
	1
	-4
	-20
	5
	0
	-15
	-1
	-1
	1
	-3
	-12
	0.05
	

	Transport other than motor vehicles
	1
	2
	-1
	-1
	-2
	0
	-3
	1
	0
	7
	3
	2
	0
	0
	-1
	-5
	-4
	-2
	-2
	-2
	-1
	0.08
	

	Simple
	
	
	
	
	

	Textiles 
	-2
	-5
	8
	0
	0
	-1
	-1
	-4
	-2
	-1
	-1
	-1
	0
	3
	1
	1
	0
	1
	4
	-3
	2
	0.09
	

	Wearing apparel
	-4
	-8
	11
	1
	0
	-3
	-3
	0
	-4
	-1
	-1
	3
	7
	-2
	6
	6
	1
	2
	2
	-1
	1
	-0.15
	

	Leather
	-5
	-10
	3
	-1
	-1
	1
	0
	3
	-7
	-1
	-3
	-10
	8
	-24
	6
	-5
	29
	-4
	6
	-3
	-2
	0.89
	

	Chemicals, rubber and plastics
	0
	-1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	-2
	0
	0
	0
	-1
	-2
	4
	0
	-1
	0
	0
	0
	-1
	0
	0.10
	

	Motor vehicles
	0
	0
	-4
	-5
	0
	1
	0
	2
	0
	-7
	-1
	0
	-16
	3
	0
	-13
	0
	-1
	0
	-2
	-12
	-0.01
	

	Transport other than motor vehicles
	0
	2
	-2
	-1
	-1
	0
	-2
	0
	1
	3
	3
	2
	1
	1
	0
	-3
	-2
	0
	-2
	-3
	0
	0.07
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	Source: de Cordoba, Laird, Vanzetti (2004)
	
	
	


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


PROJECTED CHANGE IN IMPORTS AND EXPORTS (%)
UNDER 4 SCENARIOS OF TARIFF CUT
	
	
	Free trade
	WTO
Hard
	WTO
Soft
	Simple
(Linear)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	CHINA:
	Imports
	12.1
	11.7
	9.1
	6.8

	
	Exports
	9.8
	10.0
	7.7
	5.5

	
	
	
	
	
	

	INDIA:
	Imports
	29.2
	20.9
	6.4
	4.6

	
	Export
	20.5
	14.9
	5.3
	3.9

	
	
	
	
	
	

	OTHER 
S ASIA
	Imports
	15.6
	7.4
	4.6
	2.4

	
	Exports
	12.0
	6.3
	4.5
	2.7

	
	
	
	
	
	

	INDONESIA:
	Imports
	5.6
	4.4
	2.8
	1.1

	
	Exports
	5.2
	4.3
	2.8
	1.3

	
	
	
	
	
	

	OTHER
SE ASIA
	Imports
	4.4
	2.7
	1.0
	0.5

	
	Exports
	3.3
	2.1
	0.9
	0.5

	
	
	
	
	
	


Data source: De Cordoba, Laird. Vanzetti (2004)
NOTE on scenarios:
Free Trade – tariffs cut to zero
WTO hard – Swiss non linear with higher cuts
WTO soft  – Swiss non Linear with milder cuts
Simple   –  linear Formua with cap for tariff peaks   
United States proposal

	Phase


	Period
	Product Covered
	Target Tariff
	Modality

	First
	2005-2010
	Products with tariffs

Of 5% or below


	0%
	

	
	
	Products with

tariffs above 5%
	Maximun: 8%
	Swiss Formula

t1 = 8 x t0
8 + t0


	
	
	Highly traded

Sectors*


	0%
	Zero-for-Zero

	Second
	2010-

2015
	
	0%
	Linear Cut in 5 years


February 2003

US- formula

“A” COEFFICIENT

OF SWISS

FORMULA

New Tariff









↓




↓  


 t1
 =


8 x t0
← Base








8 + t0
← Tariff 
February 2003
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	World Trade

Organization
	

	
	

	
	TN/MA/S/4

11 September 2002

	
	(02-4775)

	
	

	Negotiating Group on Market Access
	


wto members' tariff profiles 

Note by the Secretariat


The profiles of Members' tariffs were compiled at the request of the delegation of Malaysia.  They are based on data available in the WTO Consolidated Tariff Schedules database (CTS) and the Integrated Data Base (IDB).

1. Tariff profiles for MFN final bound duties were taken from the CTS. Two Members (Moldova and Poland) out of the total WTO Membership are not covered because their files could not be prepared in time for the tariff profile analysis.  Therefore tariff profiles for bound duties are shown for 126 Members.
 

2. Tariff profiles for MFN statutory applied duties are taken from the IDB. They cover the 77 Members and Acceding countries for which processed information is available.1  In each case the latest available year has been selected. 

3. To improve cross-country comparability the profiles have been compiled at the Harmonised System (HS) 6-digit level taking into account tariff lines in chapters 01 to 97. The HS 6-digit level product classification offers a common standard structure which is not biased by the different levels of disaggregation in Members’ tariffs. For the calculation of HS 6-digit duty averages and maxima, only ad valorem duties, including ad valorem equivalents (AVEs) if supplied by the Member, were used. However,  the incidence of non ad valorem duties (specific, mixed, or compound duties) is indicated in all tables.  

4. The first step in the calculations consisted of aggregating both bound and applied tariff line data up to the 6-digit level. With respect to bound duties, only bound tariff lines were taken into account in the calculations. No assumptions were made as to the duty of unbound tariff lines. Therefore, any 6-digit subheading was considered to be bound if at least one tariff line within that subheading was bound, and the duty averages were calculated only on bound tariff lines. Any 6-digit subheading where no tariff line within that subheading was bound was considered to be unbound.  Unbound subheadings were not included in the calculations.

5. All subsequent steps in the calculations were based on these ‘pre-aggregated’ HS 6-digit duty averages. 

6. The results are presented in ten tables, which can be divided into four different sets. In each set information for all products and non-agricultural products is presented separately. 

Table 8:  Bound Duties for Non-agricultural Products

	Import

markets
	Binding coverage (percent)
	Simple average
	Standard deviation
	Maximum
	Last year of implemen-

tation
	Duty free

(percent)
	Dutiable

(percent)
	International peaks

(percent)
	National peaks

(percent)
	Other Duties and Charges (ODCs)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Total
	Of which non ad valorem
	
	
	Simple average
	Maximum
	Of which non ad valorem
(percent)

	Albania
	100
	6.6
	6.4
	20
	2009
	28.4
	71.6
	0
	15.5
	10.1
	0
	0
	0

	Angola
	100
	60.1
	1.6
	80
	1995
	0
	100.0
	0
	100.0
	0
	0.1
	0.1
	0

	Antigua and Barbuda
	97.6
	51.4
	8.8
	206
	1999
	0
	97.6
	0
	97.6
	0.1
	0
	0
	0

	Argentina
	100
	31.8
	6.4
	35
	2003
	0
	100.0
	0
	98.1
	0
	3.0
	3.0
	0

	Australia
	96.5
	11
	11.3
	55
	2000
	17.2
	79.3
	0.1
	14.9
	6.4
	0
	0
	0

	Bahrain
	71
	35.1
	2
	100
	1995
	0
	71.0
	0
	71.0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Bangladesh
	3.1
	42.9
	41.7
	200
	1997
	0.0
	3.1
	0
	2.7
	0.2
	0.9
	2.5
	0

	Barbados
	55.8
	75
	21.6
	247
	2004
	0
	55.8
	0
	55.8
	0.4
	199.1
	346.0
	0

	Belize
	97.7
	51.5
	5.6
	110
	1995
	0
	97.7
	0
	97.7
	0
	14.1
	44.0
	0.0

	Benin
	30.1
	11.4
	10.2
	50
	1995
	0.6
	29.5
	0
	5.3
	1.4
	0.9
	19.0
	0

	Bolivia
	100
	40
	0.5
	40
	1995
	0
	100.0
	0
	100.0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Botswana
	96
	15.8
	11.7
	60
	2007
	13.4
	82.6
	0
	35.2
	2.5
	0
	0
	0

	Brazil
	99.9
	30.8
	7
	85
	2004
	0.3
	99.6
	0
	97.1
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Brunei Darussalam
	94.9
	24.5
	6.8
	50
	1995
	0
	94.9
	0
	94.9
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Bulgaria
	100
	23
	12.5
	40
	2010
	3.8
	96.2
	0
	57.6
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Burkina Faso
	29.9
	13.1
	18.5
	100
	1995
	0.6
	29.3
	0
	5.1
	1.2
	2.0
	50.0
	0

	Burundi
	9.9
	26.8
	30.1
	100
	1995
	0.4
	9.5
	0
	6.8
	1.4
	4.2
	30.0
	0

	Cameroon
	0.1
	50
	0
	50
	1995
	0
	0.1
	0
	0.1
	0
	0
	0
	0.1

	Canada
	99.6
	5.3
	5.1
	20
	2004
	29.4
	70.2
	0.4
	6.8
	6.4
	0
	0
	0

	Central African Rep.
	56.8
	37.9
	9.4
	70
	1995
	0
	56.8
	0
	56.8
	0
	15.2
	16.0
	0

	Chad
	0.2
	75
	0
	75
	1995
	0
	0.2
	0
	0.2
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Chile
	100
	25
	0.3
	25
	1999
	0
	100.0
	0.0
	99.9
	0
	0
	0
	0

	China
	100
	9.1
	6.1
	50
	2010
	6.2
	93.8
	0
	13.4
	1.3
	0
	0
	0

	Colombia
	100
	35.4
	2.6
	104
	2004
	0
	100.0
	0
	100.0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Congo
	3.1
	15.1
	10
	30
	1995
	0
	3.1
	0
	0.9
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Congo,Democratic Republic of
	100
	95.9
	17.7
	100
	1995
	0
	100.0
	0
	98.9
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Costa Rica
	100
	42.6
	10.2
	100
	2005
	3.3
	96.7
	0
	96.0
	0
	1.0
	1.0
	0


Table 8:  Bound Duties for Non-agricultural Products – Continued 

	Import

markets
	Binding coverage (percent)
	Simple average
	Standard deviation
	Maximum
	Last year of implemen-

tation
	Duty free

(percent)
	Dutiable

(percent)
	International peaks

(percent)
	National peaks

(percent)
	Other Duties and Charges (ODCs)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Total
	Of which non ad valorem
	
	
	Simple average
	Maximum
	Of which non ad valorem
(percent)

	Côte d'Ivoire
	22.9
	8.6
	5.7
	25
	1999
	0.7
	22.2
	0
	2.8
	0
	0.3
	25.0
	0

	Croatia
	100
	5.5
	4.4
	25
	2005
	26.5
	73.5
	0
	0.3
	0.3
	0
	0
	0

	Cuba
	20.3
	9.4
	7.3
	62
	1999
	1.7
	18.6
	0
	2.0
	0.6
	0
	0
	0

	Cyprus
	83.8
	38.6
	6.7
	50
	2004
	2.1
	81.7
	0
	81.6
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Czech Republic
	100
	4.2
	3.2
	29
	2004
	15.7
	84.3
	0
	0.9
	1.8
	0
	0
	0

	Djibouti
	100
	40
	1.6
	230
	1995
	0
	100.0
	0
	100.0
	0
	100.0
	100.0
	0

	Dominica
	96.4
	50
	0
	50
	1995
	0
	96.4
	0
	96.4
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Dominican Republic
	100
	34.2
	9.6
	40
	1999
	0
	100.0
	0
	91.0
	0
	0.6
	60.0
	0

	Ecuador
	99.8
	21.1
	7.3
	40
	2005
	0
	99.8
	0
	69.7
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Egypt
	98.7
	28.3
	17.7
	160
	2004
	0
	98.7
	0
	73.1
	0.1
	0
	0
	0

	El Salvador
	100
	35.7
	9.9
	80
	2005
	2.4
	97.6
	0
	97.1
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Estonia
	100
	7.3
	4.6
	30
	2005
	18.4
	81.6
	0
	1.1
	0.8
	0
	0
	0

	European Union
	100
	3.9
	3.7
	26
	2004
	23.7
	76.3
	1.1
	0.8
	7.1
	0
	0
	0

	Fiji
	45
	40
	0
	40
	1995
	0
	45.0
	0
	45.0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Gabon
	100
	15.5
	4.8
	60
	1995
	0
	100.0
	0
	1.2
	1.1
	18.0
	18.0
	0

	Gambia
	0.5
	56.4
	20.1
	80
	1995
	0
	0.5
	0
	0.5
	0
	10.0
	10.0
	0

	Georgia
	100
	6.5
	4.7
	20
	2005
	23.6
	76.4
	0
	0.3
	0.3
	0
	0
	0

	Ghana
	1.2
	34.7
	6
	50
	1995
	0
	1.2
	0
	1.2
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Grenada
	100
	50
	0
	50
	1995
	0
	100.0
	0
	100.0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Guatemala
	24.6
	27.8
	12
	75
	2004
	0
	24.6
	0
	20.4
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Guinea
	29.5
	10
	6.7
	40
	1995
	0.7
	28.8
	0
	4.8
	0.3
	0.6
	23.0
	0

	Guinea-Bissau
	97.3
	50
	0
	50
	1995
	0
	97.3
	0
	97.3
	0
	50.1
	80.0
	0

	Guyana
	100
	50
	0.7
	70
	1999
	0
	100.0
	0
	100.0
	0
	30.0
	50.0
	0

	Haiti
	87.6
	16.9
	7.5
	40
	1999
	3.3
	84.3
	9.6
	45.6
	0
	12.4
	16.0
	0.0

	Honduras
	100
	32.6
	6.9
	55
	1997
	0
	100.0
	0
	91.3
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Hong Kong, China
	37.4
	0
	0
	0
	2000
	37.4
	0.0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Hungary
	95.8
	6.9
	4
	43
	2002
	9.3
	86.5
	0
	1.6
	1.1
	0
	0
	0

	Iceland
	94.1
	9.6
	12
	175
	2000
	40.1
	54.0
	0
	27.2
	7.4
	0
	0
	0
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	Import

markets
	Binding coverage (percent)
	Simple average
	Standard deviation
	Maximum
	Last year of implemen-

tation
	Duty free

(percent)
	Dutiable

(percent)
	International peaks

(percent)
	National peaks

(percent)
	Other Duties and Charges (ODCs)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Total
	Of which non ad valorem
	
	
	Simple average
	Maximum
	Of which non ad valorem (percent)

	India
	69.8
	34.3
	11.8
	150
	2005
	2.5
	67.3
	6.1
	60.1
	0.1
	0
	0
	0

	Indonesia
	96
	36
	9.9
	125
	2005
	2.2
	93.8
	0
	90.1
	0.4
	0.2
	25.0
	0

	Israel
	73
	9.2
	10.4
	170
	2005
	9.9
	63.1
	8.7
	9.3
	3.5
	0
	0
	0

	Jamaica
	100
	42.5
	16
	50
	1995
	0.4
	99.6
	0
	82.1
	0
	12.4
	80.0
	0

	Japan
	99.5
	2.3
	3.4
	30
	2009
	57.1
	42.4
	3.6
	0.6
	10.3
	0
	0
	0

	Jordan
	99.9
	15.2
	9.8
	30
	2010
	6.3
	93.6
	0.0
	46.8
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Kenya
	1.6
	54.1
	14.9
	62
	1999
	0
	1.6
	0
	1.6
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Korea, Rep. of
	93.6
	10.2
	8.4
	80
	2009
	15.1
	78.5
	0.1
	11.9
	3.6
	0
	0
	0

	Kuwait
	99.9
	100
	0
	100
	1995
	0
	99.9
	0
	99.9
	0
	15.0
	15.0
	0

	Kyrgyz Republic
	99.9
	6.7
	4.2
	20
	2005
	22.5
	77.4
	0.2
	0.0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Latvia
	100
	9.4
	7.3
	55
	2008
	16.1
	83.9
	0
	8.3
	1.5
	0
	0
	0

	Lesotho
	100
	60
	0
	60
	1995
	0
	100.0
	0
	100.0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Lithuania
	99.8
	8.4
	6.2
	30
	2009
	24.5
	75.3
	0
	7.7
	0.3
	0
	0
	0

	Macao, China
	14.7
	0
	0
	0
	1997
	14.7
	0.0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Madagascar
	18.9
	25.3
	6.8
	30
	1995
	0.0
	18.9
	0
	16.2
	0
	149.5
	250.0
	0

	Malawi
	14.8
	43.3
	7.9
	85
	1997
	0
	14.8
	0
	14.8
	0
	20.0
	20.0
	0

	Malaysia
	81.2
	14.9
	10.5
	40
	2005
	4.1
	77.1
	0.1
	38.5
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Maldives
	96.6
	35.2
	37.1
	300
	1995
	0
	96.6
	0
	96.6
	1.9
	0
	0
	0

	Mali
	31.6
	14.1
	15.6
	60
	1995
	0.6
	31.0
	0
	6.8
	2.9
	4.6
	50.0
	0

	Malta
	96.7
	49.1
	9.1
	88
	1995
	0
	96.7
	0.0
	96.7
	0
	6.1
	100.0
	10.2

	Mauritania
	30
	10.5
	7.3
	50
	1995
	0.6
	29.4
	0
	5.3
	0.0
	0.6
	15.0
	0

	Mauritius
	5.3
	18.9
	30
	122
	2005
	3.7
	1.6
	0
	1.5
	1.5
	4.6
	17.0
	0

	Mexico
	100
	34.9
	3.5
	50
	1999
	0.2
	99.8
	0
	99.4
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Mongolia
	100
	17.3
	6.4
	30
	2005
	1.6
	98.4
	0
	78.4
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Morocco
	100
	39.2
	3.9
	45
	2004
	0.0
	100.0
	0
	99.5
	0
	15.0
	15.0
	0

	Mozambique
	100
	99.6
	6.2
	100
	1995
	0
	100.0
	0
	99.5
	0
	0.4
	100.0
	0

	Myanmar
	4.7
	21.1
	16.9
	165
	1995
	1.0
	3.7
	0
	3.3
	0.0
	0
	0
	0

	Namibia
	96
	15.8
	11.7
	60
	2007
	13.4
	82.6
	0
	35.2
	2.5
	0
	0
	0

	New Zealand
	100
	11
	11.9
	55
	2000
	41.1
	58.9
	4.6
	33.9
	5.9
	0
	0
	0
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	Import

markets
	Binding coverage (percent)
	Simple average
	Standard deviation
	Maximum
	Last year of implemen-

tation
	Duty free

(percent)
	Dutiable

(percent)
	International peaks

(percent)
	National peaks

(percent)
	Other Duties and Charges (ODCs)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Total
	Of which non ad valorem
	
	
	Simple average
	Maximum
	Of which non ad valorem
(percent)

	Nicaragua
	100
	41.5
	5.8
	100
	2004
	0
	100.0
	0
	99.9
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Niger
	96.2
	38.1
	18.6
	50
	1995
	0.6
	95.6
	0
	72.3
	0
	35.6
	50.0
	0

	Nigeria
	6.7
	48.1
	10.1
	80
	1999
	0
	6.7
	0
	6.7
	0
	80.0
	80.0
	0

	Norway
	100
	3.1
	3.9
	14
	2004
	45.5
	54.5
	2.5
	0
	12.1
	0
	0
	0

	Oman
	100
	11.6
	5
	20
	2009
	4.1
	95.9
	0
	2.2
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Pakistan
	36.9
	35.3
	15.4
	100
	2004
	0
	36.9
	0
	33.2
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Panama
	99.9
	22.9
	10.5
	81
	2010
	2.2
	97.7
	0
	70.8
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Papua New Guinea
	100
	30
	16.3
	100
	2006
	0
	100.0
	0.1
	70.0
	0.3
	0
	0
	0

	Paraguay
	100
	33.6
	5.3
	35
	1995
	0
	100.0
	0
	95.4
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Peru
	100
	30
	0
	30
	1995
	0
	100.0
	0
	100.0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Philippines
	61.8
	23.4
	11
	50
	2005
	2.2
	59.6
	0
	50.2
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Qatar
	100
	14.5
	4.9
	30
	2009
	1.1
	98.9
	0
	17.7
	0
	3.0
	3.0
	0

	Romania
	100
	31.6
	7.5
	42
	2004
	0.5
	99.5
	0
	94.1
	0
	0.5
	0.5
	0

	Rwanda
	100
	91.5
	23.9
	100
	1995
	0.5
	99.5
	0
	97.2
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Senegal
	100
	30
	0.3
	30
	2005
	0
	100.0
	0
	99.9
	0
	1.4
	85.0
	0

	Separate Customs Territory of Taiwan, Penghu, Kinmen and Matsu
	100
	4.8
	5.5
	90
	2011
	28.9
	71.1
	0.9
	1.7
	2.4
	0
	0
	0

	Sierra Leone
	100
	48.4
	5.5
	80
	1995
	0
	100.0
	0
	100.0
	0
	47.1
	50.0
	0

	Singapore
	64.5
	6.3
	4.2
	10
	2004
	17.4
	47.1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Slovak Rep.
	100
	4.2
	3.2
	29
	2004
	15.7
	84.3
	0
	0.9
	1.8
	0
	0
	0

	Slovenia
	100
	23.7
	6.6
	27
	2003
	2.4
	97.6
	0.1
	87.5
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Solomon Islands
	100
	79.9
	10.2
	120
	1995
	0
	100.0
	1.0
	97.5
	0
	0
	0
	0

	South Africa
	96
	15.8
	11.7
	60
	2007
	13.4
	82.6
	0
	35.2
	2.5
	0
	0
	0

	Sri Lanka
	28.3
	19.2
	17.1
	100
	2001
	0.2
	28.1
	0.3
	13.1
	0.5
	1.3
	10.0
	0

	St. Kitts and Nevis
	97.6
	70.8
	7.4
	170
	1999
	0
	97.6
	0
	97.6
	0
	17.9
	28.0
	0.1
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	Import

markets
	Binding coverage (percent)
	Simple average
	Standard deviation
	Maximum
	Last year of implemen-

tation
	Duty free

(percent)
	Dutiable

(percent)
	International peaks

(percent)
	National peaks

(percent)
	Other Duties and Charges (ODCs)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Total
	Of which non ad valorem
	
	
	Simple average
	Maximum
	Of which non ad valorem
(percent)

	St. Lucia
	99.5
	53.9
	15.7
	206
	1999
	0
	99.5
	0
	99.5
	0.5
	0
	0
	0

	St. Vincent and the Grenadines
	99.4
	54.4
	16.7
	206
	1999
	0
	99.4
	0
	99.4
	0.5
	0
	0
	0

	Suriname
	15.1
	17
	12.9
	40
	1999
	0.9
	14.2
	0.0
	9.1
	0
	3.6
	50.0
	0

	Swaziland
	96
	15.8
	11.7
	60
	2007
	13.4
	82.6
	0
	35.2
	2.5
	0
	0
	0

	Switzerland
	99.7
	0
	0
	0
	2004
	14.7
	85.0
	85.0
	0.2
	9.1
	0
	0
	0

	Tanzania, United Republic of
	0.1
	120
	0
	120
	1995
	0
	0.1
	0
	0.1
	0
	74.7
	84.0
	0

	Thailand
	70.9
	24.2
	9.9
	80
	2005
	2.5
	68.4
	14.9
	47.2
	0.3
	0.0
	20.0
	0

	Togo
	0.6
	80
	0
	80
	1995
	0
	0.6
	0
	0.6
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Trinidad and Tobago
	100
	50.5
	10.9
	70
	1995
	0.9
	99.1
	0
	96.1
	0
	14.3
	15.0
	0

	Tunisia
	51.1
	40.6
	15.4
	180
	2005
	0
	51.1
	0
	51.1
	0.0
	1.0
	30.0
	0

	Turkey
	39.3
	17.4
	12.1
	92.4
	2004
	3.0
	36.3
	0
	19.1
	0.7
	0
	0
	0

	Uganda
	2.9
	50.4
	10.9
	80
	1995
	0
	2.9
	0
	2.9
	0
	16.7
	30.0
	0

	United Arab Emirates
	100
	13.1
	3.6
	15
	2009
	1.1
	98.9
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	United States
	100
	3.2
	4.3
	48
	2009
	38.5
	61.5
	4.8
	1.8
	8.2
	0
	0
	0.3

	Uruguay
	99.7
	31.3
	6.5
	35
	2002
	0
	99.7
	0
	98.2
	0
	3.0
	3.0
	0

	Venezuela
	100
	33.1
	4.1
	40
	2004
	0
	100.0
	0
	99.2
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Zambia
	4
	42.2
	7.4
	60
	1995
	0
	4.0
	0
	4.0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Zimbabwe
	8.9
	10.6
	10.1
	35
	1995
	1.6
	7.3
	0.2
	2.3
	0.5
	1.2
	15.0
	0


Source: WTO CTS.

	World Trade

Organization
	

	
	

	
	TN/MA/S/3/Rev.2

11 April 2003

	
	(03-1988)

	
	

	Negotiating Group on Market Access
	


formula approaches to tariff negotiations

Note by the Secretariat

Revision

II. Introduction

7. With the aim of simplifying and unifying the documentation issued by the Secretariat regarding the use and impact of formulae for tariff negotiations, this document combines a revised version of the theoretical foundations of formulae approaches, TN/MA/S/3/Rev.1, with an updated and revised version of the document TN/MA/S/3/Rev.1/Add.1, which illustrates, where possible, various proposals for formula reductions which were submitted by Members up to end March 2003. A hypothetical tariff profile has been used to illustrate the properties of the theoretical formulae and the specific formulae proposed by Members.  
III. Formula approaches – some general considerations 

8. Two types of formula can be used in negotiations.  The first is one that reduces the applicable tariff rates by the same percentage, regardless of the initial tariff rate.  These are called tariff independent formulae.  The second type of formula is called tariff dependent, since the percentage reduction in tariff rates depends on the initial tariff rate subject to negotiations.  It includes the so-called harmonisation formulae which have the effect of reducing the dispersion of the applicable tariff rates. 

9. To assess how these two types of formulae reduce different tariff rates a hypothetical tariff profile is used for a numerical analysis.  It shows how a range of initial tariff rates is reduced using different formulae and different specifications. Some key descriptive statistics of the old and new tariff profiles are also provided in the numerical analysis. These are the tariff average, maximum, standard deviation, coefficient of variation and escalation ratio. The standard deviation is a measure of absolute dispersion of the tariff profile.  It is dependent on the average level of the tariffs. The coefficient of variation is a measure of relative dispersion.  It is defined as the standard deviation divided by the average and usually presented in percent, i.e. multiplied by 100.  It is not affected by the average levels of tariffs.  Tariff escalation is measured in this note as an arbitrary ratio of two tariff lines in the lower and upper spectrum of the tariff profile. 

B. Tariff Independent Formulae

10. The defining feature of independent formulae is that they are not dependent, in any way, on the initial tariff rate.  What is important is simply the rate of reduction.  For example, the most commonly cited independent formula is the one used for the Kennedy Round where “an across the board cut of 50 per cent would be used as a working hypothesis for the determination of the general rate of linear reduction”.

11. Assume that the initial tariff rate prior to negotiations is given by t0 and the final tariff rate resulting from the negotiations is t1.  The expression which relates the two tariff rates, where c is a constant parameter, would be:
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12. The final tariff rate would necessarily depend upon both the parameter c and the initial tariff rate.  The rate of reduction (R = 1 - c), however, is independent of the tariff rate depending only on the parameter c.  The original tariff rate is not a determinant of the rate of reduction.  All tariff rates will be reduced by the same percentage.

13. To assess how this particular formula operates consider our hypothetical tariff profile assuming different values for c (0.1, 0.25 and 0.5). Table 1 presents the original tariff profile and the resulting profile for the three different values of c. It shows that the formula results in a reduction in the overall average and maximum tariff rates and in the standard deviation. There is no impact on the coefficient of variation and on our pre-defined tariff escalation ratio. The latter result arises since all tariff rates are cut by the same proportion, which does not change ratios between different tariff rates. The reduction in the standard deviation is solely due to the reduction in the tariff averages.  

14. Among the formulae proposed so far only the Indian proposal (see paragraphs 30 and 31) makes use of this type of formula.  In order to address peaks a supplementary reduction is included which makes the final reduction dependent on the initial tariff rates in all those cases where there are ‘national peaks', i.e. tariff rates more than three times the national average.

C. Tariff Dependent Formulae 

15. In contrast to the previous section where the rate of reduction is independent of the initial tariff rate, there is a whole class of formulae that are a function of the initial tariff.  The basic element of these formulae is that they aim to have higher reductions for higher tariff rates.  Hence, they are commonly called ‘harmonising’ formulae, since the overall dispersion of the tariff profile is reduced. 

16. Tariff dependent formulae can be linear, or non-linear.  It should be noted that during the Tokyo Round Switzerland proposed a specific functional form of the non-linear formula. This formula is now commonly known as the Swiss formula.  It is explained below. 

2. Linear reduction formulae

17. An example of a basic linear formula is a generalisation of the tariff independent formula by adding an intercept:
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18. There are two possible cases depending on the value of  a: 

· a<0 : it implies that tariff rates below a certain threshold are reduced to zero and tariff rates above that threshold are cut by an increasing percentage as the tariff rates increase.  

· a>0 : under the assumption that an increase in tariff rates is out of question, it implies that tariff rates below a certain threshold are not reduced at all, and that above that threshold tariff rates are cut by an increasing percentage as the tariff rates increase.  

19. Linear formulae that are tariff dependent and harmonising can be used in ‘tariff band’ approaches which propose different linear cuts for different ranges or intervals of the tariff profile. The European Communities’ proposal (see paragraphs 28 and 29) and the Korean proposal (see paragraphs 35 to 41) could be classified in this category.

Table 1

Impact of linear cut on the hypothetical tariff profile for various coefficients

	
	Initial

tariff rate
	Final tariff rate after reduction
	Reduction in percent

	Tariff line
	
	c=.90
	c=.75
	c=.5
	c=.90
	c=.75
	c=.5

	Line 1
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Line 2
	2.5
	2.3
	1.9
	1.3
	10.0
	25.0
	50.0

	Line 3
	5.0
	4.5
	3.8
	2.5
	10.0
	25.0
	50.0

	Line 4
	7.5
	6.8
	5.6
	3.8
	10.0
	25.0
	50.0

	Line 5
	10.0
	9.0
	7.5
	5.0
	10.0
	25.0
	50.0

	Line 6
	12.5
	11.3
	9.4
	6.3
	10.0
	25.0
	50.0

	Line 7
	15.0
	13.5
	11.3
	7.5
	10.0
	25.0
	50.0

	Line 8
	17.5
	15.8
	13.1
	8.8
	10.0
	25.0
	50.0

	Line 9
	20.0
	18.0
	15.0
	10.0
	10.0
	25.0
	50.0

	Line 10
	22.5
	20.3
	16.9
	11.3
	10.0
	25.0
	50.0

	Line 11
	25.0
	22.5
	18.8
	12.5
	10.0
	25.0
	50.0

	Line 12
	27.5
	24.8
	20.6
	13.8
	10.0
	25.0
	50.0

	Line 13
	30.0
	27.0
	22.5
	15.0
	10.0
	25.0
	50.0

	Line 14
	32.5
	29.3
	24.4
	16.3
	10.0
	25.0
	50.0

	Line 15
	35.0
	31.5
	26.3
	17.5
	10.0
	25.0
	50.0

	Line 16
	37.5
	33.8
	28.1
	18.8
	10.0
	25.0
	50.0

	Line 17
	40.0
	36.0
	30.0
	20.0
	10.0
	25.0
	50.0

	Line 18
	42.5
	38.3
	31.9
	21.3
	10.0
	25.0
	50.0

	Line 19
	45.0
	40.5
	33.8
	22.5
	10.0
	25.0
	50.0

	Line 20
	47.5
	42.8
	35.6
	23.8
	10.0
	25.0
	50.0

	Line 21
	50.0
	45.0
	37.5
	25.0
	10.0
	25.0
	50.0

	Line 22
	52.5
	47.3
	39.4
	26.3
	10.0
	25.0
	50.0

	Line 23
	55.0
	49.5
	41.3
	27.5
	10.0
	25.0
	50.0

	Line 24
	57.5
	51.8
	43.1
	28.8
	10.0
	25.0
	50.0

	Line 25
	60.0
	54.0
	45.0
	30.0
	10.0
	25.0
	50.0

	Average
	30.0
	27,0
	22,5
	15,0
	9,6
	24,0
	48,0

	Maximum
	60.0
	4,6
	12,0
	
	
	
	

	Std. Dev
	18.4
	16,6
	13,8
	
	
	
	

	Coeff. Var.
	61.3
	61,3
	61,3
	
	
	
	

	Escalation 

(line13/line5)
	3.0
	3,00
	3,00
	
	
	
	


3. Non linear reduction formulae

20. There are any number of non-linear formulae imaginable, however, in practical terms only one type of formula, the so called Swiss formula, has been used so far in tariff negotiations. It was initially proposed during the Tokyo Round and adopted by some developed countries.  The specification of the formula is as follows, where a is simply a coefficient.
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21. The formula has the property of being a function of both the initial tariff and the coefficient a. The coefficient can be negotiated.  The formula can be rearranged so that it that it can be compared easily to the other formulae presented so far (see annex for the transformation). It shows that an increase in the value of  a  reduces the rate of tariff reduction.
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22. To illustrate how the value of the coefficient is critical to the effectiveness of the formula to reduce tariff rates, three values have been chosen for the numerical example: 5, 15 and 50.   An increase in the value of the coefficient results in a smaller overall reduction of the key descriptive statistics.  When a is equal to 5 the average is 3.9, the tariff escalation ratio is 1.3.  When a is equal to 15 the average increases to 8.8, but the escalation coefficient rises slightly to 1.5.  In the final case where a is equal to 50, there is still a significant cut in the overall average.  Furthermore, despite tripling the value of parameter, the escalation coefficient rises to only 1.7. The results in Table 2 illustrate these points.

23. Overall the general impact of the Swiss formula is to widen the gap between the original and final tariff rate as the original tariff rate increases indicating that the cuts are greatest for the higher tariff rates.  Figures 1 and 2 illustrate this point.

24. It can be shown graphically (Figures 1 and 2) and analytically that the Swiss formula has lower rates of percentage reduction than those generated by a tariff independent linear reduction in a certain range of low tariff rates. This range extends from rates just above zero to a certain value which is determined by the respective coefficients.   

 t1-Swiss > t1-linear  for  t0 < (a / c) - a  

where c is the reduction coefficient from the linear formula and a is the Swiss formula coefficient.

25. For example, for c=0.9 and a=50 tariff rates up to 5.5 percent will be reduced less by the Swiss formula than by the linear cut.  For other examples see Figure 2.

26. Among the proposals so far presented, the United States have adopted the Swiss formula (see paragraphs 42 and 43) while China (see paragraphs 25 to 27) has proposed a variant of the Swiss formula with properties very close to that of the original Swiss formula but with a Member specific coefficient.  

Table 2

Impact of Swiss formula on the hypothetical tariff profile for various coefficients

	
	Initial

Tariff rate
	Final tariff rate after reduction
	Reduction in percent

	Tariff line
	
	a=5
	a=15
	a=50
	a=5
	a=15
	a=50

	Line 1
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Line 2
	2.5
	1.7
	2.1
	2.4
	33.3
	14.3
	4.8

	Line 3
	5.0
	2.5
	3.8
	4.6
	50.0
	25.0
	9.1

	Line 4
	7.5
	3.0
	5.0
	6.5
	60.0
	33.3
	13.0

	Line 5
	10.0
	3.3
	6.0
	8.3
	66.7
	40.0
	16.7

	Line 6
	12.5
	3.6
	6.8
	10.0
	71.4
	45.5
	20.0

	Line 7
	15.0
	3.8
	7.5
	11.5
	75.0
	50.0
	23.1

	Line 8
	17.5
	3.9
	8.1
	13.0
	77.8
	53.9
	25.9

	Line 9
	20.0
	4.0
	8.6
	14.3
	80.0
	57.1
	28.6

	Line 10
	22.5
	4.1
	9.0
	15.5
	81.8
	60.0
	31.0

	Line 11
	25.0
	4.2
	9.4
	16.7
	83.3
	62.5
	33.3

	Line 12
	27.5
	4.2
	9.7
	17.7
	84.6
	64.7
	35.5

	Line 13
	30.0
	4.3
	10.0
	18.8
	85.7
	66.7
	37.5

	Line 14
	32.5
	4.3
	10.3
	19.7
	86.7
	68.4
	39.4

	Line 15
	35.0
	4.4
	10.5
	20.6
	87.5
	70.0
	41.2

	Line 16
	37.5
	4.4
	10.7
	21.4
	88.2
	71.4
	42.9

	Line 17
	40.0
	4.4
	10.9
	22.2
	88.9
	72.7
	44.4

	Line 18
	42.5
	4.5
	11.1
	23.0
	89.5
	73.9
	46.0

	Line 19
	45.0
	4.5
	11.3
	23.7
	90.0
	75.0
	47.4

	Line 20
	47.5
	4.5
	11.4
	24.4
	90.5
	76.0
	48.7

	Line 21
	50.0
	4.6
	11.5
	25.0
	90.9
	76.9
	50.0

	Line 22
	52.5
	4.6
	11.7
	25.6
	91.3
	77.8
	51.2

	Line 23
	55.0
	4.6
	11.8
	26.2
	91.7
	78.6
	52.4

	Line 24
	57.5
	4.6
	11.9
	26.7
	92.0
	79.3
	53.5

	Line 25
	60.0
	4.6
	12.0
	27.3
	92.3
	80.0
	54.6

	Average
	30.0
	3,9
	8,8
	17,00
	77,2
	58,9
	34,0

	Maximum
	60.0
	4,6
	12,0
	27,3
	
	
	

	Std. Dev
	18.4
	1,1
	3,3
	8,1
	
	
	

	Coeff. Var.
	61.3
	28,1
	36,8
	47,7
	
	
	

	Escalation 

(line13/line5)
	3.0
	1,3
	1,7
	2,3
	
	
	



[image: image6.emf]Figure 1: Comparison of linear cut and Swiss formula
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[image: image7.emf]Figure 2:   Reductions in percent for linear cut and Swiss formula
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 Table 3

Impact on tariff rates of various line by line formula proposals on the hypothetical tariff profile

	Tariff line
	Initial tariff rate
	China 

ta=30,  B=1
	China 

ta=30,  B=3
	European Communities
	India a 

50%
	India b 

33%
	Korea
ta=30
	USA

	Line 1
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Line 2
	2.5
	2.3
	2.3
	1.8
	1.3
	1.7
	2.0
	0.0

	Line 3
	5.0
	4.3
	4.4
	3.0
	2.5
	3.4
	4.0
	0.0

	Line 4
	7.5
	6.0
	6.1
	4.1
	3.8
	5.0
	6.0
	3.9

	Line 5
	10.0
	7.6
	7.7
	5.2
	5.0
	6.7
	8.0
	4.4

	Line 6
	12.5
	8.9
	9.2
	6.4
	6.3
	8.4
	10.0
	4.9

	Line 7
	15.0
	10.1
	10.4
	7.5
	7.5
	10.1
	12.0
	5.2

	Line 8
	17.5
	11.2
	11.6
	8.0
	8.8
	11.7
	14.0
	5.5

	Line 9
	20.0
	12.2
	12.7
	8.6
	10.0
	13.4
	16.0
	5.7

	Line 10
	22.5
	13.0
	13.7
	9.1
	11.3
	15.1
	18.0
	5.9

	Line 11
	25.0
	13.8
	14.6
	9.6
	12.5
	16.8
	20.0
	6.1

	Line 12
	27.5
	14.6
	15.4
	10.2
	13.8
	18.4
	20.3
	6.2

	Line 13
	30.0
	15.2
	16.2
	10.7
	15.0
	20.1
	20.5
	6.3

	Line 14
	32.5
	15.9
	17.0
	11.2
	16.3
	21.8
	20.8
	6.4

	Line 15
	35.0
	16.4
	17.7
	11.8
	17.5
	23.5
	21.0
	6.5

	Line 16
	37.5
	17.0
	18.3
	12.3
	18.8
	25.1
	21.3
	6.6

	Line 17
	40.0
	17.5
	18.9
	12.9
	20.0
	26.8
	21.5
	6.7

	Line 18
	42.5
	17.9
	19.5
	13.4
	21.3
	28.5
	21.8
	6.7

	Line 19
	45.0
	18.3
	20.1
	13.9
	22.5
	30.2
	22.0
	6.8

	Line 20
	47.5
	18.8
	20.6
	14.5
	23.8
	31.8
	22.3
	6.8

	Line 21
	50.0
	19.1
	21.1
	15.0
	25.0
	33.5
	22.5
	6.9

	Line 22
	52.5
	19.5
	21.6
	15.0
	26.3
	35.2
	22.8
	6.9

	Line 23
	55.0
	19.8
	22.1
	15.0
	27.5
	36.9
	23.0
	7.0

	Line 24
	57.5
	20.1
	22.5
	15.0
	28.8
	38.5
	23.3
	7.0

	Line 25
	60.0
	20.4
	23.0
	15.0
	30.0
	40.2
	23.5
	7.1

	Average
	30.0
	13.6
	14.7
	10.0
	15.0
	20.1
	16.7
	5.4

	Maximum
	60.0
	20.4
	23.0
	15
	30
	40.2
	23.5
	7.1

	Std. Dev
	18.4
	5.9
	6.7
	4.5
	9.2
	12.3
	7.4
	2.2

	Coeff. Var.
	61.3
	43.5
	45.5
	45.4
	61.2
	61.3
	44.6
	40.7

	Escalation 

(line13/line5)
	3.0
	2.0
	2.1
	2.1
	3.0
	3.0
	2.6
	1.4


Notes:

a
Applicable to developed countries.

b
Applicable to developing countries.

 Table 5

Applying different formulae to hypothetical weighted tariff averages

(Initial and final tariff rate and reductions by case in percent)

	Hypothetical cases
	Initial
	Weighted average rates after reduction
	Reductions in percent

	
	weighted  average
	Japan
	Korea

cut 40% 
	Linear 

cut 50% 
	Japan
	Korea

cut 40%
	Linear 

cut 50% 

	Case 1
	0.0
	0.3
	0.0
	0.0
	n.a
	0.0
	0.0

	Case 2
	2.5
	2.3
	1.5
	1.3
	8.0
	40.0
	50.0

	Case 3
	5.0
	3.6
	3.0
	2.5
	27.3
	40.0
	50.0

	Case 4
	7.5
	4.6
	4.5
	3.8
	38.9
	40.0
	50.0

	Case 5
	10.0
	5.3
	6.0
	5.0
	47.0
	40.0
	50.0

	Case 6
	12.5
	8.0
	7.5
	6.3
	36.1
	40.0
	50.0

	Case 7
	15.0
	8.9
	9.0
	7.5
	40.9
	40.0
	50.0

	Case 8
	17.5
	9.6
	10.5
	8.8
	45.0
	40.0
	50.0

	Case 9
	20.0
	10.3
	12.0
	10.0
	48.5
	40.0
	50.0

	Case 10
	22.5
	13.2
	13.5
	11.3
	41.5
	40.0
	50.0

	Case 11
	25.0
	13.9
	15.0
	12.5
	44.3
	40.0
	50.0

	Case 12
	27.5
	14.6
	16.5
	13.8
	46.7
	40.0
	50.0

	Case 13
	30.0
	15.3
	18.0
	15.0
	49.0
	40.0
	50.0

	Case 14
	32.5
	18.2
	19.5
	16.3
	43.9
	40.0
	50.0

	Case 15
	35.0
	19.0
	21.0
	17.5
	45.8
	40.0
	50.0

	Case 16
	37.5
	19.7
	22.5
	18.8
	47.6
	40.0
	50.0

	Case 17
	40.0
	20.3
	24.0
	20.0
	49.3
	40.0
	50.0

	Case 18
	42.5
	20.9
	25.5
	21.3
	50.8
	40.0
	50.0

	Case 19
	45.0
	21.5
	27.0
	22.5
	52.3
	40.0
	50.0

	Case 20
	47.5
	22.0
	28.5
	23.8
	53.7
	40.0
	50.0

	Case 21
	50.0
	22.5
	30.0
	25.0
	55.0
	40.0
	50.0

	Case 22
	52.5
	23.0
	31.5
	26.3
	56.2
	40.0
	50.0

	Case 23
	55.0
	23.5
	33.0
	27.5
	57.3
	40.0
	50.0

	Case 24
	57.5
	23.9
	34.5
	28.8
	58.5
	40.0
	50.0

	Case 25
	60.0
	24.3
	36.0
	30.0
	59.5
	40.0
	50.0


[image: image8.emf]Figure 3: Comparison of formula proposals for line by line reductions 
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� This document has been prepared under the Secretariat's own responsibility and without prejudice to the positions of Members and to their rights and obligations under the WTO.


� The Member states of the European Union are counted as one, and Switzerland and Liechtenstein are also counted as one.
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