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II lNTf\ODlJC I'JotJ II 

The ''Trade Barriers" are broadly divided into 

"Old Protection" and "New Protection". The Old 

Protection is called as "Tariff Barriers" while new 

protection as "Non-Tariff Barriers". 

The Non-tariff barriers a~e also called as 

''Hidden Barriers'' or "Invisible Barriersn. The New 

protection differs from the old protection, both in 

terms of Spirit and method. 

With the reduction of tariff barriers, under 

various multinational negotiations, like Dillion 

Round, L<'nnedy Hound (c<~rried under ll>" auspices of 

G.!\. T. T.) the relative importance of tlTBs has 

increilsed. 

Importance or the study of NT!Js :-

Importance of the study of NTBs can be seen 

a) Trade liberalisation and increase ln World trade 

b) NTAs ~nd the problems faced by LDCs. 

In other words, the importance of the study of 

NTfls is reflected when one sees the prosperity in the 

post World War II period, due to liberillisation of 

tr•1de, ;md also thP close r<>l<~tion hetwP.on tHBs and 

the various problems faced by developing countries. 
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According to Cassing (Portfolio, P 1) "And 

there is no doubt that the present day rel~tive 

prosperity owes much to the liberal trAde policies 

in the post World War II ••••••••• In the 25 years 

to 1973 world production grew at 5% a year, and 

world trade by 7% a year. But since 1973 growth has 

slowed ~nd markets are closing. There is now 

concern that the steady progress towards trade 

liberalisation is threatened by a ''!lew Procte~tionism", 

b) Problems faced by J,i?_Cs and relation with LDCs 

The following problems faced by developing 

countries show a closr> rt>lation :1nd .important 

bearing of NTBs. 

1. Inst~bility in export earnings. 

?. Fluctuating prices of primary goods. 

- which are their major exports. 

3. Declining terms of trade. 

4. Increasing debt. 

5. Reduction in the pace of economic development. 

Explaif!ation 

This m~y br> explainr>d as follows : 

The Developing Countries in order to accelerate 

the pac<? of their economic development, want to 

increasr> their exports, earn more foreign exchange, 

and thcr,'by import the necessary technology 
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r~'<IIIired for lheir d<'vr>lopmr:!nl. 

However, due to the different barriers, like 

t;,r.i ff ;mel JH£ls, impo-::"d by dev<>lop<>d r:nunlries, 

the developing countries are not able to export 

more, as a result their export earnin0s are low. 

Secondly, whatever they export dn not fetch 

ad<'•juat" earnings due tn fluctuating prices (which, 

ap.,rt from oth0r re.1~nnc;, mily be partly dun tr:> 

uncPrtalnty crt>atecl by arbitrary anrl arlhoc l'IT£3s). 

The net result is increasing borrr:>wings from 

devr:!loped countries to finance their (lleveloping . 

Countries) development projects. 

It not only increilses the burden of the 

developing countries, in terms or r<'p;,yment of the 

lo;,n ;md interest. but tlv~ country h•'comes "a Fawn" 

in the h;mrls of the developed countries. The 

developer! countries would use the dev<>loping 

co11ntries to fulfil their person;,!, political aims 

and objectives, at the cost of the Sovereignity and 

int,rn.,l policir>s of the developing countries. 

1\nd, therefor", in order to step up the exports, 

and export earnings of the developing countries, the 

G.A.T.T. through various multinationnl negotiations 

hild tried to reduce the tariff barriers. 
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However, a fear has br?en expressed, that, while 

tariff barriers are r<>ducerl, the NIBs are increased 

by the dev0loped countries. Such a mov<> m'"'y nullify, 

or worsen the trade liberalisation process. 

In this context, it is important to study the 

trade barriers, particularlly NTAs. 

As Prof. Yeats (1979, P 19) , rightly states, 

"The survey of the! ni1ture and magnitud<! of the 

external trade barriers that limit LDC penetration 

of Industrial markets appears timely in view of the 

fact that trade liberalisation is assuming an 

increasingly important role in aspects of interna­

tional development policy and discussions concerning 

dismantling thd harriers". 

Object_of the Dissert'"'tion:-

ln the context of the above an'"'lysis, in this 

dissertation, I will try to survey th<! literature 

on NIBs, to know 

1. Vihat are NIBs 

2. Which arE> the major NIBs 

3. On what commodities are they imposed. 
of developing countries. 

4. Are they increasing 

5. What will be the benefit to developing-countries, 
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if they are reduced, as suggested by different 

empirical findings. 

6. Conclusion. 

It must be noted, that the diserlation deals, 

in general with the NIDs, imposed by·developed 

countries on the Visible (Merchandise) imports of 

Developing and Developed Countries. 

It does not deal with !-JIBs imposed hy 

developing countries on the imports from developed 

countries. 

Secondly,, it does not deal with the !JIBs 

imposed by developed countries on the lnvisibles 

fro111 developed countries. 

The dissertation is divided into following 

chapters. 

Deals with a brief Historical Review of 

NIBs, definitions of NIBs, why are they called 

"Hidden b~rriers", classification of NIBs. 

Chapter 2 "Some important NIBs" 

Chnpter 3 Reviews the UNCTAD's Inventory Approach, 

as a method to measure the· ·extent of l'ITBs - The 
\\ II \\ '' 

Frequr>ncy and Coverage Indices, and th" l<1cuna in 

this ;,pproach. 
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It trins to statn the reasons behind the 

rPstrictions of Agricultural goods in E.E.C. and, 

Inrl11s tri'll goodrTexti le, in the develored countries. 

It docs a comrarative analysis to show, that, 

relatively the extent of NTBs, imposed by the 

developed countries, are more on the imports from· 

dcv0lopinq cotJntries, thRn on the imp"rts from 

devnloped countries. 

Chapter 4 l t s 1 .. -,tns some of the empirical 

estimates, which shows the potential volume of 

LDC trade which would occur in the absence of tiTBs, 

suqqt>sting the losses to developing c0tmtries. 

It also shows, after 1974, the t!Tfls on 

manuf acturNl goods, like textile, l<?a Lher goods, 

and footweRr products, has increased, and since 

the developing countries have comparative advantage 

in the production of these goods, the future 

prospects of development, for the devnloping 

countries is indicated to be bleak. Unless the 

various codes stated in the Toky~ Round are 

followed by the developed countries, Rnd the 

G.A.T.T., also takes ~ction against tlte violators. 

Conclusion 
Appendix 

Bibliogrr1phy. 
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Clli\PTER - 1 

lJ[:F J i l'·.TI ("•if IIi !iJ CL!'• ... :; I FI Ci\ TIOi ·I 

OnP of th,., princl.f'l% underlyin'l th0 G.A. T. T. 

wn~, thnt, cotintriPs should rely excliJsively on the 

t~rlff f0r control of imports. And, ther0fore, of 

thf"' Twenty-Lhrc>e 'lrticles in th0 r;.A.T.T. devot0d 

to qnod C•.mrluct in trndiWJ rel.!Jti0ns, 111 prohibit 

or rngulalP thn use of specified Non-L·riff measures 

tlPt can rPstrict imp0rts. Excepti0ns wer" m'ltle for 

the use nf (juantitative restrictions for "Balance 

of l'aym,..nts" reasons and for "trad" in t.aricul tur'll 

Commoditie9" , but these were intend~ I to be used 

infr<>qu<>ntly. 

Unfortunately, the G.A.T.T. has not prev"nted 

the r.1pid <Jrowth in recent years of th<e use of non­

t~rl.ff tr~de dlstortinq measures by its sign~tory 

mrmh~rs. 

1.::> Ciluses for incrf'ase in llTOs : 

C.1us0~ fo1· incr"'lSC In NTBs cr>n hn di.vid<>d 

into h-10 types : 

a) Causes chiP to inherent defect in (j. A. T. T. 

b) Recent reasons, caused c~e to reduction in tariff. 

l.~.t a) Caus0s due to inherent defect of G.A.T.T. are 

1) ''Grand-father Clause" (Protocal of Provisionill 
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Application) which permitted countri~s acceding 

to the agreement to continue all pre-existing 

pr;,ctices. 

2) Absence of some non-t;,riff measures in G.A.T.T. 

r<'gu 1 a tions. 

3) The Absence of any effective enforcement 

procedurP in th<' Agr<'f'mPnt. As Gerard anr:l Victoria 

Curzon (1972, P 6) puts it- "In the absence of a 

court of arbitration issuing interpretntions from 

time to time, the G.A.T.T.'s enforcPment procedures 

an'! limited to discussing a notific;dion or 

complaint inconclusively without attempting to r~le 

against or in favour of it. If there are opposing 

views, there is usu;,lly no attempt to reconcil them 

and the working party involved simply tends to 

report all shades of opinion and leave it at that". 

b) Recent reasons 

In recent years Non-tariff measures will 

become increasingly important barriers to trade 

and will demand greater attention due to following 

reasons. 

1. Remarkable success in reducing tariffs during the 

Kennedy Rounds of Negotiations. Accordin1 to E.H. 

Preeg (1970, P1), tariffs concessions on dutiable 

Non-Agricultural products by the four largest 

Industrial participants U.K., U.S.A., E.E.C., and 

Japan av0raged slightly more than 35;,j and covered 
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about S 20 billion of tr~de. 

f.uch sharp reduction in tariffs has two 

implications : 

a) If tariffs nre reduced and NTns are left 

untouched, existino NTBs must become rE>lntively 

more important. 

- lngo Walter (1969, P 13) 

b) In order to compensate domestic producers for 

loss of tariff protection it is likely that many 

non-tariff measures now dormant, would be rigorously 

arplied, new measures introduced, and old ones 

amended to make them more effective in rPstricting 

trade - Yeats ( 1979, P 1011) , Cassin'l (Portfolio. P6). 

lis William B.Kelly Jr (1967, P 265) puts it "Such 

loVterinc: of t<1riffs would be) an;,lo')OJes to a 

lowering of the water level of the fltl,,ntic ocean.­

the mountains of the ocean floor th.1t hnd hitherto 

been submerged would now become nnvl'lnlion hazard~". 

Or as B.A. Jon~s ( 1968, P2) puts it "The 

lowering of tariffs has in effect b~~n like 

draining a Swamp. The lower wator level has revealed 

all the snags and slumps of non-tnriff barriors that 

still have to the clear away", 
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Cofl_clu_sion : 

The net result mrly be th~t , trade liher<llisation 

sought through tariff cuts m<ly not be achieved. 

And therefore, Baldwin (1970, P 2) remarks "The 

Kennedy Round's neglect of non-tariff tr~de 

distortions was as disappointing ~s its trlriff­

reducing :1ccomplishments were encour0ging." 

Similarly according to P.J. Lloyd (1972 P 1). An 

increase in the use of Non-tariff interventions 

hAd led to an increasing concern, th~t non-tariff 

interventions could become important in the 

increasing division of the world into trading 

Blocks the dangers of trade wa~ between blocks". 

1.4 13rief Historical overview of Non-tariff Barriers 

The process of NTI3s was initiated in 1950's 

by European Economic Community which forged its 

protectionist common Agriculture Policy. 

In the 1950's and 1960's clothing and Textile 

was brought under Quota restraints. 

In 1961, the United States pioneered 

"Voluntary'' export restraints in a informal way 

for textile with Japan, but today it covers four­

fifth of the World trade in textile. 

My mirl 1970's VER covered bicycle, electronic 

components, Television sets. 
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In 1973 VER was spread_to Automobile and 

~>tee 1 products. 

The use of discrimin~tory qovt. procurement 

policies and govt. subsidies since 1973, has spread 

to steel and Shipbuilding Industries in the E.E.C. 

Extent of NT!3s 

According to Ger;,rd and Victorie~ Cur:zon (1972, 

p 1) "The Industrial Committee, of the G.A.T.T., 

produced a consolidated list of some 800 non-tariff 

devices notified by one or more countries''. 

This indicates that the NTBs are widespread. It 

must, however, be noted that the NTBs have not 

emerged all of a sudden after 1950's, but they 

existed even when tariffs were the major barriers. 

Today, however, with the reduction of t;,riff 

barriers their relative importance and intensity 

has increased, and is growing; and unless checked, 

would be a qrave thre;,t to world trade. As 

Cassing (Portfolio, P 18) puts it, "In the 1930's 

the cost of the retreat from liberal trade was 

notoriously high. Today, with a much more 

sophisticated level of specilisation among major 

trading nations, the cost would be substantially 

higher". 
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Uef lnl t:!o_q_~L..Uc:?.n-TAriff l3arricrs 

Introduction : 

According to Kiryoshi Kojima (1972,P 1) " 

''Tremendous variety, substantial complexity and 

great tenacity are characteristics o~ Non-Tariff 

barriers. To give a clear definition of what is 

Non-Tariff harrier is most import~nt and this is 

the first step to approaching and solving this 

non-tariff barrier problem. Because, if one is not 

cl<'ar of C'Ven what the non-tariff harri<'rs arO?, or 

whAt one country calls a non-tariff harrier and 

another country does not, it will be difficult for 

thPse countries to even begin neqoti,tions". 

Following ilre some of the important clefini tions 

1) Prof R. Baldwin (1970 P 5) suggests that a non-

tariff trade distorting policy is ''any measure 

(Private or Public) that causes internationally 

traded goods and services, to be allocated in such 

a wr~y <>S to reduce potential real world income". 

"Potential real \'lorld Income is that level 

attainable if resources and outputs were allocated 

in an economically efficient manner''. 

2) According to William B.Kelly Jr. (1967, P 266). 

In the broadest sense "a nontariff barrier is any 
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law, r<'CJlllCJt.ion'., or policy, or practice of a 

Government., othr>r than an .import duty, th"t has a 

r~strictive effect on trade''. 

3) f~iyoshi J:ojim" ( 1972, P 3) d0fines ilon-t'lriff 

b.,rriers as "Measures otlv?r than tariffs thC>t 

restrain or disturb free internAtionAl tr~de, and 

ar0 s0lective rcgul<Jtions v:hich directly or 

inclin>c tl ;• eli scrimina te br,tv•eon indig0neous i'lnd 

foreign qnods." 

4) AccorrlinCJ to Brain ~riffiths (1976 P1) The 

term ''Non-tariff b~rriers" now in conman usage 

refers to policies and practices which eithnr by 

desi()n or <Jccid<'nt prot0rt or favour dome~tlc 

produc0•·s vis-a-vis forr>ir111 suppliers at lhe 

expense nf clomest.lc consumrrs and tax payers". 

5) Accorrling to P.J.Lloyd (1972 P1) Tho t0rm 

"Non-tariff barriers" or "lion-tariff distortions" 

hilve come to be a shorthand for all these measures 

or instruments other th~n t~riffs imposed by 

Governments which restrain or distort free 

internation~l trade by discriminating between 

locally proclttced &. import0d goods". 

6) /\ccorrl~n·• to lngo Walt".< (1969, P18) "In the broadest 

sense, tlon-t."riff bilrriers to Interniltion'll trade 

encompaso. 01Jl priv~te and qovernmental policies 
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~nd practicPs thnt s~rv~ to "distort'' the volume. 

Commodity- Composition or direction of trade in 

gr,oJs anci servicPs''. 

Critical evaluations of the Definitions : 

1) According to all the definitions, stated above, 

NTBs consists of all activities (Public or Private) 

other th;m tariff which dis Lort Int,..rnC~tional trade. 

~) However, according to Ingo Walter it would be 

''nonsensical" to classify all actions as Non-tariff 

barriers. For example, Measures taken by a firm to 

reduce production costs, or prices, or increase 

product differentiation, or advertisement, cannot 

be called NTBs even though it may influence vc•lume 

and composi lion of trade, when followed by import 

competing firms (reduce imports) or exporters 

(increase foreign sales) 

Unless the purpose or "Intent " of these 

measures was to distort Lr~de. 

And therefore, Ingo Walter remarks (P 19) 

"Economists have contributed to thP. confusion 

surrounding NTBs by largely ignoring the problem of 

"Intent'' of Non-tariff restrictions to trade, which 

is perhaps the governing element from a definitional 

stand point". 
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3) According to William B. Kelly Jr. (P 266), 

Kiyoshi Koshima (P 3) and P.J.Lloyd (P 1) , 

Exchange rate chc,ges, Monetary and fiscal policies 

can have restrictive trade effects, but they ~re not 

usually regarded as Non-tariff trade barriers, 

because these measures are designed to maintain 

external Balance of Payment. 

It may be, however, noted that Ingo Walter 

includes foreign exchange restrictions, variations 

in direct tax systems, under Type III Restrictions 

(~ccidental NIBs) instead of the pure NTB Category 

(Type I) on the grounds that these restrictions are 

used primarily as a substitute for depreciation 

(for B.O.P. purpose) without any attendant 

discrimination am_ng goods. 

It must be noted, however, that, Foreign exchange 

restrictions do apply unequally to different kinds of 

transactions such as tourism, investment and gifts. 

1. 7 Why are they called "Hidden" or "Invisif.ll~'!l.:;:iers" 

They are called as Hidden or Invisibl~ barriers 

because ''the incidence'' or effect of them is not 

visible as in the case of tariff barriers. As Cassing 

(Portfolio P 2) puts it "Many such trade barriers, 

however, are not entirely transparent". 
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This can be illustrated by following points. 

Some NTBs arP not oublished : 

The Schedules of Tariff barriers are published 

by the Govt. and International agencies. This is, 

ho~ever, not the case with NTBs. NTBs like variable 

levies, state tr~din~, Health and s~nitary Standards, 

are not published by most of the Countries, nor 

report0rl to the International Organisation and hence 

thPir effect cannot be evaluated. 

NTBs Overl;,p 

Many Non-tariff barriers overlap, in the sense, 

a gi.vPn product is subject to several impediments 

(restrictions) and so it is difficult to isolate 

thr impact of any given NTB- Yeats (P 113) 

Interchangeable : 

They are interchangeable, for example, the 

encouragement to local production and export given 

by discriminatory government purchasing could just 

as well be provided by a regionr.l development 

gr;,nt, r. high technology development subsidy or an 

international aid progrCJmme. 

lind therefore, Gerard and Victoria Curzon ( 1972 

P 4) rrmarks, "In thP smne way that a sieve cannot 

be made more water-tight by pluggin') up one or two 

holes, so progress in controlling onn Non-tariff 
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mnthod of protection mr1y be rendered rlugatory by 

tlw fact tiFtt anothPr is left untolJCh<'d, since to 
II 

somr> extent lll'"Y are interchan<Jeable. 

Dec<'ive the appearance : 

Certa~n restrictions like Quota, Packaging 

regula u,,ns, Health r1nd Sani tory conditions are 

visible (in the sense they are known) but will 

bPcome NTBs, when they deceive the appearance. 

As Cassing (p 2) puts it ''Health and Sanitory 

conditions help to raise real National Income, 

but if applied intentionally, they will become 

b~rriers to trade." 

The problem is, however, how to know whether 

it is in tenlional or not, and whether it is 

overemphasised or not ? 

Secondly, how do we know that if they were 

rE'moved, it would reduce or remove di.5tortion ? 

As Yeats (P 106) puts it ''Would removal of health 

anrl sanitary standards applied to agricultural 

products results in an increase or decrease in 

Worli Income if the resulting expansion in imports 

vm s accompanied by a reduction in community health 

stAndards ? While the Question can be resolved i~ 

theory, an answer may be unobtainable in practice". 
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1.'7.5 llnve .1drni_nistr.1tive r~iscretion : 

Many of the instruments have a large element 

of ,,c!ministr.otiv<' •llcr.reti0n, and sincr:> th0 decisi'lns 

are adh0c, anrl arbitrnrily taken by the executive, 

the rulr:>s v1hich are being i1pplied <1re far from clear, 

and h<'!nce the effects of !JIBs cannot be evC!luat<?d. 

They are further a']gravatcd by th~ secrecy 

which surrounds m;:my of th<>se practic--e~. This 

S"Cr"CY hid"s the rules which are br:>in'} practis<ed 

from the srcrutiny of thr economists ··nd 6thers, as 

a rc'sul ~- (!\IC'ntitativ~ ane1lysis brcnrn~c difficult. 

For <'XC\Jllf'l<', st:c>tistics re'atin'] to import prices 

affrcted by volunt~ry agr<'<'ments, Discrimenatory 

S~l<'s t~x<'s, imports ~1lch may be a'fected by 

stilnd-lrds ilrvi r0lat<cd regulati·•ns ar" not <Jvailabl<'!. 

1. 7. 7 Continueous ch,,nne. cre.,tes uncert:1in t·r : 

Continu-,1 chnnge ln these ins trurflcnts, unlike 

t.1riffs which r0mains fixed for rnilny years. The 

i1dm.inlsl.r.,t.iv<' ciiscr0.1tion involved in m;-ny non­

t.1riff instruments, me<1ns, thCJt thr>rr· rnllst. be 

1n<1ny d<'clsi0ns ~nd chnnges maclc every year, and this 

cra"J.es "n el<>mrnt of uncl'!rtainty, affecting trade. 



- 19 -

As Cassing (P 12) remarks "The evenhandedness and 

tr~nsparency of the industrial countries commercial 

policies are disappearing ------------ with 

artibrary and often nonsensical 

conditions or agreements bntween govern~ent 

the amount of uncertainty in the trading community 

must increase and this further reduces trade. Least 

cost production is no longer ;, guilr;,nt<:e of sales in 

the presence of arbitrilry ____ !~on-tariff barriers". 

1.8 Classific::ttion of tiTFls 

1. B. 1 

According to Ingo Walter (P 20). "It is perhaps 

most useful to group Non-tariff barriers by intent, 

because, there are a large number of distortions to 

tr<1de which are generally considered NIB's, but 

which are applied without the specific purpose of 

impending imports or artificially stimulating 

cxp.orts". 

Accordingly the NTBs are classified under one 

of the following three ways : 

I.Y2e 1 ( ru re NTBs) : 

Co1nrnrrcial policy measures desi,~ned primilrily 

to protect domestic producers from foreign competition. 

They are also called as "Pure NTBs" • They are further 

divided into "Import Directed" and "Export Directed'' 

groups. The measures that affect foreign competitive­

ness in domestic market are import diretted, and 
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those that aff~ct thP comp@titiveness of domestic 

firms in foreign markets are export directed. 

Type li (Uuasi NIBs) : 

Measures designed to deal with problems not 

directly related to commercial policy, but which 

have been used on occassion to intentionally 

restrict imports or stimulate exports. They are 

al~o called as "Quasi l'ITBs". 

Type III (i\.£CidPntiill tJTBs) : 

Measures appliPd with little or no intent to 

protect domestic industry, but which can have certain 

spill-over effects in thr foreign trade sectors. They 

are also called as ''Accidental NIBs". 

Each of these three categories is furhter 

subdivided into group A or B. The me~sures under 

qr"up A operates prim;nily through Uooanti t'ltive 

restraint on trade. 

While thn measures under group n operate on 

production costs and prices. 

1.8.1.1 Type I (rure NTBs) 

Group A 

1. Import Uuotas : globally administered including 

unspecified import quotas. 
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?. Import Quotas ~~lectively or bilaterally 

3. Licensing discretionary and restrictive. 

Liberal, including Licensing for 4. Licensing 

statistical purposes. 

5. Export restraints of a Voluntary nature, imposed by 

by trading partners, both bilateral and 

mul til.,teral. 

6. Imporl Prohibitions embargoes. 

7. Import Prohibitions selective with respect to 

origin. 

fl. State trading. 

0 Domestic procur<'rnent practices by Public units. 

10. Domestic content and other mixin1 regulations. 

1.8.1.2 Pure NTBs 

Grou~ 

1. Variable levies or supplementary imports charges, 

including minimum price regimes. 

2. Advanced deposit requirements 

3. Anti-dumping and counter vailiny charges. 

4. Credit or other restraints on imports, through 

the financial sector. 

~'· Tax b0n~fi ts for lmport-CompetincJ Industries. 

6. Direct or Indirect subsidisation of Import 

Competing industries, including credit 

subsidisation. 
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7. Speclnl discriminatory internnl transport 

charges. 

1.B.~.1 Type 11 (Quasi NTBs) : 

Group A 

1. Communication- media restrictions 

2. Cluantitntive m<1rketin1 restraints. 

1.R.::>.2 (Quasi t!Tfls) 

Group 13 

1. Packaging and labelling regulations, including 

mark of origin rules. 

?. Ileal t.h ilnd sani tory reguliltions ilnrl CJU.1li ty 

3. Safety and Industrial standards and regulations. 

4. florder tax adjustment. 

5. Use taxes and excises. 

6. Customs clearance and relatecl practice. 

7. Customs vAluation procedures and r<•lated 

prac tiel's. 

R. Customs classification procedures and related 

practices. It will restrict trade, when significant 

discretion is given to customs authorities in 

classifying imports into low tariff and high­

tariff categories. 



- ?3 -

1,R,.l,1 JiT.e III (llccident<Jl !!Tf3s) : 

1. Government manufacturing, Sales <Jnd trading 

monopolies covering individual products. 

2. Government structural and regional development 

policy measures. 

3, Government balance of payment policy measures. 

4, Variations in National tax systems. 

5, Variation in National Social insurance and 

rel<Jted programmes. 

6, Variations in allowable depreciation methods 

7, Gov('rnment financed research and development, and 

tecllnoloqy spill-overs from defence and other 

proqrammes. 

8. Scale effects induced by Govt. procurement. 

9, Variations in National Weights and Measures. 

10. Discriminatory external transport charges 

11, Transfer costs, like Docking and port delays 

12. Intern<Jtional Cartels 

13, Variations in economic policies like National 

Monetary and fiscal policies, 
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CHAPTER - 2 

II SOME IMI'ORTJ\NT NON-T/\Rlff 13/\RIUERS " ------------------------------------
2.1 Introduction: 

Even th0ugh the NIBs are widespread and 

Complex, as Gerard and Victori~ Curzon puts it 

(1972, P 1) "The Industrial Committee of G.A.T.T. 

had produced a consolidated list of s0me 800 non-

tariff devices notified by one or more countries". 

And , as also seen from the classification of NIBs 

in the previous Chapter. However, the m0st important 

NIBs, accounting for about 75% of the value of 

restricted trade, are : 

1. Quotas 

2. Volttntary Export Restrain 

3. Minimum Prices 

4. ~tate Tr~ding 

5. Government Procurement 

6. Health and Sanitary Standards. 

This Chapter, therefore, trios to explain 

these NTI3s. 
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II L!UOTA II 

When we take, both, Industrial and Agricul­

tural trade together, Quotas are the most 

important type of Non-tariff barriers in 

quantitative terms. (Note : The magnitude or 

percentage is given in next Chapter) • 

It must be noted, however, that Qu"lntitative 

restrictions are outlawed by Article 11 in part II 

of the G.A.T.T. and therefore, are only "legal" 

if applied under pre-accession legislation 

(Grandfather Clause). The situation varies from 

country to country, but in a great many cases 

the legislation requiring the use of quantitative 

restrictions to limit imports goes back to the 

1930s (Great Depression Period). 

2.2.2 Meaning : 

Quota mPans the importers (or exporters) 

.-.r,., issued licences, and are permitted to import 

(or export) only a fixed quantity of the commodity. 

2.?.3 Types : 

A Quota may be either "global" or "Selective". 
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In the case of ''global" Quota, the Volume , 

and the periosJ of import is specified. It is not 

important from which country the imports are made. 

Once the volume and time specified is elapsed, there 

will be no more imports, till the specified time 

eli1pSPS. 

In the case of "specified'' Quota, it is 

specified (indicated) ~bout the volume of imports 

and the country from which imports Rre to be made. 

2.2.4 Advant!!..9.~~__Qf_quota _O_\':~r__j;Cl_riff : 

The Wuota has follwing advantages over tariff : 

1) It has a grei'lter flexibility and hence a valuable 

assets in countering short run, temporary disturban­

ces, like sudden changes in the market for individual 

commodities, and temporary balance of payments 

problems. 

The Quota's administrative flexibility derives 

from the fact that the Quotas can be imposed by a 

sinqle unilateral action. In contrast, tariff 

increase need to be cleared in advance with members 

of tradinq blocks and are liable to retaliation 

in certain c<1ses. 
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a 
?) II C!uota i~1,mo:r:~£ertain r~e_<!SUre than a tariff. 

The relative certainty of a Quota deriv~s from the 

difficulty of estimating the appropriate tariff 

rate. The protectiveness of a tariff depends on the 

elasticities of foreign sup~ly and domestic demand 

and supply. 

The elasticities of such schedules, especially, 

over a range of prices are hard to predict quantita­

tively, accurately in advance. 

2.2.5 Di~~d~ant~~s of Quota over tariff : 

Tariff is preferable to Quota on following 

grounds. 

1) Quota leads to (fosters) favouritism and 

corruption as the licenses are issued by the 

bureaucrats to the importers. 

2) There is a fear that a potential monopolist 

may turn out to be a actual monopolist, there by 

exploiting the consumer (the figure illustrating 

this is given in the appendix). 

3) In the case of tariff, it is possible that the 

foreigners in order to retain their domestic share 

of exports, may lower the price, thereby benefitting 

the consumer, this does not occur in case of Quota. 
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4) In the case of tariff, the revenue goes to the 

Government, but under Quota it is uncertain-

a) It may go to Government if the License are ~ .. 

auctioned among importerS. 

b) May go to foreign exporters, if they are 

better organised than importers of other country: 

c) May go to domestic importers, if they are 

better organised than foreign exporters. 

As a result of this, the terms of trade in 

case of tariff imProves (if there is no retaliation) 

but in case of Quota, it is indefinate. (The figure 

illustrnting this, is given in the appendix). 

2.::>.6 Note : 

According to Jagdish Bhagwati, (1965) 

"Tariffs nnd Quotas are equivalent only when the 

frame of reference is Static and Perfectly 

Competitive market exist both at home and abroad. 

2.3 "VOLUNTARY EXPORT RESTRAINTS" 

2.3.1 Introduction : 

Throughout the 1960's and 1970's trading nations 

have witnessed an emerging form of protectionism 

that has moved alongside tariffs and Quotas as a 

major restrictive device. 
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2,3,2 Meaning : 

This new measure of protectionism is the so 

called "Orderly_Markgtina Agreement" (OMA), which 

essentially is a market-sharing pact nogotiQted by 

trading partners. It's main purpose is to moderate. 

the intensity of International Competition, hence 

allowing less efficient domestic producers to 

part.icirate in milrkets that would have been lost 

to foreign producers that sell a superior product 

or price on a more competitive basis. 

A typical pact consist of "Voluntary Export 

Restraints". The OMA covered trade in such commodi­

ties as Television sets, Steel, Shoes, Textiles, 

Calculator and Shipping. 

?.3.3 Illustration : 

For example, the United States Government 

may ask the Korean exports or Japanese exporters, 

to restrain (reduce) the export of Colour TV to 

u.s.A. 

2.3.4 Difference between Export Restraints & Quota : 

Export restraints, differs from Uuota on 

following grounds. 
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1) Wuota imposed unilaterally by the importing 

Country are said to be more rigid and h<'lrder to 

dispose, while Export Restriants are said to be 

more favourable to exporting countries than Quotas, 

because, they usually contain a negotiated growth 

rate and ensure regular consultation under the 

export restriants agreement, and thus speed the 

Jlrocess of Li heralisation 
• 

This however, may not be true, because export 

restraints are by definition, imposed by a powerful 

importing country, acting from a position of 

strength, in a necessarily discriminatory fashion, 

and as Gerard and Victoria Curzon (197~) puts it 

"It is frequent complaint that such "Voluntary" 

export restraints are negotiated "at the point of 

a gun"; if you do not limit exports, we will impose 

Quotas. This type of blackmail is bound to end 

in disaster sooner or later.'' 

2) ~hen Voluntary export restraints are successful, 

they have all the economic effects of ~n equivalent 

import quota, except for the revenue effect, which 

largely goes to foreign sellers; as has been 

indicated by the study of C. Fred Bergsten (1975, 

P 159). Similarly according to S.P.Mag0e's study, 

foreiqn steelmakers were r~hl0 to capture two thirds 
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of the revenue in trade with the United st~tes. 

3) Voluntary Export restraints ~re also likely to 

be "less effective'' than Quotas in limitinq imports, 

because voluntary export restraints are usually 

administered by the exporting nations which only 

reluntantly agree to curb, their exports. 

Further according to Ger~rd and Victori~ 

Curzon (1972,P 15), "Generally the largest and most 

competitive suppliers agre0 to "restrain" shipments, 

while less efficient residual suppliers an• generally 

left free to export what they can". For example, 

Japanese Steel had entered the United States by way 

of Canada to avoid the orderly marketing agreement 

on Japanese Shipments to the United States. 

2.4 " MINIMUM PRICES " 

2.4.1 Introduction : 

This instrument is largely used by America, and 

is called "American Selling Price" (A.S.P.) 

It must be noted, that, introduction of a system 

like II.S.P. would be in violation of G.A.T.T.'s 

Article 7, which states that "Countries should 

calculate duties on the basis of "Actu~l values" 

(that is, not arcitrary or fictitious value) but, 

the United State's practice predates it's membership 

in G.II.T.T. and is thus permissible under the 
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"grandfather" Clause. 

This valuation procedure applies to benzenoid 

chemicals, rubber soled footwear, canned clams and 

certain woolen kint gloves. 

Illustration 

Baldwin (1970, P 134) illustrate how the effect 

of fi.S.I'. Vi'lluation on dutir--s collecl~"d varies, and 

thus acts as a NIB. 

In calculating the duty to be paid on these 

items Customs officials use their American Selling 

Price, rather than the export value, for example, 

suppose the cost of producing a unit of some 

cl1emical product is $ 150 in the United States an~ 

only $ 90 in a foreign country (for simplicity 

transport cost is excluded). If a 40% tariff is 

levied on the American Selling Price value the duty 

will be $ 150 X 0.40 = $ 60. Thus u.s. product will 

be able to compete ~•th foreign producers in the U.S. 

market since the imported item will sell for $ 90 + 

$ 60 = $ 150. 

However, if the tariff is levied on the export 

value, the duty will be only $ 90 X 0.40 = $ 36, and 

the foreign producers product would have an upper 

hand • If the normal valuation procedure were 
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followed a tariff of 67% {$ 90 x 0.67 = $60) would 

be needed to raise the cost of imports to the level. 

of U.S. production costs. 

Even though we may have a contrary case when 

the U.S. price is less - But according to William B. 

Kelly (1967, P 291) "On an average A.S.P. about 

•oubles the duties that would be norm"llly collected." 

Thus the A.S.P. System, provides a concealed 

protection to the producers of above items. 

Conclusion 

However, during the Kennedy Round of a.A.T.T. 

negotiations, U.S. negotiators conditionally agreed 

to nbolish thP American Selling Price System on 

benzenoid chemicals in return for further, tariff 

cuts by other countries as well as certain Non-

tariff Concessions. 

" STATE TR/\DlNG " 

Meaning : 

State trading means, the state acting as an 

entfepreneur, buying and reselling, and sometimes 

manufacturing as well. 

According to Article 14 of G.A.T.T., State 

tradinq should be conducted on strictly commercial 
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lines, without dis tine tion between sources of 

supnly on grounds of nationality. 

Tl1is instrument Is m~inly used by E.E.C. and 

Japan. 

§imilarity of State Trading and other NTBs like 
lluota. 

If state trading is used for protectionist 

or social purposes r~ther than for fiscal reasons, 

it's economic effect would be similar to those of· 

quantitative restrictions, for example in France 

and U.K. the importation of coal, and liquid fuels, 

is monopolised by the state in order to protect 

domestic producers. 

On the otherhand, if state tradin~ is for 

revenue purpose, on goods like matches, salt, 

alcohol anrl toh~cco, the effects woulrl be simil~r 

to the imposition of ~ tariff. 

2.6 II GOVEBNMENT PfiOCUIIEMENT II 

2.6.1. Meaning 

It signifies the state acting as a consumer, 

buying for its own consumption, and not for 

commercial re-sale to the public. 
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Government Procurement as NIB : 

Government procurement is not a tiTB, per-Se , 

but becomes NTI3, whr>n tr<H:le is restrir:ted due to 

Government favouring domestic over foreign source 

of suprly. 

The me;:~ns by which domestic producers are 

favoured, are numerous ranging from 

1 ) The terms for soliciting bids 

2) The requirements placed on bidders 

3) The criteria for selecting bids <>nd nwarding 

contracts, and 

4) The extent to which contract terms are published. 

lllustr.ltions 

The following illustrations expl'li.ns this point: 

1) In Italy, "theoreti~ally, foreign contractors may 

always participAte in puhlic call for bids", but 

taken into considerntions must figure on so-called 

"trust<>d firms lists - These lists m.1y only include 

Itillian Contractors or foreign firms established in 

Ita 1 y." 

?) In Belgium, bidding is limited to Belgian 

Companies or to companies whose capital is two­

third in thr> hands of Belgian Contr~ctors. 
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3) France ties substantially all of its foreign 

aid loans Rnrl grAnts to procurement within France. 

4) Similarlly, according to "Buy American Act" or 

''Buy JapAnese'' policy, the goods of domestic origin 

be purchased by feder<Jl agencies for use, except 

when, the domestic cost is considered unreasonable 

if it exceeds by 6% the foreign bid price. 

HE/\LTH /\NO SNIIT i\fW ST 1\ND/\IHJS 

Introduction : 

Accordin0 to Article XX of G.A.T.T., Safety and 

Health measures should not be applied in a manner 

thRt would constitute unjustifiable discrimination 

between countries where the same conditions prevail. 

However, Health and Sanitary standards has been 

largely used, as a NTB. 

How it restricts trade 

It acts as a NTB, and restricts trade in two 

ways. 

1) Since the standards or Technical Specification 

differ from country to country, a commodity produced 

according to the specification of one country cannot 

be sold in another country. This will increase the 

cost of production, due to the change in basic model 
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accordinq to the specifications of diff0.rent 

countries. 

2) The importing countries often requires 

manufactures to submit their goods to testing 

by ~n approved testing station which certifies 

that they comply with the legal specifications. 

The certification and approval procedure may be 

costly and lengthy, thus discriminatinq imports 

against dom0stic product. 

Follbwina analysis explains somP of the 

important instruments, which fall under this 

cateaory and the way it distorts tr~de, and t 

therefore an NTB. 

Mark_of Oriqin _requL1 lion mily h<' used as 

a protectionist device if they require that the 

country of origin be noted on the imported 

commodity "in a conspicuous place as legibly, 

indelibly and permanently as the nature of the 

article will permit". 

Marketing Standards : discriminates against imports, 

through Advertisement and marketing regulations. The 

following exnmples, illustrates this. 

" According to Independent Television Authority 

(ITA) of U.K. 86 percent of T.V. Screen time be 

reserved for domestic material. Thus, imported 
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m~terial has access to only 14 percent of the 

ITA Screen time (i.e. 8 hours per we~k). Further 

restrictions relate to the prime evening time period 

during which no more than two of five programmes 

shown between 8.00 and 8.55 p.m. on Weekday evenings 

may be of u.s. origin. The 86/14 ratio of domestic 

to imported material not only reduces the quantity 

of sales but also depresses the pric~s of the 

material sold, the discriminatary restriction on 

the showing of material during prime evening time 

enhances the price - depressing effects." (William 

B. Kelly, Jr. 1967, P 305). 

Similarly, an interesting case in point in the 

marketing standard applied to importc~ tomatoes by 

the u.s. Department of Agriculture (U.S.D.A.) At 

the request of import competing Florida suppliers, 

U.S.D.A. ruled that green 

" must be at lease 2 1 ~ and 

tomatoes sold in the U.S. 
17" 

ripe tomatoes at least 2 32 

in diameter. Although they apply to both U.S. grown 

an<i importNl tomatoes, only about 1 s;r. of the t-unerican 

crop is affected while the regulations affect over 

half of the Mexican crop - Mexico is the chief 

supplier of tomato imports. The resulting in U.S. 

retall Lomnto prices is estimated to be well over 

50;; (The Wall street j ournnl, March 4, 1969). 
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Safety requirements : are aprlied discriminately to 

the imports of transportation services on Public 

Carri0rs, automotive Vechicle, gas cylinders and 

Industrial Machinery~ 

For examrle, the maximum permissible sreed 

for tractors, is 17 miles rer hour in Fr~nce, 13 

miles per hour in Germany, and 10 miles in Holland, 

This means that French preducers must modify their 

tr~ctors for export to Germany or Holl~nd (Baldwin 

1970, P 15) This leads to two effects stated in the 

beginning. 
I 

Similarlly, in the United States imports of 

boilers and pressure vessels are effectively excluded 

from some states and local communities ·by requirements 

that they b0 stamped with the seal of the t~erican 

Society of Mechnical Engineers, which is not issued 

to manufactuers located outside the United States 

and Canada. (William B. Kelly Jr. 1967, P 306) • 

Health requirements : Such restrictions impose costs 

on importers through service fees, additional 

processing required before sale, or long inspection 

delays. They may also result in substantial 

uncertainty on the part of importers. 
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For example, Fr~nce prohibits the advertising 

of spirits distilled from grain but p0rmi ts the 

advertising of spirits distilled from fruit. This 

prohibition is justified on health grounds, but 

protects French production of brandy from imports 

of whiskies and gin (from u.s.A. and U.K.) • 

Similarlly, in Germ~ny, unless bner is made 

only from m~lt, yeast, hops ~nd water, it cannot be 

sold as ''beer''. This restrictions effectively excludes 

imports of beer made from corn or rice. 

Italy had closed its borders to imports of 

pigmeat from Fr~nce because of one isolated case of 

severe fever in the pyrenees. 

U.S.A. had cut off all meat imports from that 

country as a result of an outbreak of hoof and mouth 

disease in a few sections of the country, even 

though the disease was not found in the sheep 

raising parts of Argentina. 

The recent, illustration, that can be given, 

is that of Chern.bal(U.s.s.R.) (~uglear, Reactor 

Explosion), due to which the imports from Poland 

has been affected. 

-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-
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··. 
Non-Tariff Barriers Facing Developing ·countries . Table 3.1 

Summary of Nont;lriff Barriers Applie·d by· Indusi;rial 
Countries on Imports pf Selected Agri!=ultural Commodities. 

-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-~---.-.-.-.-.~!-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-

BTN 
Code 

Product. 
description 

Nontariff frade barriers.imposed by 
EEC* 

Japan Norway · . Sweden USA 
-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-·-·7·---.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-·.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-
01.02 Bovine animals, 

live 

01.03 
02.01 

02.0t 

03.02 
03.03 
04.03 
04.04 
04.06 
07.01 
08.01 
08.02 
08.04 

08.11 
1 o. 01 
10.02 
10.03 
10.04 
10.05 
1 o.o6 
11.01 
11.02 

16.01, 
16.02 

17.01 

17.02 
20.01 

. 20.02 

20.03 
20.05 
20.07 

22.05 
22.06 
24.01 

24.02 

41.02 
41.03 
53.01 
53.06 
55.01 
55.05 

Swine 
Meat and edibl<? 
offals 
Bacon, ham and 
pigmeat· 
Fish, fresh or 
frozen 
Fish, processed 
Shell fish 
Butter 
Cheese and curd 
Natural honey 

· Fresh vegetables 
Tropical fruit 
Citrus fruits 
Grapes, fresh 
.>r dried 
Fruit, preserved 
Wheat & meslin 
Rye 
Barley 
Oats 
Maize 
Flice 
!"lour 
:::ereal groats 
and meal 
Sausages 
Prepared or pre­
served meat 
Beet and cane 
sugar 
Other sugars . 
Pickled 
vegetables 
Preserved 
vegetables 
Preserved fruit 
Jams ·& jellies 
Fruit and vege­
' 3ble juice 
Wines 
Vermouths 
Tobacco, 
unmanufactured 
':igars and 
igarettes 

r:ovine leather 
~heepskin le~ther 
Vool, greasy 
Comb<?d wool 
rlaw cotton 
Cotton yarn 

VL. 

VL 

R/MP/P/ST/GO./VL 

VL 

BO 

VL 
VL 
L • 
SR/MP/SQ/GQ/VL 
R/DL/GO 

SR/DL 
R 
VL 
VL 
VL 
VL 
VL 
VL 
'ilL 
VL 

VL 

VL 

VL 
VL 

L/Q/BQ/GQ 

L/0/BQ/GO 
L 
BQ/DL/VL 

L/BQ/GQ/DL 
MP 

ST 

ST/R 

DL/Gt~ 

DL/HS 

.DL/HS 

DL 
DL 
DL 
ST 
DL 

DL 

DL 
ST/CA 

ST 

ST 
DL/CA 
DL 

DL 

DL 

DL 

HS 

DL/GQ 

DL 

DL 

ST 

ST 
DL 
DL 

DL/GQ 

DL/GQ 

DL/MP 

DL/MP 

DL 
DL/GO 
DL 
DL/SR/MP 

DL 
ST 
ST 
ST 
ST 

-ST 

ST 
ST 

DL 

DL/GQ · 

DL 

VL 
DL 
DL 

DL/GQ 
ST 
ST 

Vl. 

VL .. 

VL 

VL· 

L/MP/TC 
L/TC · 

VL 
VL 

VL 

VL 
VL 
VL 
VL 
VL 

.VL/TC 
VL/TC· 

VL 

VL 

VL. 
VL 

ST 
ST 

·To 

TO 

R/HS 

HS 
HS 

0/HS 
·Q 

HS 

QjCA 

Q/CA •. 
Q 

Q 
0 

HS 

XR 
q 
xn 

-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-~---.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-. 

* Restriction imposed in whole, or in part, by EEC member countries. · 
Key BO- bilateral quo~a, DL- d~s~r~tionery licensin7 scheme use to control imports,.H$ = 
special health and sam. tary prohJ.bl. tJ.ons, CA = commodl. ty agreements to restrict imports X;-t = 
voluntary export restraints, SR = seasonal restrictions on imports, R =.Various trade ' ' 
restricti,;ms, TQ = tariff quota, GQ = g~o~al q~;~ota, ST ':' state trading,. VL = vari<lble. levy, . 
TC = specJ.al compensatory taxes, MP = mJ.nJ.mum J.mport ~rJ.ce system L = lJ.censing of importers 
P = import prohibition. · · · 
Source : Alexander J Yeats ''Effective Protection for Processed Agricultural Commodities 

a Comparison of Industrial Countries, Journal of Econ:omi cs <•nd B:, s in•::s s, 29 
(Fall 1976), p 39. · 
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Cl!M'TEH Ill 

" COVEi\/\GE OF NTOs" 

3.1 Introduction : 

To know the ''restrictiveness'' of non-tariff 

barriers, the analysis, should pass through three 

stnges. 

ln2__t~ge one, we should try to know, out of 

th0 different commodities, export0d by developing 

cotJntries to developed countries, on which 

commodities the non-tariff barriers are imposed. 

This will be shown by "Frequency Index". After 

this we sl1ould try to find out the proportion of 

tho v.llU<' of imports, subjected to ilTBs, in the 

total v<>lue of imports- This will b" shown by 

"Coverage Index". 

In otherwords, the "Frequency index" and 

''Coverage Index" helps us to know tho extent of 

imports subjected to NTBs. 

In stage two, by analysing the effects of 

different !Jr Bs, on the price of the commodities, 

subjected to NTBs, we may be able to derive certain 

''rate'' as in the c<>se of ''tariff r~te". 

In the third stago,,by using the "rate'' (derived) 
' 

~nd with the help of ~ ''l the quantity 

reduced, of the com111orli ties, subjected to IHBs, we 
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m~y be al,le to derive the "potential loss" to the 

country, exportin'1 the commodity. 

llowevcr, in this dissertation, we shall deal with 

only the first star~ (the other sta'1es will be 

de~lt· in further research) - since their analysis 

and study, which is complex,time consuming, does 

not fall in line with the limited scope of this 

dissertation. In otherwords, I first want to 

familiarize myself with the extent of this 

b.'1rril'r, (which I have tried to do in tllis 

dissertation) and then further, pursue, the same 

in my future research • 

3. 2 THE UNCT 1\D INVENTORY /1PI'ROACH 

3.2.1 

It is one of the procedures followed in the 

empirical evaluation of the importance of NTBs. 

lt is prepared by UNCTAD's Secretariat, on the 

basis of the information submitted by the developing 

countries to the UNCTAD, relating to trade with 

th" important 18 Industrialised countries. 

Importance or use of Inventory : 

1) It provides a concise easily accessible source 

of information on the type and frequency of NTB~ 

applied to developing countries expnrts. 
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?) It helps the LDCs in planning new export 

ventures since it sl1ows what artificial 

protectionist measures will be incountered in 

potential export markets. 

3) It hes been used by developing country 

representatives to the recent multilateral trade 

negotiations, since it provides negotiators with 

summary information on the trCJdP harriers facing 

their countries products. 

4) It is useful as a source of data for derivation 

of supr·lementary sLlti stical inform<Jtion which can 

be employed for comparative analysis of tJTBs in 

different Industrial Countries. 

Indices 

In order to know which are the items in 

Agriculture and manufacturing sectors, subject 

to high restrictions, we make use of "Frequency" 

and "Coverage'' Indices, (derived from UNCTAD's 

Inventory). 

1) Frequency lfttl~x : 

It shows the percent of tariff lines in 

major product groups covered by Non-tariff 

restraints. It is expr0ssed as : 



Fj = 

Where 
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Nr • 100 
Nj 

Fj = Frequency Index 

Nr = Number of commodities subject to reported 

NTOs within a qiven product class. 

Nj = Total number of commodities in the class. 

For exmnple, If in ,, group there are 10 commodities, 

and out of that suppose 5 nre subject to fJTBs, then 

the Frequency Index will be 50% 

Fj = 

= 

Nr 
Nj • 100 

5 
11 10,el 

F j = 50% 

llowever, merely having a high Fn'quency Index 

we will not be able to indicate the extent of 

protection. (whether the protection is significant 

or low). Because, even if 50% of the commodities are 

suh j ec t to NTf3s, it does not mean the protection is 

siqnificant (high) because the value contributed 

by these products in the tot~l v~l110 of exports, 

may be low, and hence we have to t~ke into account 

the value (figure) shown by coveraqc Index. 

2) Covernge Index 

It shows the percentage of imports entering 

the economy under NTBs in relation to tot1l imports 

for the commodity grnup. 
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It is expressed as 

Cj = 

Where 

Cj = 
Mr = 

~ir , 
r.ij 100 

Coveraqe Index. 

V;olue of imports 

group s11bject to 

in each 

NTf3s. 

Mj = total V'llue of imports in 

For example 

commodity 

product group j. 

In the above illustration, if th~ value of 

the 10 commodities, in the group, wns 100, and if 

the value of the 5 commodities, subjact to NTBs, 

was 70. Then the coverage Index will be 70%. 

Cj = M~ • 100 
MJ 

= 70 • 
m 1;ff 

Cj = 7076 

Thus with the help of the above tv1o Indices, 

we can say that the above five commodities are 

subject to high protection. 
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Empirical Findings : 

\ir> can explain, the first point, under thf' 

importance of Inventory (3.2.1)- ("It provide 

a concise • • upplir>d to developing 

countries exports'') with the help of Table 3.2 

developed hy lngo Will ter, by usin'l th<> UiiCTfJ) 

Inventory. 

The T~ble shows, the coverage Rnd Frequency 

Indic"s for 1-JTBs applied in Major Industrial 

Countries. 
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Nont~riff Barriers Facing·OeveioRing Count"ies 

!:E~S!:!~!J~L~!::::U;:2.::::~E~2~-!!!3!~~~-f2.E_!i2.!!.!~E!!Lg~EE!~E~-~EE:!!~3-!!:U:!aj or f ndu s tr.i a 1 ·;i, r k e t s • . 
I~2.=2!2!.!_~g~_fE2.s!~~:L~E~~E~ -- --------------------

-.-.- •":"'"•-.-. -. -.-.-. -.-.- ·~.· -. -.~.- .-.-.-.-....... -.-.-.-.-. -. -•-.·- .-.-.-.-. -. -.-.-.-.-. -. -. -.-·. "':""• -· 
SJ;TC · DESCRIPTION · US:A UK Japan France · · Germany 

Freq •. Cov. Freq. !:ov. Freq. Cov. Freq. Cov. Freq. Cov. 
-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-~-~---.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.- -.- -.-

0 
00 
01 
02 
04 
05 
06 

1 
1.1 
12. 

2 
22 
26 
•29 

3 
32 
33 

4 
41 

5 
51 
54 
56 
59 
6 
61 
62 
65 
67 
7 
72 
73 
8 
84 
85 
86 
89 

Food and live animals· 
·Live animals 
:Meat· 

. Dairy products 
· Cereals · · 

Fruit 
Sugar. 

Beverages and tobacco 
. 3everages· 
Tobacco-

Crude materials 
Oilseeds ~nd nuts 
Textile fibres· 

:crude materials, n.e.c. 
· Miner·al fuels 

Coal and coke· 
Petroleum 

Animal and vegetable oil 
Animal oils and fats 
Fixed veg~table oils 

Chemicals. 
Chemical elements 
Medical. products 
Mfg. fertilisers 
Misc. chemicals 

Manufactured goocts2 
Leather manufactures 
Rubber manufactures 
Texcile manufactures 
Iron and steel 

Machinery and transport 
Electrical machinery 
Transport equipment 

Miscellaneous manufactures 
Clothing 
Footwear 
Precision instruments 
Miscellaneous manufactures 

Total 

16 
17 
24. 
50 
14 

33 

27. 
20. 
33. 

3 
1 1 

8 

6 

25 

25 
50 

51 
41 
63 

100 
60 

15 

20 
14 
74 
37 
78 
24 
28 
57 
25 

14 

27 

30 
28 
60 
97 

2 

89. 

42 
79 

5 

14 
1 

. 67 

. 25 

100 . 

41 
. 75. 

47 
49 
38 

100 
38 

22 

95 
25 
73 
49 
72 
73 
31 
92 
16 

10 

J9 

22 

17 
67 

· 5·o 
27 
17 
23 
20 
25 

1 

25. 
100 

--. 
3 

26 
1 

4 
1 

10 

43 . 60 
50 

34 42 
77 67 
95 79 
28 59 
99 67 
14 55 
26 60 

2 50 

0 6 
22 

~5 18 
100 60 

12 
14 

42 
.7 
14 

. 14 

20 

13 9 
56 

35 11 
80 3 
13- 25 

29 
39 16 

0 16 

3 7 
3 

13 34 

54 
49 
22 
42 
99 
52 
30 
98 
96 

100 

7 
67 

30 
100 
19 

3 

9 

33 
96 

HlO 

23 
24 
93 

45 

65 
58 
65 
5 

35 
3 

32 

49 
50 
58 
67 .. 
93 
27 
67 
45 
40 
50 

4 

40 

46 
20 
12 

19 
50 

8 

18 

14 
25 
20 

14 

70 
50 
39 
25 
88 

9 
45 

14 
3 

20 

68 
49 
67 

100 
99 
63. 
98 

100 
100 
100 

5 

45 

52 
70 
10 

25 
65 
10 

24 

100 
7 

11 

18 

75 
70 
42 
30 
94 
15 
85 

16 
2 

.) 

56 
50 
50 
67 

100 
45 

·. 67. 

53 
80 
25 

2 

20 

5 
20 

19 
50 

8 

5 

20 

3 

16 

2 

8 
4 

29 

' , 

80 
98 
89 

100 
100. 

67 
100 
99 

100 
.98 

5 

49 

25 
100 

15 
44 

2 

13 

18 

9 

23 

70 
7 

51 

26 

· Table 3.2 
a-digit and Selected --------------------

-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-· 
Sweden !.lean 

"'req. . Cov. Freq. Cov. 
-~.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-~~ 

. 1 
3 

. 3 

1 

) 

5 

3 

8 
4 

14 

14 

14 

67 
69 

100 
100 
49 
35 
62 
80 
99 
60 
.2 

9 
6 

5 

1 ', 

3 

---
25 

12 

35 
4 
3 

26 

12 

39 
48 
43 
59 
65 
28 
44 

29 
34 
23 

3 
9 
4 

11 

9 
18 

7 
.7 
11 

7 

7 
6 
9 

13 
14 

4 
3 
6 

12 
11 
14 
10 
28 
12 
12 
13 

4 
3 

1., 

52 
71 

. 67 
70 
75 
48 
52 

. 56 
71 
40 

4 
10 

9 
14 

15 
38 
16 

10 
14 
1 1 

13 
19 

• 20 
'22 
10 

8 
5 

14 
30 
16 
15 
15 
26 

8 
26 
12 
11 

4 

-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-

Source : Derrived from Ingo Walter, 'Nontariff Protection tl.mong Industrial Countries 

Economia Interna=i-onale. (May 1972) pp. 335-54. 

I 
Some Preliminary, Evidence', 
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3,2,3,1 List of ~qricultural r•roducts Protect"~! by nTBs : 

Tile following Agriculturnl products (as shown 

by high coverage ~nd frequency index) are heavily 

protrcled by Nontariff h.<rrirrs : 

Mean 

fE~3~~~~Z ~£~~E~~~ 

1 • Liv<' an im,ll!; 48 71 

2. /11e at 43 67 

3. Dairy Products 59 70 

4, Ce re.3ls 65 75 

5, Fruits 28 48 

6. Sug-1r 44 52 

7. Bevera<Je 34 71 

8. Tobacco 23 40 

3.l,3.2 List of Manufactured goods protected by lJTBs 

1 • Medical Products 9 20 

2. Textiles 12 30 

3. Transport equipment 28 26 

4. Clothing 12 26 

5. Footwear 13 12 

6. Co.1l 18 38 
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3,2,3,3 Observations : 

fly jnt<'r-rrlatin'l T1bl"' 3.1 with T:ohl0 3,2 we 

can m.lkf' thr f0llowin'] ohsr>rvatirms, 

1. In E.E.C. and Sweden, th~ agricultural imports 

are mostly restricted by variable levins, 

2. In Japan the agricultural imports ar~ lnrg~ly 

restricted by state tr~ding. 

3, In U.S.A., Uuota and Health standards are used 

to restrict agricultur~l imports. 

~hile the manufactured goods ar0 r0stricted by 

followin<J fiTBs, 

1. In E.E.C. and Japan State Tradinq arddiscretirmary 

Licensino nch"m0. 

2. In U.S.A. Uuota and voluntary export r0straints.· 

3,?,3.1) Causes for thr Protection of Agricul tur.cl 'JOods : 

3.".3.4 a) Causes for the protection of Agricultur1l goods 

in E.E.C. 

According to E.E.C's Treaty of ~orne , "A 

Common Agricultural Policy" has been cre3ted, with 

a view to fulfill following objectivPs. 

1) To create a common mnrket in Aqricultur-,1 

products for it's mr>mbers. 

2) Provide for a fair standard of living for the 

aqricultur~l community. 
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3) Stabilise mRrkets 

4) Ens•Jre security of sup~ly. 

5) Maintain reasonable prices for consumers. 

Syst0m of Protection : 

To achieve these ends an intricate system of 

protection was evolved, It consist of : 

a) M~ss market requlatinns 

b) :>ch·'m<" for internal price suprort. 

c) ~xt0rnal protection measures like toriff and levies. 

d) Production subsidies. 

Example 

It c~n be proved with the help of the following 

expmples, how variable levies restr~inl import of 

cere~ls into the E.E.C. countries. 

Variable levy is laid according to the following 

formula. 

Pt = K: ( 1 ) 

(Pi- 0.1 Pt) ~ Pi '5 Pt (2) 

Ph = Pt - Td (3) 

Li = pt (pw + Td) (4) 

Li ~ 0\ 

Where, 

1) Pt = BQsic target price, Announced every year 
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before sowing season. ll serves as ~ quide for 

prnd11cers in i1llott.incr future acreaq0. 

2) Pi = Intervention nrice, It is tb~ price 

guranteed to producers and is 10 percent below 

targ"t price. 

3) Ph = Threshol~ price, it is equal to basic 

t<1rg0t price minus transp,nt cost from a fixed 

port of entry to the c~ntre of lRrg~st deficit. 

4) Pw = \'/orld price l~"vels 

Exalllp.le Exan,p1 e 2 

Pt = 5 Pt = 5 

Pi ~ . 4.50 Pi = 4.50 

Ph = 5 0.50 Ph = 5 0.50 

Li = 5 (4 + 0•50) Li = 5 (4.50 + 0,50) 

= 5 4,50 = 5 - 5 

Li = 0,50 Li = 0 

Explain" tion 

In example 1, th" variable levy of 0.50 is 

imposed, since the World Price was 4, While in 

example 2. 

Variable ~evy is 0, because the ~orld Price 

is 4.50 

Thus when levies are positive they hold demand 

for imported agricultural products below levels that 

would prevail in their absence. 
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Cone! us ion 

Thus tile Common /\grjcultural Policy hns follow­

ing disruptive effPcts on World trade flows : 

1) Ensures stability for domestic producers. 

2) Augments the instability in foreign producer's 

prices by increasing the inelasticity of ~orld demand 

curves. 

3) If certain items are produced in surplus~ the 

E'XCE'SS will he disposed tilrnucJh export subsidies. 

Sue!• dispos,l c~n displace exryorts from LDC's or . . 

b) Causes for protection of Aari~ultural aoods in U.S.A. 

:lug at' is the> 111ost pro t~ct<:d corruliodity in 1\merica. 

The reason for the U.S.A. protective policy finds its 

rnots in the tw~ntins when Agd culture h<'r.,me a 

ct~rressed sector. L~nd prices fell to tho extent 

th.1t ~nnny farmers were forced into b;.mkcr•Jptcy. After"· 

World Har II the U.S.A. government supported agricul­

tural prices so thnt the a<Jriculturill seclor retained 

some vestige of prosperity. 

Couses for protection of Manufactured g9ods_;__ 

ApDrt from agricul tut"e, the textile sector is of · 

prime import0nc0. to developing countries. Specifically, 

LDC exports of cotton textiles and clothinq is over 

40 per cent of total manufactured goods exported by 

lht>se countries. 
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ThA restraints on textile, are the rnsult of the 

1962 Long-term Arrangement regarding international trade 

in Cotton textiles and it's successor, the 1974 Multifibre 

Arranqeo,cnt (MFA). The 1974 arrangement 'continues a trend 

towards increasing protection for tho industry as it has 

been considerably broadened to incl~de all textiles and 

clothing. Whil'f! the stated objective of these arrnngements 

is to protect industrial markets ·from "disruption", the 

-exports of many developing co•.mtries have been severely 

constrained by the terms of these agreements. 

!hus originally an informal temporary agreement 

between the United States and Japan, the rastraints on 

trildP 9r,ew in depth and cov"ri1ge. TodAy there :1re 41 

signatories to the MFA which covers four-fifth of the 

World trade in Textiles and clothing. 
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1'/c• t:nll cxpl:dn Llw Jrd :111d tlLh poirol.-; uudr!r the 

in1portance of UNCTt,D's Inventory (3.2.1), with the 

help of the following compnrative analysjs. 

In this comparative ~nalysis I shall try to 

answer following question. 

1. l'lh<Jt is the value of the imports subjected to 

respective NTB, in· respective countries. 

a) At the ag<;jregat<' level (that is on the combined 

imports from developed and developing countries). 

This is explained with the help of Table 3.3.1 . 

b) For the i~ports from developed countries. This 

is expl:>ined with the h!>lpaf Tahle 3.3.4 

c) For the imports from developinq countries. T~is 

is explained with the help of Table 3.3.7 
. . 

2. What is percentage of respective lJTB, in the 

aggregate v~lue of imports, subjected to NTBs 

a) At the aggregate level. This is explained with 

the help of Table 3.3.2 

b) For the imports from developed countries. This 

is expl1ined with the help of Table 3.3.5 

c) For the imports from developing countries. This 

is explained with th" help of TCible 3.3.8 

3. What is the proportionate use of e">ch tiTB, in 

different countrins. 
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a) At thA aggregate level. This is explained with the 

help of Table 3.3.3 

b) For the imports from developed countries, This is 

explained with the help of Table 3.3.6 

c) For the imports from developing countries. This is 

explained with the help of Table 3,3.9 

4, Comparison between developed and developing Countries. 

a) ll"garding the proportion of the VC~lue of their imports 

subjected to NTBs 

b) To show how the imports from developing Countries 

are subjected to more NTBs, then the imports, from 

developed countries, 

c) The difference in the structure, of NT8s, used 

.for the imports, from developed countr~es, ~nd developing 

countries. 

5. Trying to analyse the reasons for the emphasis of the 

respective NTBs in different Countries, particularly 

E.E.C., U.S.A. and Japan, on the imports from develop­

ing Countries,· and the commodities restricted by each 

NTB, 
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-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-~-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.- - - - - -I , . .: • .-. • ·-·~·-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-

Importing 
Markets 

.. _, 

Exporters 

Price 1 and Quantity Restriction Other Non-Tariff Measures 
. ~--~-------------~--------':""" ______________________ ;_ _______________________________________ _ 

1976 Quotas 
Value of and 
Total Lice~sipn 

Minimum 
Prices 

Imports ··· .. 

I 
,Export 
Restraints 
i 

Variable 
Levies 

Others Health 
and 

Sani +<--ry 
C+-.,~ .• ... ... .. -~·-----

Cost 
Increasing 

Measures 

State 
Trading 

Others 

(US S mill)· ' 

~-:_~~~~~~~~i~:_---r:-~~~~~~~~ ---------
USA Developed 67576.6 • 026 • 024 '. 010 • 024 • 040 

Developing 52499.7 • 028 • 002 • 057 --- • 021 -- • 014 
------------------------------------------~-~-------------------- ------------------------------------------~-----------------------------
Japan 

Canada 

Developed 
Developing 

25796.4 
35811.2 

.235 
0.16 

.021 

.012 
·------ --- . .265. 

.1 02 
.037 
.02~ 

.067 

.004 
.ooo 
.002 

--------------------~--------------------~-----------------------------Developed 32308.2 • 005 _ --- • 014 • 002 • 011 
Developing 5378.1 .060 _.;.._ --- .002 .002 .··.·M2 

~::::~------ID;~;1~~~d-----15341:;--------:a31----:oa1-----===-----~--:o24-----:ao2------:a1o----------:::---------:;0;-----~--·-------~. 

;:~~::;~:~~--~;;;~~~;~~~---,;~~~~~--------~~~~----~~;7-----:~--- ~~--~;~: ~---~~~~------~~~~--------~~~~,------;-::~;~~---~;~---------~ 
Developing 1388.3 • 039 • 052 --- p . 045 • 004 • 004 . . • 001 • 001 .014 . ~ 

-----------~--------------~---------------------------~----------~-----------------------------~-------~--------------------------------·Norway Developed.· 9454.4 .0.15 .ooo .000 , ,.._..:.. .003 .004 · --- · .031 -
·Developing ·1205~0 ... 018 • 010 • 000 .011 ·• 001 --- • 016 

--------------------~--------------··----------------------------- --------~----------------------------~--~---------------~----------
Austria· Developed. 

Developing 
8186.6 
1057.3 

.015 

.049 . --- ~013 ______________________________ :_ ________________ :__..:.. _______________ ..;._ 

.• 017 
.016 

• 003 
. .001 . 

• 005 
.006 --- . 

.004 

.008 
.003 . 
• 001 

---·-~~------------------------~---------~~~---~-----~-----------------
From. UN'CTAD, "Non-Tariff Measures Facing Developing Countries. Exp9 s of (Primary Commodities" Report by the UNCTAD secr-etariat, processed.· 



( 1 ) 

,r,1lin)lJ~rti n'cj • · 
Markets 

I·, - • 

Table 3.3.1 I 
I 

(2) (3) 
Quota Minimum - Prices ,, 
Licen-
sing 

• • I -

Ihe value of· imports (l:o~u.s; $ million'f from both developed and 

tleveloping countries) subje_cted to respective r:Tol in respective countrie.s. 

(4) (5) (6) :(7) 
E: c . · "ariab]P. 0thers. Health 
Restra- Levies I ! & 
ints. \ Sanitary 

Standard 

(8) 
:~:~ 
Incre-
a sing 
Me as-
ures 

(9) 
:::.: te 
TraEi-
ing 

( 1 0) 
Others 

(11) 
Total of 
the imp­
orts :sub­
jected to 
NTB~ 

(_~~l 
v'dlue or 
Total 
Imports 
(Cl.S. S 

mill) 

(13) 
Perce •. tage of 
or Value of 
imports sub j e­
ected to NTBs. 

-.-.-.-~---.-.-~-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.,-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-

E.E.C. 1257.83 7141.05 2976.20 - '5404.85- 157.84 10528.67 
:--: "-~ .... ·' 

9302.13 ~; 51053;4 13581.05 - 703.78 
1-- ........ ~ ~ 

156215;9 
" ,.,..,., 
o;3268 

-------------------------~--.--------------------------------------------------------------------------------'-------------------------·---
u.s.A.- 3226.98 i 726.83 3668.25 2724.33 3438.05 14784.44 120076.3 0.1231 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------·----------------------------------------------------------------------
Japan 6635.12 971.45 10488.79 1813.93 1871.60 71.62 61607.6 0.3547 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------7----~~---------------------~-----------------------

Canada· 484.22 --. 463.06 75.37 419.92 1442~57 37686.3 0.0382 

---~-----------~-----------~-------------~-------------~------------------------------------------------------~------:----------------------------
Switzerland 412.97 418.20 370.04 56.81 . 44.00 14.29 - 14.20 1606~25 14203.6 0.1130 

--------~------------~-------~-----~-----,------·--:--=----------~---_; ___ ._:_ _____ ;_ _____________ ~-----. --------'----------. ---.-------------:----· --------
Norviay. 163.51 ._ 59.32 41.61 39.02 312.37 615.83 

' 
10659.4 . o. 0577 

______________________________________ :,. _____ ...,: ________ ..,. ____________ ~--"l"'"---------.---~-----------------.----------~---·-------------------

Austria 174.60 -- 13.74 25.61 47_.27 41 ~20 . 25. 61' 484.;12 9244,1· 0.0523 

------------------------------------------------....:------------------~-.-------.:..--:-----------~--..; ______ ..:, _________ , ___________________ ·----

::::~~~-~--~~~:~:~ ... ~~~~~~~: .. c.:~:~~:.c ... ::~~~~::~::~~~~--:~~~:~.-:::~:~--~~:::~:-.~~:~~:~~---.-~::t.-~~~~::~.--~--:~~~~~----.-.-.-. 
Source :· Based on Table 3.3 



·. . -. 

Table 3.3.2 : Percentage 6f respective NTB , in the ag_gregate value of impC>rts 
(from both develooed & developing countries) subjected to NTBs 

. ' . (2) 

Quota ; 
Licensing 

(3) 
Minimum 
Prices 

(4) 

·Export 
Restraint. 

(5) 
Variable 
Levies· 

(6) . (7) (B) 
Others Health & Cost 

Sanitary Increa-
_Standard sing . 

1 

(9) 
State. 
Traeling 

( 1 C)) 

Others 

. , Measures . : 
--------------------------------------------------~--------------------~-----------------------------~-----------' ------------------·-----

1 

Aggregate of the 
value of ·imports, 
(from both develo­
ped & developing 
countries)subjected 
to respe.ctive NTBs 

25338.11 3894.92 4939.82 8118.58 3140.99 

-.. 
' ' 

19407.6 1985.97 : 12925.16 13533 .• 27 

. ·-----------------------------------_____________________ _: ________ _..: ___ . ____ -:---"":'--:----------------------------t-· .. --------------

Aggregate value of 
imports (from both 

·developed & develo- 93284.31 
ping countries) 
subjected to NTBs 

93284.3.1 
. . 

93284.31 93284.31 . 93284.31 

' 

' 

93284.31 93284.31 '93284.31 . 93284.31 

_________ ..., _______________________ :_ _____________ ..., ____________ .:. ___________ ; ------~-.. --------·-----------:----------------------------- . ·---

Percentage ·of resp­
ective NTB in the 
aggregate value of 
imports (from both 
developed & develo- . 
ping countries) 
subjected to NTBs. 

27.16 4.17 . 5.29 ·a. 10 .. , 

: 

.· 
3.36 20.80 13.85 14.50 

__________________________________ ;_ _______________________ ...,_: ____ .:,_4_:,.. _________ ,_...;..,.-.,.------~:--------------:--------------:---

Source : · based on Table 3.3."1 



Table 3.3.3 

. ' ( 1) 

Importing 
Markets 

(2) 
Quota 

& 
Licensing 

60 -
. . Share of aggregate value of. imports {from both develooed and 

Subjected· to resoective NTB, ·in res·nective country.; 

(3) ·( 4) (5) (6} (7) (8) (9) 
Minimum Exports Variable Others Health Cost State 
Prices Restra..:. ·Levies & Incre- Trading 

ints Sanitary asing 
Standard Meas- · 

,. ures 

developing ·cJuntries) 

( 10) 
.Others·· 

( 11 ) 

Share of 
Total 

1 Value of 
: import 
!subjected 

to NTBs 

. ( 12) 

Share of. 
value of 
Total 
imports 

( 13) 

Percentage of 
the share of 
total value of 
imports subje­
cted to NTBs. 

' . ' -.-.- .-.-.-.-. --•. -. ~·-. -. -.- .-. -·. -.-. -. -.- •. -. -. -. -. -.!""'" .--.-.-·-. -.-. -. -.-. -.-.·-·-.-.-.-. -. -. - .. -. -.-. -.-.-·-.-.-. -.-. -.-.-.-.-. -. -. -.-.-.-.-' . . . . . 

E.E.C. 0~5359 0,1806 0,2546 0.8795 0.9475 0.2784 0,0794. 0.8115 0.6873 0.5472 0.3654 1.50 
• • - j 

------------------------------------~-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------• . • . • ! 

u.S.A. 0.1273 0.4433 0.7425 . 0,1403 .or--· . 0.2540 ' 0.1584 0.2808 0,564 
' • • • • I 

-~------~~--------------------:~-----------------------------------------------------------------,--------------------------------~----­
Japan 0,2618 0.2494 i0,2342 

' 

1 .625 0 .• 5404 0.9133 0,1448 0,0053 0,1441 

-----------------------~--~---~-------~----~----------~------~---~------------~-----------------~-----~~-------------------------------- l 
Canad·a .. 0.0191 0.0238 0.0058 0,0310 !0.0155 0.0881 0.175 

. . . . . . 
---------------------~--------------------------------------~----------------7-------------------i--------------------------------------. I • . 

Sweden 0,0260 0,0039 0.0556 0,0129 0.0101 0,0063 . :0.0155 0.0418 0,371 

--..... ----~------------ ..... --~~----------------~~---~--------..:.----~---------..:. _______ ...:. ____ -~""!----------T-----------------------------------~ 
Switze­
rland 0,0162 0.1073 . --- 0.0456 · o.o18o .o.oo:?3 o.oo11 o.oo11 o.o2o4 ro.o112 o.0332 o,518 
-------------------~-------------------------- -------------~---~-\--~---~------------------------r-~---------------------------------· . 
Norway . 0,0065 0,0152 --- 0,0132 0.0020 · b.0020 0.0241 --- 10.0066 0.02~9 0.26:' 
-----------------~_...,; _______ .._ ____________ -'-:---...: _____________________ ..;. ___ -; ______________ .... ..,.. __________ l-_:.... ________________ .., _________________ _ 

Austria. 0,0069 0.0028 0,0192 ·o,0082 . 0.0024 .,, ---- 0.0032 0.0019 r·0052 . 0.0216 0,241 

--~--------------------------~-----~-~-~----------~-~-------~------------~-------~----------------[---.----------------------------------
.Total 01.00 01.00 01.0.0 01,00· 01.00 01,00 (_)1,00 01,00 01.00 p1.00 01,00 

. I 
- - - - - - - - - - - -,-,-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-~-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-~· .-.-.-.-.-.-.Ty-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-• . . . . . . . . . . -

Source : .. Based on Table 3.3.1 and Table 3.3.2 
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3.2.'1.1 Ofl.SEIW/\TIONS ON TABLE 3.3.1 : (Aggregnte Level) 

1. 21.81% of the total value of imports (from both 

developed and developing countries) is subjected to' 

NTBs. This percentage is quite significant (high) 

b0cause, when this pA'I:'Cel'ltage is combined with the 

percentage of trade subjected to tariffs, the total 

world trade subjected to barriers would be very 

high. 

2. Japan is the most restricted country (subject­

in~ 35.47% of the value of its imports) followed 

by E.E.C. (32.68%) and U.S.A. (12.31%) repectfvely. 

The restriction in Japan is about three times as ! 

hiqh as it is in the U.S./\., Canada bAing least 

protected country (3.82%). 

This conclusion is also confirmed, (by Table 3~3.3 

column 13) when we look to their respective propor­

tion in the total value of imports ;md the propor­

tion in the value of imports subjected to NTBs. 
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3.2.4.2 OBSERVATIONS ON TABLE 3.3.2 

This table helps us to highlight which NTB · 

is the most restrictive NTB (with the help of the 

proportion in the tot8l value of imports subjected 

to NTDs). 

We come to follnwing conclusions : 

1. Quota and Licensing is the most restrictive 

NTB (accounting for '?7. 16~6) of thn totill value of. 

imports subjected to NTBs). 

2. Health and sanitory standards is the second 

most restrictive NTD (accounting for 20.80%). 

3. State Treding is third most restrictive NTB 

(accounting for 13.85%). 

4. Variable levies ~nd Export Restraint account 

for (8.70%) and (5.29%) respectively. 

3.2.4.3 Ol3SERVATIONS ON TIIBLE 3.3.3 

This table helps us to know the pror,ortionate 

use of each NTB, in different countries. 

1. The main user of quota 8. Licr.>nsin'J is E.E.C. 

(53.59;1.), followed hy Japan and U.S./\. re~pectively 
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It's use, in comparison to U.S.A.'s use, is about· 

II times more in E.E.C. and 2 times mor<! in Japan. 

2. The main.user of minimum prices is U.S./\. 

(1111.33%) followed by Japan and E.E.C. 

3. The main user of Export restraint is U.S.A. 

(74.25%) followed by E.E.C. It is not used in 

Japan. 

4. Variable levies is mainly used in E.E.C. 

(87 .95/~). It is not used in U.S.A. and Japan. 

5. Health and sanitary standards is used in all 

countries. The main user is Japan (54.04%) follo­

wed hy E.E.C. and U.S./\. It's use in comparison 

tn U.S.A.'s use is about 4 times more in Japan & 

twice more in E.E.C. 

6. State Trading is also used by all countries 

except, U.S.A. The main user of this instrument 

is E.E.C. (81.45%). lt' s use, in cornp,rison to 

Japan's usn, is abo~t 6 times more in E.E.C. 



( 1 ) 

.Importing 
Markets 

• - 64-

Table 3.3.4. · ·: The value of imPorts :(in u.s. $ million, from ~eveloped· countries)· 
subjec1;ed to respective NIB , in resiJective countries 

(2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) ( 1. 0) 
Quota Minimum ·Exports Variable· Others Health Cost State Others 

& Prices Restra- Levies & Incre- Trading 
tic en- ints Sani- a sing 
sing tary.' Me as-

. ' Stan- ures . 
dard 

' 
' ;, 

(11) (12) ( 13) 
Toth Value of Percentage of 
value of Total Vnlue of 
imports Imports imports subje-

subjected cted to NTBs 
to ~TBs 

. . . - - . - ' . . . . 
-.-.-.---~~--,-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-~-.-.-.-~---.---.~.--.-.-.-.-~---.-~----~----.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-~-.-.-

. . 
E. E .• C. 6392.38 . 394.59 1025.94 5208•61 1894.04 3472.41 157,84 789.18 5050.77 24385.76 78918.3 0.309 

. . 
----------------------~----------------------~------------------~-------------------------------------~-~-----------------------~---------
u.s.A. 1756.99 1621.84 ?75.77 1621,84 ·--- '2703.06 8379,5Q 67576.6 . 0.124 

------------~--------------------~--~~--------~-------------~-----------------~------------~--------~------------------~----~----------· 
Japan 6062.15 541.72 6836.05 954.47 1728 •. 36. 16122 •. .75 25796.4 . 0,625 

. . . 
---~-------~----------:----------------..,;.--------':"'------------:-----.... --.-----------~--------- .... -------~-------~----------------:-------------------· 
Canada· 161.54 4~2.31 64.62 355.39 1 033.'86 32308.2 0.032 

------~--------------------~-~------------------~~-------------~---------------------------------------~----------------------------------
Sweden ·. 475,57 15,34 368.18 . 30.68 153.41 76.71 1119.89 15341.0 0.073 

---:--------~-----------------------------.-----.:..--¥---:--.:..--:-----~----------------- .... ----------------------:----.":"'-------------------------------· 
Switzer-

·.land · 358,83 51.2~ 38.45 \ 12.82 
' 

12.82 ·256.40 1384.16 346.01 . 307.57 12815.3 0,108 
' 

-----------------------·--------~----------------------~-------~---------- ----------------------------~------------·~----------------------

Norway 141.82 28.36 . 
"' 

293.09 548,36 . 0,058 
' . ~ . . 

---------------------------------------------L-----""":-----l""'--~------...i.----~----~--------------~~-~--~---:----------------------------------· 

47.27 
__ _. . 

37.8~ 9454.4 

Austria 122.80 139.18 24.56 40.93 32.75 24.56 384.78 8186.8 0.047 

------------~---------~------~--------------~-------~------------------~------7---~--------------------~-----------------------------------

Total' ·15472. 08 2966 ~.77 1701.71 6023.54 2028.90 12653.22 1125.13 . . ' . . . . 2997.53 8390.18 53359.06 250397 0.2131 

-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-. -.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.. -.-.-.-.-.-·.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.. -.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-~ .• -.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-. 
. . 

Source : based on Table 3.3 



( 1) (2) 

.. -C.uota 
& 

Licen- · 
sing 

: .. :·-.· -~5: ~--.. 
:: ~ .. ··-·-... : 

: Percentag;;-· of respective .NTB,. in the aggregate value ef imperts 

(from developed countries)·suojected to NTBs 

(3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 
Minimum Export ·""1:-:-.;~~!9 Others Health & 
Prices Rest- Levies .. ·sanitary 

raint. Standard 

(8) 

...,vwo""" 
Increa-
sing 
Measures 

i .· (9) 
·I State 
, Tra­

ding. 

(10) 
Others 

. • I -. -. -.-.-.- ...... -.-. -.- .. -.-.. -. -. -. -. -. -. -.-.--.-.-. -. -. -. -.-.-.-.-·:-.. -.--:. -. -.-.-. -.-.-.~ .. -. -.-.-.-.-. ..;....-. -. -.-.-. -·i-. -.-.-. -. -.-.-.-.-. -.-. -. -.-. ' , ~. . . . . . . ' . 
Aggregate of the 
value of imports · 15,472.08 
(from developed 
country}subjected 
·to respectivP NTB 

2,966.77 . 1 , 701 • 71 6,023.54 2,028.<) 12,653.22: 1,125.13 12,997.53 8,390.18 

-. . . . . 
-----------------------------------·-------.:..-------------~----------..:.--------------~~-----":""-------------~------------------------------~-----. . . . -.. 

-:-· . 

Aggregate value of '. · ;' 
imports (from · 53 359 "06 developed country} ' •, 
subjected to NTBs \ 

53,3;,9.06 53,359.06 . 53,359.06 53,359<06 53,359.06 

. . 
• 

.. 

"53,359 .• 06- . 5~,359.06 5~,359.06 
. \ 

____________________ ..:,. ______ ~---..-.------------·------~--------.-----------..: ___ :..~...:. .... _________ :,_ _____________ ~ _ _._ _______ ""':_;-...; __ '7 ___ --------------------

Percentage of respe~ 
ctive NT!3 in the 

28.99 5.56 3.18 . 11.28 3.8 2.1 .5.61 aggregate value of 
imports (from deve-
loped country) sub- ... 

15.72 

j ected to NTBs. . . . . . . .. ---:--------"""! ___ ..:,. ____ ~---------------~--------..;..· ____ ~ _______ :_ _______ ~----~~----_____ :__',;.;. ____ ~-~-_-:...._...:. _______________ -7;_ _____________________ _ 

Source : based on Table 3.3.4 



Table 3.3.6 
_-;:,.":'~ .. ~ ......... -~··· •. ·-•. · ·.:.:-.-=.. . ~. 

: Share of -a~mr.egat:e vaiue of ·imports (from de'feloped countries) subjected to 
respective NTJk_ in resoective country. 

i 

( 1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6), (7) (8) . (9) ( 1 O) ( 11) ( 12) (13) 
I 

. Importing Quv "a r.::nimum Exports va ... .:..dult~ U i:.it~rs ·~eal th Cost Sta"te u-.;ners Share of Shar~ of .1.-'ercen"tage of 
Markets & Prices Restra- Levies & Incre- Trad- total . Value of the share of . 

Licen- ints. Sani- asing in g. value of Totai Total value of 
sing tary ll.eas- import Imports imports subje-

Stan-, ures subjected cted to NTBs. 
dard. to NTBs 

-. --.-. -.-.-. -.-.-.-.-. . -.-.-.-.-.-. -. -. --. --.-.-.-.-.-. -. -.-.-.-. ~. -·. -.- •. -.-.-. --.-.-. -. -.-.-.-.-. -~ -.-.-.- .. -. ~. -.• -. :-.-. -.-. -.-. -. -. -.. -. -.-.-.-
.· 

E.E.C.. 0,4131 6,1330 ·0.6029 . 0,8647 0.9":335 . 0.2744 0.1403 0,2633 0.6020 0,4570 1·.44 
. . . 

---------------------------------------·.·--------------~---------------------------------------------------------------- -------------------
u.s.A. 0.1135 0,5467 0.3971 0,1282 --- 0.3221 0,1570 0.2699 0,5817_ 

--. -.. . . . 
-~--------:------------------ ..... ----~-----------------------:----------------------:---~---------:--------------:-----------------------:----~----
Japan 0.3918 0.1826 0.5403 0.8483 0.576? 0,3022 0.10.30 2.9340 

•. l • . 

---------------------------------~-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------. . . \ . \ 

Canada 0,0104 . --- 0.0357 0.0215 0.042.4 "0.0194" 0,1290 0.1504 . 
. . . 

-------------------------------------------------~------------------~------------------------------------------------------------------------
Sweden 0.0307 0,0052 0.0611 0.0151 o. 0121 . ·o.. 0256 --- 0.0210 . 0.3426 

. . 
--------------~---------------~-------------------------------------------~-------------·---------------------------------~-------------------
Switzer-
land 0,0232 0.1166 0,0510 0.0253 0.0030 0.0114 0,0043 0.0306 0.0259 0.0512 0.5059 

. . ___ :_ _______ ...:.-:----------------------------------------------·---.:..-~--·----.:...-:-·~------------------------.--------:--------'-----~-------------------
Norway 0,0092 0.0140 0.0030" . - . 0.0978 · ·o.o1o3 0.0378 0.2725 

• • • • ! _________ .:_ ___ ~-----~------------------------------------·-----·------------:-·-----------------------------.---------------------------------
' . 

. Austria 0.0079 0.0231 ·0.0121 0.0032 0.0109· 0,0029. : 0~0072 0,0327 . 0,2201 
~------....:: _________________ ...; ____________________________ ..:, ______ p~·----~---.:..---..:.-----------~--------... -------~----~-... -"':" _____________________ _ 
Total 01~00 01,00 01.00 01.00 01.00 01.00" 01.00 01.00 or:oo · 01.00 01.00" 01.00 

. - -.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.~.---.-.-.-.-~--.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.~----.-.~.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.~.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-. . 
Source : based on Taple 3.3.4 and Table 3.3 •. 5 
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- 67 -

OBSEflV/',TIONS OH TABLE 3.3.4 

( For imports from developed co•Jntri•s ) 

1. 21.31% of the total value of imports from 

developed countries is subjected to liTBs. 

2. Japan is the most restrictive country (sub­

jecting 62.5% of the vRlue of its imrnrts) fol­

lowed by E.E.C. (30.9;6) and U.S.A. (1?.4%) res-

pectively. The restriction in Japan is twice as 

high as it is in the E.E.C. and five time as 

high as it is in the U.S.A. Canada being least 

protected country (3.2%) 

This conclusion is also confirmed (by Table 3.3.6 

column 13) when we lool~ to their rospective 

proportion in the total value of imports and the 

proportion in the value of imports suhjected to 

NIBs. 

OBSERVATIONS ON TABLE 3.3.5 

1. Quota and Licensing is the most restrictive 

NTR (accountinq for ?9% of the imports subjected 

to NIBs). 
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3.2.4.6 
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? • HeAlth nnd Sani tory f.tandards is the second 

most rPstriclivn NTfl (? .. :.71?:.). 

3. Variable levies is the third most restric-

tiv" NTfl (11.'-8%). 

4. State Trading accounts for (5.61;::) follow­

ed by minimum prices (5.56X) and Export restra­

ints (3.18~0 respectively. 

011SEf1VP.TIOiJS O!J TABLE 3.3.6 

1. The main user of C!uota and Licensing is 

E.E.C. (41.31~(,), follow<'<! hy Japan and U.S.A. 

respectively. It's usq in comparison to U.S.A.'s 

use is nbout 4 times more in E.E.C. and 3 times 

mor<" in Japan. 

::>. Tllr> main user of Minimum Prices is the U.S.A. 

(54.67%) followed by Japan and E.E.C. It's use 

in Comparison to E.E.C.'s use is about 4 times 

more in u.s.A. 

3. The main user of Export Restraint is E.E:c. 

(60.29%), followed by the U.S.A. (39.71%), Japan 

ctoPs not use it. 
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~. Variable Levies is m~inly used in E.E.C 

(r.c,.~7~~), it is not usr>rl in J.;pan and U.S.A. 

5. Health .and Sa"i tory Sbndards are usgd by 

all countries. The main user is Japnn (54.03%) 

followed by E.E.C. (27 .44;..:) and U.S~A. ( 12.82%). 

It's use in Japan is two times as high as it is 

in the E.E.C. And 1 times as high as it is in 

the U.S.A. 

6. State Jradin9 is also used in all countries 

except the U.S.A. The main user is Japan (57.66%) 

followed by E.E.C. (26.33~~). The use in Japan is 

almnst twicr> as high as it is in tho E.E.C. 



( 1 ) 

Importing 
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. ·' . . . ' .. 
Table '3.3.7 : .The value of import!!! (from developing countrieJ) subjected to 

respective NTB, in respective countries 
( 

l8) 
1 

Health Cqst State Others Total Value of Percentage of 
& ~ t (- . · Trad- value o"' To'., .i value of importr. 

Sani- a~~ng ing. imports imports subJ~cted to 

(2) (3) (4) (5) (6} 
Quots. Minimum Exports Variable Others 

& Prices Rast.:~ta- Levies 
Licen- ints. 
sing. 

(7) (9) ( 1 0) ( 11) (~2) ( 13) 

tary Meas-: subjected \ NTBs 

-.-. -.-.-. -. -. -.-.-.-. -.-. -.-.-.- .. -.-.-. -.-. -.-.-.-.-.-.-.-. ~;~~~.-. -. -~r:;....,.-. -.-.-.-.-.-.-.-. -.- ..... ~:. :~~~ -.-.-.-!.-.-.-.-. -.- .-.-.- .- ....... -.-.. I . 
E.E.C. 7188.67 309.19 231.89 1932.44. 1082,16 1932.44 --- . 9739.49 4251,36 26667,64 77297.6 0,345 · 
____________ :_ ____ ':'-~------------------..,------------..: ______ .,:. ____ ..,.--------t---------.,:. ___ -:-___________________________ f-_____ ~-------------·--
u.s.A. 1469.99 104.99 2992.48. --- --- ... 1102.49 · _J_ -- 734.99 6404.94 52499.7 0.122 I . ' I 

-~-----------~------------------~-~--~~--~------~-----------------------,-----~~-~---------------------------------~-------------~-----~-

~~~~: ____ _:~~~~~~---~~~~~~.,:.---===--~----===-------===------~~~~~~~----~~1~~---.,:.~~~~~~-..:~---~~~~~---~~~~~~~----~~~~L~~-~~--~~~~~--~~---~--! . 
·---· --- 10.75 -- 10.75 64.53 408.71 5378.1 
\ J . . 

-------~-------------L-------------------------------------------------J~--------~----~--------------------------------~-------------------
Canada. 322.68 0.076 

Sweden 184.09 83•22 .10.08· 42.87 . -L 5.04 ::325.30 2521.9 0,129 
____ :.._ ____________________________ , _______ _; _________ _: ___________ ;.. ________ j_ __________ ;_ _____ .,:._·. _____ ...:._ .... _________ .;. _____ c...,.------------'---------
Switzer- . . . · · · I .· ·· · . . . · · · : · · · 
·land · 54.14 72.19 • --- · 62.47 5.55 5,55 ·. 1j.38 · 1.38 19.43 222.Q9 1388.3. 0,160 

' ------:---~-:----------------------------;...; ___ _: _________ . _________________ -:-r-~----------------...:..;..---~----...:--.-----------------------~--------
Norway 21;69 .12,05 ----. '13,25 1 •. 20 ..,..-- 19.28 . --- 67.47. · 1'205,0 0,056 

--. ----~-------~------------~-~~-~-~----------------------~---~-----~--------~---~---~~-----~--~--~---7~~-~-------------------~-------~-
/\us tria . 51.80 .. -'--. .13. 74 16.91 1.05 6,34 --·- 8.45 . 1.05 . 99.34 1057.3 0.094 

' . . . : .. -----------·--...:-----------....:-------------:"----------...:.~"""t"-~----------------------------.------..:.------------------------------------------·- -
I • 

9927'.63 . 5143.09 39925.25 17715,9'.1 0.2254 
I . 

- . 
.9866.03 928.15. 3238.11 . 2095.04 1112.09 6754.,38 860 .• 84 

·. . - - -1-- -.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-
• • --- ---------- -.-.-•• -.-.-.-.-.-.-••• -. 1,' •• -. ~.-. -.-.-.-. -. -. -. -. -. -. -.-.-.-·.-· -·"':"'· -·~ -. -.-.-.-.-.-. -.----:.-. . ·•. ·• . -~. . . . .. . •. . . . . 

·. 
Source : based.on Table 3.3 



Table 3.3.8 

(1) 

'- 71 i-
1 ' 

. -:~ 

: Percentage of respective NTB, in the aggregate value of.imports 

(from developing countries) subjected to NTBs 

(2) (3) (4) . (5) 
Qucta . Minimum Export· · Variable 

& Prices Rest- Levies 
Licen- raint. 
sing 

• 

. (6) 

Others 
.(7) . (8) (9) ( 1 0) 

1-le.a.l tn & Cos-t;· State G "''e-L., 
Sanitory Increa- Trad-
Standard sing ing. 

Measures· 
-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.~.-.-.~.-.-.-.-.-.-.~.-.-~---.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-. . 
Aggregate of the value 
of imp6rts (from deve- 9,866.03 
loping country)subject-
ed to res?ective NIB 

928.15 3,238.11 . 2,095.04 -, 1,112. 09 6,754.38 860.84 9,927.63 5,143.09 
_i.· . 

. . . ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~ . - . . . 

Aggregat~ value of 
imports (from develop- 39,925.25 
ing country)subjected 
to NIBs · 

39,925.25 39,925.25 39,925.25 

--. 

39,925.25 39,925~25 39,925,25: 
I 

' \ . ' . ! , 
. . 

39,925.25 39,925.25 

---------------------------------------------------------------------~--------------------------------~-~---------------------------------

Percentage_of respective 
NIB in the aggregate 
value of imports (from 
developing country) 
subjected to.NTBs . 

. . . - . ; 

24.71 2.32. . a. 11 5.24 2.78 16.91 2.15 . 24.86 12.88 

. .. ___________ .:., ________ __;-________________________________ _:_..;._~ ____________ ....... ________ :_~ _____ .:_.__~ _______ .:.. ________ ~:.....:..;..:..--------~-----":"'" _____ _;._._.. 

Source . . 

. . . . . . . 

based-on Table 3.3.7 



72 -

Table 3.3.9 
. . 

: · ·Share of aggregate ·value cif imporbi (from developii'rg countries) 

· . · ·.sub'jec'ted to resoec.tive NTB, in resPective cou'ntry •.. 

( 1) (2) (3) (4) .. {5) (6} ·. . (7)· (8) (9) 
Importing . Quota· Minimum E)Cpoi'ts Variable Others .Health Cost State 
Markets· &. . · Prices Restra-· Levies & . Increo... Tract-· 

Licen- . ints ,· ·sani- asing . ing 
sing iary · Meas-

.. Stan- ures • ·. dard. 

( 10) 

Others 
( 11 )' 

Share of 
Total· 
value of. 
imports 
subjected 
to NTBs 

' 

( 12) .. 
Share of 
va+ue of 
Total . · 

. Imports 

( 13) 

· Percentage of 
-the share of . 
total value of 
imports subjected 
to NIBs-

. ' . . . -_.--. -.-.-. ':"':·.--·- ;-· -.-.. -.-~---.-.-·-·~·-·.-=~-.--.-.-··"":'··-· ---·~·-·-· -.-.-.-.-.-.-.-. -.-.-.-.-.-.-.·-.-.-.-.-.-.-. -.- .. -.-. w;-.·-.-. -.-. "'!"".-. -. -. -. -. -.-
E.E.c· . 0.728~ 0~ 3331 0.0716 0.9224 0.~730 .. 0.2861 --~- 0.9810 0.8266 9.6679 0.4363 . 1.53 .. 

. . . . . 
-------------------------~-------~-------~-------~---;~-----~~-~----~---~----------~-------------~~----~~--------------"'!""--------~------------· 
U.S.A, 0.1490 0.1131 0.924.1 · ·0.1632 0.1429 0,1604 0.2963 0,541 

. -·-----------------------------:"'--·---~-----------------.:...;.. _____ .__._ ________ _: ____ "":' ____ ~_------------:,_--w:--:-----------:--------.:.. ... :------.;...----------~.-:---------· 
Japan .'0.0581 o.463Q '" :·--- _. 0.~408 .0.9983 0.0144 .... 0.0139 : 0.1~35 .. ·o~-2021 0.7.16 

. . . . . 
--------~.-----"':"'-------------~------------ ..... ---------:·-----------~----=------...;-o:----------------~------------------:-----------------------------:~-----· 
Canada 0.0327 . --~ .--- 0.0016 0.0011. 0.0125 0.0102 0.0303 0,337 

. . ' . _..;, ___________________________ ~-----~-----------------------~-----------------------------------------!'""----------------------------:------------· 
Sweden 0.0187 . 0.0397 0.0091 · ·o.oo63 0.0005 0.0081 0.0142 0.570 

. . . 
---..:.--------------------------------------------.---------------------------~-------------------------------------------------------------------· 

'·Switzer-
' •land 0.0055 0.0008 0.0016 0.0001 0.0038 0.0056 

• \ 
0.0298 0.0050 0.0778 0.0078 0.718 

---~-----~-------------------------------------------------~~------------------------------------------7~------------------~-----------------
·-- ' ··-

Norway 0.0022 0.0130 0.0119 0.0002 0.0019 0.0016 0,0068 0.235 

------~-------------------------~4----.------------------~----~----------------~-------------------------~-------~·~---------------------------
Austria 0,0053 0.0042 0,0081 0,0009 0.0009 . --- 0.0008 0.0002 0.0024 0 .• 0060 0.40 

_____ :.,;, _________ ...;. ___________________ ~---------------~-----------------------------------------:--:------------~------.-----------------------------
Total 01.00 01.00 01.00 01.00 01•00 01.00 01.00 . . 01.00 01.00 01.00 01.00 01.00 

. ' 

-~~-~-~--~---------------~-----~~-------------------------------· ----~----------~-------------------------:------------------------------------

Source : -based on Table 3~3. 7 and Table 3.3.8 
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3.2.4. 7 OBSEilVf,TIOtiS ON T/1BLE 3.3. 7 

( for imports from d0veloplng countriDs ) 

1. 22.53~~ of the total value of imports from 

dev0loping countries is subjected to NTBs. 

?. E.E.C. is the most restricted country 

(snbjecting 34.5% of the value of its imports~ 

by NHls), followed by Japan (16~~) •liFJ the 

U.S.A. (12.2%) respeclively. The restriction in 

E.E.C. is two times as high as it is in the 

Japan and about thrice as high as it is in the 

U.S.l\. Norw~y bein0 le~st protected country 

(~>.61%). 

This conclusion is also confirmed (by Table 3.3.9 

column 13) when we look to their resnective 

proportion is the total value of imr~rt~ ~nd the 

proportion in- the value of imports sul)jected to 

NTfls •· 

3.2.4.8 OBSEilVATIONS ON TABLE 3.3.8 

1. State Trading_is the most restrictive NTB 

(accounting for 24.86%) of the imports subjected 

by NTBs). 
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2. \~uo ta and Licensing j s the secrm'l most r 

r,...~l.ricti.v" I"IT13 (?11.'11;·~). 

3. Health "nu Sanitary Standards is the 

third most rPstrictivP. IJTB ( 16.91%). 

11. Export rnstraints, and VAriable levies 

account for (8.11%) "nd (5.24%) respectively. 

1. State Trading is not used in U.S./I. while 

it is used very negligibly by other countries. 

It's main user is E.E.C. (98.10%). It's use 

in .J.1pan is also very 11A9ligihle ( 1.1111?n. 

?. Similarly, the main user of Quota and 

f.ir.,...nsjnq ir; E.E.C. (7?.P.6%) followNJ by U.S.A. 

(14.9%) and Japan (5.81%) respectively. lt's 

use in E.E.C. is fiv" times as high a• it is 

in the U.S.A. and twnlve times as high as it is 

in the Japrtn. 

3. Minimutn Prices is mAinly used in Japan 

(116.3%) followed by E.E.C. (33.3%) and u.s.A. 

(11.3%) respectively. It's use in Japan is 

about fiour times as high as it is in the U.S.A. 
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4. Export nestraints is not used in Japan. It 

i.!l lll·li.nly US!'d in U.S./\. (0:::>.41~~). lt'r. w;n in 

E.E.C. is (7.16%). 

5. Variable levies nre not used in Jnpan and 

lJ.S./\. ll:'s mainly ll!>"d in E.E.C. It i~ nr>qligi­

bly used. in Swed"n, Switzerl<tnd and Austria. 

6. Health ilnd Sanitary Standards arn USP.d by 

all countries, but the main users are E.E.C., 

U.S.A. and Japan. Japan Accounts for tl1n highest 

proportionate use (54.08/~), followed by E.E.C. 

(28.61%) and U.S.A. (16.3?~~), .Japan's uae is 

almost twice as high as it is in the E.E.C. and 

more than three times as high as it ic; in the 

u.s.A. 
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3.2.4.10 SU/.\MJ\!W DATA DEIUVEIJ FROM /\DOVE TAi3LE::; :-

1. Vnlue of Total lmports (in 

U.S. $ million) (from both 

developed & developing cou­

ntries). 

?, Vnlue of Total lmnorts· subjec­

trd tn NT13s (from both develo­

ped~ devrloping countries). 

3. Proportion of imports subjected 

to NTll5. 

11. V<1.l.l10 of Total Jmr>orts from 

5. 

6. 

7. 

developed countries. 

v.11ue of import~ subjected to 
{(<01"' 

NT13s, :': developed countries. 

Proportion of imports, subjected 
~........ . 

to NTlls1 ':_· developed countries. 

Villus of Total.imrorts from 

developing countries •. 

8. Value of importsJ subjected to 

NTnsJ from ctevelopi.n<J countries. 

9. Proportion of import~ subjected 

to NTOs, from developing. 

11?7556.1 

9.'3?84 .3 

21.81% 

======== 

53359.06 

?1.30% 

========= 

177159.1 

39925.25 

22.53% 
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1 0. Proportion of the value 250397 = 58.56% 
of imports (to the total 4275~J6. 1 

Villue) co min<) from neve-

loped countries. 

11. Proportion of the value 17712_9_,_1 
42757>(>. 1 = 41.43% 

of imports ( tiJ the tntal 

Villue) coming from deve-

lopjnrJ cnun tri <'<;. 

1::>. Proportion of Lhe value 53359.06 
93?84.3 = 57.20% 

of imports subjected to 

NIBs from developed 

countries to the total 

value of imports subjec-

ted to NTI3s. 

13. Proportion of the value 39925.25 
93284.3 = 42.79% 

of imports subjected to 

NTlls from developing 
t,o.l. 

countries to the/\ value 

of imports subjected to 

NTI3s. 
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3.2.4.11 Compar.ison between tile restrictions on tile 

i1uports of devrloped co11ntries :md rl0velop-

in<J countdes. 

(1) Percentage of imports subjected to NIBs: 

1. \'/hen we compare table 3.3.4, table 3.3.7 

(or information in above data, item, 10 & 11) 

we may conclude, that in absolute terms, the 

NIDs fall more on tli0 imports from do:Jveloped 

country. 

Out, when we compare it "relntively" we 

see that the !JIBs fall more on the imports 

from devclopinq countries. 

Iilis can be proved as follows 

Proportion of imports e..,..; 
coming from developed 
countries 

/(
58.56%) = 250397 

427556 

Value of Total imports 

""'Proportion of imports 
coming from develop­
ing countries 

177159 
41 • 43% = 427r,56 
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Proportion of the value of imports 

/
of developed countries, subjectea 
to NIBs 57.20% = 53359.06 

93?84.3 
Value of total imports 
rP.!'ltricterl by NIBs 

Relative position 

Proportion of the value of imports 
of developing countries subjected 
to NIBs= 42.79% = 3~925.25 

93284.3 

Developed Countries Developing Countries 

57.20% 

58.59J~ 

0.976 = 
l-03'2 
o.q't.c 

~l·D-b 

42.79% 

41.43% 

1. 032 

Therefore, relatively the NIBs fall more {by 1.06%). 

on the imports from Developing Countries. 

(2) Structure of NIBs 

(i) Quota e, Licensing : It is a main NTB in both the 

developed and developing countries. But relatively its 

use in developed countries is ( 17.. 32%) (29% in developed 

countries while 24.71% in developing countries) more than 

in the developing countries. 
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Secondly in developed countries Quota accounts for 
I 

the highest percentage of imrorts restricted {subjected) 

followed by Health and s<mi tary standards. Vihile in the 

developing countries (though negligible) the highest 

percentage of imports restricted (subjected) is by state 

trading followed by Quota. 

Thirdly, while Quota is mainly used in E.E.C., 

U.S./\. ami Japan, their U5e for the imports from develo­

ped countries, and imports from developing countries 

differ. 

a) In E.E.C., the use of Quota for the imrorts from 

developing countries is {76.37%) !22.!.£ (72.86% and 41-31% 

respectively) than on the import from the developed coun-. 

· tri<?s. 

b) In u.s.A. it is 31.27i~ morP. ( 14.90% and 11.35% -
r<?spectively) than or the imports from the developed 

countries. 

But in the case of Japqn 0 it is the opposite, that 
J.£ ve. lo p~d. 

is, the imports from a~:-:·-~ ::c:: countries are subject to 

574% more (39.18% and 5.81% respectively) than on the 

imports from developing countries. 
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From this we can conclude that it is becnuse of 

following reasons. 

1. The difference in the type of goods imported by 

U.S.A. and E.E.C. and Japan. That is, while U.S.A. and 

E.E.C. are (relatively more) mainly confronted with 

Agricultural and Textile goods (which are produced 

comperativelly cheaper in developing countries) from 

developing countries, while the main problem confron­

ting Japan,·would be competion in manufactured goods 

from developed countries, 

This point has been subst~itated by information· 

given in table 5-. 1 yeats ( 1979, P 114) and R. Baldwin 

(1970, P 39). In E.E.C, Quota is imposed on Meat, Fish. 
i 

Fresh Vegetables, Tropical fruits, P~ckled vegetables, 
~ 

Jams, and JelliesA Similarly in U.S.A. Quota is imposed 

on Butter, cheese and Curd, Flons cereal groats and 

meat, wheat, Beet and cane sugar and other sugars, Raw 

cotten. 

However the important difference between E.E.C. 

and U.S.A. restriction on Agricultural Commodities is, 

in u.s.A. only Quota is used to restrict agricultural 
' 

goods, while in E.E.C. both Quota and Variable levies 

are used. 
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Japan uses C)uota, for the cotten textile, imported 

from developing countries anrl on preserved vegetables. 

(ii) Minimum Prices :- It•·s relatively used more for 

the imports from developed countries, for the imports 

from developed countries U.S.A. is the main user of this 

NTn, followed by Jilpnn and E.J;.C., ·U.S./\. u<:P.s jt almost 

3 times as high 'lS it is used in the Japan anti 4 times 

as high as it is used in the E.E.C. 

While for th<" imports from developinq t::ountries, 

the main user_is Japan followed by E.E.C. and U.S.A. 
' Japan uses it alm0st 4 times as high as it is used in 

the U.S.A. 

(iii) Export Restraints :- It is relatively, used more 

for the imports from developing countries Japan does 

not use this NTB. For the imports from developing coun-

tries, U.S.A. is the main user, while for the imports 

from developed countries, the mnin user in E.E.C. 

U.S.A. uses it to restrict the imports of Combed 

wool, and cotton yarn, from Developing Countries. 
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(iv) Vari~ble Levies : It is relatively, used more for 

the imports from developed countries. U.S.A. and Japan 

docs not use lhis NTB •. It is used to some extent by 

Sweden, Switzerland and Austria, however, the major 

USr?r is E.E.C. 

E.E.C. uses it as a restriction on the import of 

Agricultural goods, like wheat, Rye, Barley, Oats, 

Maize, Rice, Flour, Sugar, Meat, Butter, Cheese, Curds, 

from developing countries. 

(v) Health and Sanitory Standards : It is a main NTB 

in both the developed and developing countries. But 

relatively.it•s use in developed countries is more than 

in the developing countries. Like Quota, it is used by 

all co~ntries, but it's use is mainly found in E.E.C., 

U.S.A. and Japan •.. 

Japan, is the main user of it, both in the develo~ed 

and developing countries. Followed by E.E.C. and U.S.A. 

The proportion of it•s use, for the imports from 

developed and developing countries, by the above three 

countries is almost same. 

The con~odities from developing countries which are 

restrained by this inst»ament, are Agricultural commodities 

like meat and edible offals, bacon, ham an~ pigmeat, fish 
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fresh or frozen, Fish Proc<:>sserl, Fresh Veget,bles, 

Pickled VPgetables. 

(vi) Stat" Trnding : This i.s the most important NTB, for 

the imports from developing countries. It is not used in 

U.S.A. For the imports from developing countries, the major 

user is E.E.C. while for the imports from developed 

countries, the major user is Japan, followed by E.E.c.· 

The use of it, by Japan, is twice the percentage use 

by E.E.C. 

The imports from developing countries, which are 

restricted by this instrument are, Tabacco unmanufactured 

cigars and cigarettes. 
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A Ci'i tigue of the Inventory Approach : 

Even though, UNCTAD Inventory is th"! major 

source of dat.J, to derive th"! conclusions relating 

to NTBs, it su:ff.ers from following dr"w~cks. 
'/I. 

1. Definitional problem : Developing countries, 

due to lack of clarity in definition, may report 

cert'lin me.1sures as NTBs, in the inventory, even 

when they are not NTBs, according to the Spirit of 

the definition. 

For example, if the same Health nnd sanitory 

regulation is <~pplied to the domestic producers, 

and if the developing country's commodity is rejected, 

if it is not produced according to thnt regulation, 

then it is not NTB, But developing countries may 

rPport it as.NTB, just because it is rejected, 

without looking into the reasons. 

However, that does not mean such measures 

'will not discriminate and increase cost. They can, 

but it is necessary to provide supporting evidence 

to this effect, before including them into the 

inventory as NTBs. However, this is not done. · 

: 

(2) The inventory may not be Comprehensive because, 

the developing countries due to tack of adequate 

information of the internal domestic policies of 
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deve~oped countries, may not be aware of NTBs 

like special tax concessions, subsidi~s to 

domestic producers, differential transport 

charges which may be exerting more res tricti\fe 

effect on the imports, than the visible NTBs 

(reported jn the Inventory) like Packing regulation, 

mark of origin, 

(3) Technical ,,srect : Du<" lo rnpid :md rAr:lical change 

in international trade, the data may be outdated, from 

the lime of recording, vat'ification, t'lhulntion etc. 

before it is available to the analysts. 

(4) Conclusion : 

However inspi~s of the above defects, Inventory 

approach, is an important source for analysing NTBs. 

It's utility can be increasing by supplementary 
--

information, llbke International Price differentials. 
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C H A P T E R - 4 -------------------
" SOME EMPIRICAL ESTIMATES SHOWING THE LOSS TO 

L.D.Cs DUE TO NTBs" AND " THE GROI1TH OF NTBs, 

SINCE 1974 ". 

4.1 Introduction : 

In the last chapter we have seen that 

"relatively" the restrictions of NTBs falls more 

on the imports from developing countries, 

In this chapter we shall mention some of the 

Empirical findings, which shows the loss occuring 

to developing countries due to NTBs (We are not 

going to discuss the methodology used by them in 

their estimate, since that is outside the scope 

of this dissertation) 

We shall then see that after 1974, the use of 

NTBs has been increasing on Manufactured goods, and 

therefore, will affect the economy of the developed 

countries. 

However, when,. one looks to the types of 

Manufactured ·goods (as revealed by Frequency Index) 

on which the NTBs, have increased, we will notice· 

that the developing countries have comparative 

advantage in their production, and_hence the 

developing countries will be equa.lly affected 



- 88 .... 

(perhaps more because the NIBs on Agricultural 

goods continue to be high) due to increase in 

"Managed trade". 

4.2 Empirical estimates showing loss to L.D.C 

Following are soma of the Empirical estimates, 

which show the loss to LDCs, due to NIBs 

1. "The UNCTAD secretariat (March 1972) estimated 

that export gains for developing countries would 

be of the order of$17 billion a year, if protection 

for agricultural products was removed in the 

Industrial markets. 

This corresponds roughly to 20 percent of non­

petroleum exports. Additional export earnings of 

this magnitude would produce a considerqble stimulus 

to development programmes and to the improvement of 

general living standards". 

2. According to Roningen and yeat's estimate, if the 

restraints on textile are removed, it would increase 

te}ile imports by the United States and France bY 

about 35 to 45 percent. 

3. According to UNCTAD's analysis, the imports of 

leather footwear would have been close to 60 percent 

higher in Japan in the absence of these·measures. 

This implied trade loss for developing countries of 

about $ 6 million. 
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4. According to UNCTAD-FAO econometric Models 

estimate, removal of Agricultural protection· 

would increase tot~l (world) GDP by about $84 

billion which is about a 2 percent increase over 

recent levels. Near! y half of this gain ( $37 .6· 

billion) is expected to accrue to the developing 

countries, with this increase representing about 

a 5 percent expansion of domestic product. 

5. According to th0. Study of Walter and Chung 

(1972). In the absence of NTBs on the grOMPS 

studied, a 1968 LDC trade base of .$486 million 

would have been 50 to 70 percent higher. Although 

qualifying their results, Allen and Walter suggest 

that this range may be interpreted as an indication 

of the orclf'r of magnitude involved in estimates of 

the restrictiveness of NTBs, particularlly in 

sectors such as Agriculture, on th'! export '· 

performance of developing countries. 

6. Finally, an invest1gation by the UNCTAD 

Secretariat which employed the import elasticity 

of demand approach estimated that the differentials 

between external and internal prices resulting from 

Quotas are like! y to have reduced imports into · 

Germany by 18 percent into Sweden by abput 2G percent 

and into the United Kingdom by ?2 percent below the 
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level which would have prevailed in the absence 

of Quotas or licensing. 

7. Studies by the UNCTAD Secretariat using import 

demand elasticities suggest that the developing 

countries experience a trade loss in the range of 

$15 to 20 billion, due to NTBs applied to textiles, 

clothing and shoes. 
Co ,..tw no':!_ .;,.-

The above observations indicate that the 

potential exists for a substantial expansion of 

developing country exports and thereby to reduce 

the dependence for financial aid from developed 

countries if trade barriers were liberalised. 
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TABLE 4,1 
MANAGED TRADE BY COUNTRY 

(percentage of 1974 trade) 
-.-.-.- - - -.... -.-.-.-.-.-- -·---...... -.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-

All goods Manufactures 
----------------------------------
1974 1979 1974 1979 -.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.- - - - - -...... -.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-

Belgium/Luxemburg 
Denmark 
France 
Germany 
Ireland 
Italy 
Netherlands 
United Kingdom 

27.5 
29.5 
32,8 
37,3 
36.8 
44.1 
32.5 
38,5 

32.9 
40,5 
41,7 
46.0 
32,2 
51.9 
39,0 
45.2 

0,7 
0 
0 
0 
1. 5 
0 
0 
0,2 

8,3 
17,5 
14.7 
15,9 
8.9 

15,2 
12.8 
12.8 

• 
• 

• ----------------------------- .. ~ --- ---- ------------------------
EEC (8) 35,8 0.1 13.7 

• -----------------------------------------------------------­• 

Australia 
Austria 
Canada 
Finland 
Greece 
Iceland 
Japan 
Norway 
Portugal 
Spain 
Sweden 
Switzerland 
Turkey 
United States 

17.9 
20.8 
22.4 
32,9 

100 
20.6 
51.4 
16.3 
25.5 
32.2 
24.7 
16.9' 

100 
36.2 

34,5 
30,3 
18.3 
33,6 

100 
31.2 
54.7 
33,7 
27.5 
36,8 
30,1 
18,3 

100 
44.3 

7.8 
0 

11.4 
3.1 

100 
1.3 
0 
0 

10,5 
0 
3,1 
2.1 

100 
5,5 

29.6 
13.1 
5.8 
3,5 

100 
15.77 
4.1 

24.6 
11.7 
4.1 

10.5 
3.4 

100 
18.3 . 

• 

• 

-----------------------------------------------------------
European Countries(16) 34.2 41.4 1 • 8 13,8 

. -----------------------------------------------------------OECD (22) 35,8 42,3 4.0 14.6 
--------------------------------------- ------------------
Other developed (3) 
Oil exporters (15) 
Non-oil developing (81 

37,5 
54.0 
49.8 

97.9 
63,4 
48.9 

97,7 
45.8 
24,9 

97.8 
57.1 . 
23.1 

-----------------------------------------------------------
World (122) 40.3 45,7 12.9 . 21.3 
-----------------------------------------------------------

ManAged trade is defined to include any trade flow that is 
subject to some non-tariff control by ex-porter,importer,or 
both (There is no allowance for tightness of control) The 
numbers represent the proportions of commodities "managed" 
in trade in 1974 and 1979 using the 1974 composition of 
trade. 



TABLE·- 4.2 

CXJMMODI'fiES FOUND TO BE CONTROLLED ·BY. IMPClRTERS 
------------------------------~----------------

( Shares more than 30%. in 1979 ) 

. . . . 
--.--.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-~-.-~---.-.-.-.~.--~·7·-·~·~·-·-·-·~·---.-~---~~--.-.-.-~-

Sha~e of Share of trade ·c~mmodities . 
. . commodity in ·commodity · controlled 

in ~ 9.74 controlled :i.n · (A = in 1974 
··- - world · ·· .(in-%) --- B :=·in 1979) :bf 

trade · 
('in%:> ··19.74 ·1979 EEc USA , JAPAN 

-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-·-·~·---.-.-.-.-.~~-.-.-.-.-.-.~.---~-.-.-.-.-.-.-.~--.~.-.---.-. . . . 
Livl'! animals 
Fish 
Ce:.:eals ·· 

~ . 

Fruit and Vegetab:Les 

.. Confec~ionery 
Cocoa 
chocolate 
Tea 
Animal feeding. stuffs .. 
MisC•,llaneous food 
Non-alcoholic beverages 
Silk fibres · 
Tex. ~les 
Lin~, Cement etc. 

Ir(;,~ and Steel 

:• -~Air-:·~;if.t •. ,. . .. .;-.r· 
· Ship; 

Clothing 

Footwear 

Travel 

0~3 

o.s 

1. 7· 

0.1 
0.3 
o •. 1 

0.1 
0.6 
0.2 
o.o 
o.o 
3.4 
0.2 
3.8 
o.s ... 
o.1 
1 •. 9 . 
0.5 

. '64 ' 
30· 
76 
70 

.. 43' 

56 
62. 

66 
69 
49 
57 

6 
21. 
32 
16 
1.2 
1.8 

20. 
1 . 

24 

.64 
31 
76 
78 
43 
56 
62 

. 64 
69' 

48· 
58 
71' 

· .. 35. 

35 
66 

83 
'82 

48. 
32 
21 

AB 
AB · 

·AE!. 
AB 

AB 
AB 
.AB 

AB· 
AB 

·AB 
Al:l 

AB. 

.a 
B 

B 

B 
s· 

AB 

·A 

B· 
AB 

·s . 
B 

AB 

i3 

AB 

B 

B 

. AB 

. ' 

.. · 

.. -· 
.. 

.. .•. 

-;-.-.-.-.-.~.-.- .. -.-.~.-.-~---.-.-.-.-.-.~.-.-~-~-·-·-·~--.-.-~--~.-!~.-~-.~.~.--~-~--·~ 
* from Page S.A.B •• op~ cit. Table .1 

"' Ill 
\Q 
Ill 

z 
0 
• 
..0 
1\o) 
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·TABLE - 4.3 

·E~§g~g~fi_oF .:.!~~!~§~~g~Q!::.~§~§~§Q.:.!~~Q~!-~~!~Q~~~Q~ 1.~~~~£!:~~~0 Gbo~s IN EEC, UNIT~~ STATE~ ,I AND· J~P~ 
. .. ' . - . . . ------------------------------------------

· :{per cent)· 1976 
. . . . . ~ 

~.-.-.-.-·-·:~~----.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-~-·-··~·---.-.~.-.-.-.-.-.-~---.-.-.~.-.-~---.-.-.-.~.-.-.-.-

.· . _______ :~~:=---~------ ----~~~==~~~~:~~=~------ ---~~~=~~=~=~~=~~~~=~----· 
. EEC- USA . _· Japal}. ·. . EEC · .· USA Japan· EEC USA, Japan --·.-~-~-. ~. ~ .. ~ • .;.;..;...._ --.-~-. --• .-:.- .. -~ -. --.- .. -.--.. -.·-. -. -._--.--. --..-.-.-•-•-• -:-·. -• -.--.-• -• ....;. •-• -. --.-.-.:-.-.--.- .-~-•._•-• -.-.-. -.-o..:·.-

. - . . . . . ·• . . . ~ ' . 
Chemicals · .. 
Plastic and r"-lbber goods 

. . 
r:eather and.leather. goods . . . . . 
Woo~. and wood products 

. . 
Texti-les and. ~extile· articles 

·Footwear. and accessories.' 
C~ra.mic ·.a~d glass _products · · 

16.5 . 38.3 

8~1. . 17~4 

4.3 -10~0 

18.8 
. ~8.2 

76~1 

39.5 

13.7 

-
14.7 

66.4 
57.1. .· 

3."9 . 

Pearl's:,· pre~ious inetals. an.d .. 
j ewelty · · 1:.7 · 

Base metal. products . 14.7 

-Machinery and electri¢a~ 
equipment 
Transport equipment 
Pre.cisi.on instrur.nents 

Ar~s and ammunition 
Miscellaneous manufactured 
articles 

.12.9 

10.1 . 

2.4 

4 .• 1 

4 .. 1 

5.9 

--
8.8 

--
14.3 

. . .4.8 

.1 0.6 

. 8. 7· 

15.0 

--.. 

1.8 

4'.8 

0.7 

3~2 

20.6 

1 00.0· . 

15.7 

7~5 

,4.3 

'Hi.4 

27.7 

15.4 
15.7 :-

12~3 

o.8 

7.9 

1'2.1 

8.8 

1~9 

4.1 

10.0 

€>3.8 

47.6 

3.9 

--· 

~-

1.8 

0.8 
·o.o 

0-.-4 
0.5 

0~7 

23.8 
. 1.4 

0~8· 

6.8 

o.8 

1.3. 

0~5 

38·.3, 
', 

17 .4' 
I 
I 

--
14.7 

2.6, 

9.51 
I --

. . . . : 
. 5.91 

I 
. I 

I 
I 
I • 

~.81· 
\ I 

--~· i 
14.3! 

I 

'~- I 

3. 7 2.4 2 ... 4 0·.3 4.8( . 

Total of ·above . . 2:!.0 . ·21.3 ... 5.2 19.7 l 1 0~ 1 0.2 2.2 11.21 

10.6 

8.7· 

1.5.0. 

--. 

4~.8 

0.7 

3.2 
20.6 

1 oo.o 

5.0 
• . ' I -.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.~.---.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-p-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-~---.-.-.-.-.-·---.-.-.-.-.-.-.-

* from Olecho~ski- A ~nd G Sa-~pson: "Current Trade Restri~tions· \n the EEC the, United States and Japan. 
Journal of World ·Trade_L~w , May/J_une 1989. . ~ : 
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4.3 Growth of NTBs, since 1974 

4.3.1 

· [c.o"~LIASio" l.j.2J 
However, ·this optimism,f\is turned into 

pessimism, when one sees the rapid increase in 

the use of NTBs, after 1974, as shown by 

following Table 4,1 

ObseFvations on Table : 4.1 

1. The above table indicates that the NTBs have 

been growing as a result the world trade instead 

of being liberalised tr~de is turned to be a 

"Managed Trade". 

2. World wide the proportion of Managed trade 

for all goods has increased by 13% (from 40.3% 

to 45,7%) 

3. U.S.A. and E.E.C. though below world average 

has recorded an substantial increase by 22.37% 

(from 36.2 to 44.3) 21.22% (from 35~8 to 43.4) 

respectively. 

4. Japan, which is the most restricted Countq•', 

has kept it's proportion of Managed trade above 

the world average, but showed only 6.4% increased 

(from 54 to 63,4) 

5. The oil exporters showed an increase in Managed 

trnde by 17.4% while the non-oil developi.ng c; 

countries showed an decrease of Managed trade 

by 1.SO% 
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6. The trend towards managed trade in m~nufactures 

for Industrial countries is considerably more 

pronounced is reflected by following statistics. 

a) The worldwide proportion of managed manufact~:~:dng 

trade nearly doubled from 12.9% to 21.3% 

b) A large part of this increase w<~s largely due to 

OECD countries (from 4% to 14.6%) 

c) The most dramatic increase was noticed in E.E.C. 

countries which increased from 0.1% to 13.7%" 

d) In absolute terms the increase in U.S.A. was 

higher than in E.E.C. from 5.6% to 18.3% 

e) TDe increase in Japan was from Zero to 4.1% 

The Frequency Index ( as shown in Table 4.2 

and Table 4.3) show, that in the Manufactured 

goods, the commodities which are subject to high 

NIBs, are, Textile, footwear products leather 

goods. 

The developing countries have a comparativ~ 

advantage in the production of these goods, and 

therefore, the impact of increased 'Managed Trade' 

would be more severely felt by developing countries 

(apart from developed countries) 



- 96 -

Conclusion : 

Therefore, the efforts made, through Tokyo 

Round of Multilateral negotiated, to reduce NIBs, 

may not be successful, if the same trend continues. -
And, therefore, it is necessary that the 

developed countries abide by the varies codes 

stated in the Agreement of Tokyo Round, and the 

G.A.T.T., also takes action on the country 

violating the codes. 



- 97 -

II CONCLUSION II ----------
Trade has been described as an engine of 

growth. In the nineteenth century this appears 

to have been true, but changed circumstances and 

the expansion of protectionism in this century 

have greatly diminished the transmis~ion effect 

of trade. 

Till recently, the barriers were mostly in 

the form of tariffs, the schedules of which were 

published, and therefore the extent of protection, 

could be quantified and negotiated. However, with 

the r0duction of tariff barriers, particularlly 

after the Kennedy round, thP. use of Non-tariff 

barriers have increased. 

The reduction of the NTBs is important, to 

the world trade in general, and to the trade of 

developing countries in particular, because, the 

developing countries want to accelerate the pace 

of their development, and catch up with the 

economic development of developed countries. However, 

the trade barriers are acting as a stumbling block 

on this path. 

As a measure, to take the developing countries, 

out of this trap, the G.A.T.T., had undertaken 
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various multilateral negotiations - like 

Dillion Round, Kennedy Hound, and the latest 

Tokyo Round, in order to reduce the tariff 

bArriers on the imports from developing 

countries, 

Such a measure, could have turned a boon to 

the developing countries trade, but for the rela-· 

tive increase in NTBs. And, therefore a fear was 

expressed that due to "New protectionism", the 

world trade instead of being a liberalised trade, 

would be a "Managed trade", 

We began the analysis of this study of NTBs; 

with the causes for the increase in NTBs, and 

stated, two types of causes. 

a) The inherent defects in the G.A.T.T., 

particularlly the "Grandfather Clause" and lack of 

effective enforcement procedure. 

b) Secondly, the reduction in tariffs under various 

multilateral negotiations. 

The extent of NT[Js, 800 in member showed that 

the NTBs.were widespread. 

As a first step to know what are NTBs, we 

stated the definitions given by Baldwin, Br~an, 

Lloyd, Walter. However, due to the tremendous 

variety and complexity of NTBs no defination, 
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was workeable (of practical use) except to some 

extent, the definition given by Ingo Walter. 

Ingo Walter, has rightly emphasised that 

"It would be nonsensical to classify all actions 

as NIBs. According to him only those measures ,. 
whose purpose or "Intent" was to distort trade, 

sould be considered as NTBs. 

However, in the next section, we have seen, 

how and why, it is difficult to know, whether the 

measures taken by the country, were tnt~ntidnal . 

or not. For example, they deceive the appearance, 

they are interchangeable, there is uncertainty 

about them etc. 

Nonetheless, on the lines suggested by Ingo 

Walter, the.UNCTAD has classified the NIBs, into 

three types : Type I or Pure NTBs - Commercial 

policy measures designed primarily to protect 

domestic producers from foreign competition, 

Type II or Quasi NIBs - Measures designed to deal 

with probl<>ms not directly related to commercial 

policy, but are used occassionally to restrict trade. 

Type III or Accidental NTBs - Measures which have 

spillover effects in the foreign trade sector. 
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Each category is further subdivided into 

group A and group B. The measures under group 

A operates Primarily through quantitative 

restraints on trade, and measures under group 

B on production costs and prices. 

Though the NTBs are widespread, we have, ' 

tried to explain some of the import ant NTBs 

like, Quota, Voluntary Export Restraints, State 

Trading, Health and Sanitory Standards, which 

account for about 75% of the total value of 

imports restricted by NTBs. 

Since the purpose of this dissertation was 

to know, what are NTBs, and whether they fall 

more on the imports from developing countries -
(than on the imports from developed countries) and 

thus act as a stumbling block on the path of 

economic development of the developing countries, 

I have not dealt with the different methods used 

in measuring the NTBs (and their demerits and 

merits). 

However, by using the UNCTD's Inventory 

appraoch, through it's coverage Index we have 

shown how NTBs fall "relatively" more on the 

imports from developing countries, which country 
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uses which NTB, similarlly with the help of 

. Frequency Index, we have been able to show, the ( ... 

commodities subject to NTBs in different Countries, 

and how the NTBs on Manufactured goods have been 

increasing since 1974. 

Finally with the help of some of the 

empirical estimates, we have shown, the loss to 

the developing countries, due to the restriction. 

of their trade. 

And, therefore, we can conclude, that, it is 

necessary to liberalise trade, which would not 

only lead to world prosperity, but also help the 

developing countries to come out of the "trap" or 

"Vicious circle". 

In regard, to the importance of trade 

liberalisation to the developing countries the 

observ~tion of Alexander J. Yeats (1979, P 10) 

is worth noting. According to him "The most · 

important contribution that the developed countries 

could make towards the less developed countries is 

precisely to provide access to ~arkets for 

manufactured goods •••• which in turn would lead 

to increased demand for developing countries 

exports, thus increasing the LDC's real income and 
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capacity to purchase equipments required for 

industrialisations". 

If this does not occurs, Cassing (Portfolio 

P 18) warns, "In the 1930's the cost of the 

retreat from liberal trade was notoriously high. 

Today with. a much more sophisticated level of 

specilization among major trading nations, the 

cost would be substantial! y higher." 
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