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Executive summary



Executive summary Jacques Le Cacheux1



MENA (Middle East and North Africa) countries occupy the South and East shores of the Mediterranean Sea and constitute a very heterogeneous and little economically integrated group of countries2. Some of them have long signed trade or other economic agreements with the European Union (EU), and have had long-standing economic links with EU countries. Others have been tempted by more protectionist and self-centered development strategies. They all have been included since 1995 in the socalled Barcelona process, by which the EU has been extending an economic and cooperation association strategy with its Mediterranean neighbors. In the field of trade, Turkey has been the first to sign bilateral liberalization agreements with the EU and has been on a customs union regime with the EU since 1994. And while the Barcelona process has been slow to yield tangible results, many MENA countries have now signed bilateral association agreements with extensive free-trade provisions with the EU. Simultaneously, a number of them, including Jordan and Morocco, have also signed freetrade agreements with the US, and most, but not all, are members of the World Trade Organization (WTO). All these developments indicate that MENA countries are actively pursuing strategies of trade openness and of economic integration with their major trading partners and with the rest of the world. Except for Turkey and Lebanon, they are however highly protectionist and still remain relatively minor players in the international trade arena, with total exports barely exceeding .5% of total world exports for Turkey, the largest and most open MENA country. Differences in trade openness, geographical direction of trade and international specialization are very large indeed within the group. At the beginning of this century, Tunisia, Israel and Morocco were the most open of the MENA countries, Turkey being the largest and slightly less open (Cheval and Darrigues, 1 Professor of Economics, and Director of CATT, UPPA, Director of the Economic Research Department, OFCE, Paris 2 Lack of data or other difficulties with data have constrained the authors of the various chapters to retain only limited and not always identical lists of countries to study the various dimensions of international insertion of MENA countries. Most trade data used in this report are taken from the CEPII CHELEM data base, running up to 2002. More on data difficulties in the implementation report.
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CD, Chap.1, Section 2). In 2002, the EU appeared to be a key trading partner for all MENA countries, but this was especially true for Tunisia, followed by Morocco and Algeria, whereas Egypt and Tunisia had a relatively less polarized external trade (Bouët, B, Chap.1, Section 1). This report offers an in-depth analysis of MENA countries’ international integration, including detailed comparisons with other countries or regions. However, contrary to most previous studies dedicated to international economic, monetary and financial relations of the MENA countries, the present report also focuses on intraregion integration. Chapter 1 is dedicated to an in-depth analysis of trade policies and their impact on trade flows, both composition and direction of MENA countries’ trade. The measurement issue is extensively discussed in the first section (B, Ch.1, S1), where the major instruments used are presented and interpretation discussed. Using the MacMap database on trade protection policies, it is possible to construct a welfare-equivalent measure of effective protection of all protectionist measures and thus obtain a detailed assessment of each country’s protection and market access on a fairly disaggregate level. Focusing on market access, this first part of the analysis in particular shows that MENA countries all face moderate protection for their exports, though the situation varies considerably from country to country, mostly due to the product composition of their export flows: hence for instance, Libya and Algeria, whose exports are essentially oil and gas, bearing little or no import duties in the majority of importing countries, face very low average protection on their exports. However, when assessed on a detailed, productcomposition basis when due account is taken of preferential margins, preferential treatments, in particular those granted by the EU in the framework of the Euromed treaties, do appear to make a difference in market access: this is especially true for textile exports from MENA countries, mostly to the benefit of Egypt, Morocco, Tunisia and Turkey. In order to get precise and disaggregate measure of the potential effects of trade liberalization policies, the MIRAGE model, built and maintained in CEPII, is then used for various experiments, the medium-to-long term outcomes of which can then be compared: a South-South free trade agreement, a series of South-North bilateral free trade agreements, and a multilateral full trade liberalization. The exercise focuses on three MENA countries: Morocco, Tunisia and Turkey, the others being lumped in a single zone due to lack of data in the MIRAGE model. As could be expected from the initial structure of trade flows and their relative importance, the first experiment has almost no impact on the rest of the world; it however entails very significant welfare gains for Turkey and, to a lesser extent, for Tunisia, whereas Morocco is the major loser, being initially the most protectionist and the one suffering a deterioration in terms of trade due to trade diversion (mostly from EU to other MENA countries). Simultaneously, the sectoral structure of the MENA countries is altered, with large gains for Turkey in the textile and wearing industry, in meat and cereals, losses for Tunisia in milk, cereals, etc. The second experiment (North-South liberalization) yields a mild deterioration in the terms of trade of the three MENA countries considered, but offset by significant GDP gains, due to large trade creation effects, especially for Morocco and Tunisia.
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Imports from the rest of the world, especially the EU, also increase significantly. Turkey gains less, being initially the least protectionist country vis-à-vis the EU. Other MENA countries bear a small welfare loss, because their terms of trade deteriorate and trade effects are relatively less than for the three others. North-South liberalization entails very inter-sector shifts in These countries, especially in agriculture and textile and wearing. A multilateral full trade liberalization yield larger welfare gains for all MENA countries than any of the two previously analyzed scenarios, but also entails larger shifts in industry structures, meaning that short-term costs are probably larger and that there would be larger distributional effects amongst winners and losers within the MENA countries. Finally, when comparing the structural effects of the three liberalization scenarios, it should be emphasized that they are quite large and along very different patterns, meaning that liberalization is generally costly, but also that it may not be wise to start from regional liberalization if the final aim is to get full, multilateral liberalization. The first section of Chapter 1 gives detailed evaluations and comparisons of these sectoral effects in the MENA countries, and proposes a new measure of “structural congruence”, which allows assessing the various possible paths of liberalization for each MENA country. It shows that each country is facing different costs for each liberalization strategy. The second section of Chapter 1 (CD, Ch.1, S2) offers a detailed analysis of MENA countries specialization, covering Algeria, Egypt, Israel, Morocco, Tunisia, and Turkey, over the period 1967-2002. The indicator used is the CEPII contribution to trade balance, with a sector disaggregation in 6 stages of the production process3, the construction of which is presented at the beginning of the Section 2. This indicator may be interpreted as measuring “revealed comparative advantage”. For all MENA countries except Israel, it shows a marked specialization in primary products at the beginning of the period. But, except for Algeria and Egypt, the pattern of specialization has changed significantly in time: Morocco, Tunisia and even more so Turkey, have witnessed a spectacular rise in their trade openness from the early 1980’s on, and this process has been accompanied by an increasing specialization in consumption goods exports. Israel has distinctly different pattern of specialization, more like other industrialized countries, with in particular a rising equipment sector contribution to external trade balance. In a second step, the analysis is then carried out in terms of sector specialization. It is then shown that patterns have changed over time in all countries of the sample, except for Algeria, persistently stuck on a mono-sector specialization in energy. The pattern is more balanced for other countries, but it may be noted that three of them (Morocco, Tunisia, and Turkey) have progressively developed a strong specialization in Textile, making them vulnerable to competition form the rest of the world, in particular from China and Asia. Egypt, Israel, and, to a lesser extent, Morocco, have relatively balanced pattern. The third indicator used in this Section 2 measures the similarity between each country’s structure of exports and those of other countries, thus assessing the degree of 3



Goods are grouped in six categories according to their degree of elaboration: primary, basic manufactured, intermediate, equipment, mixed, consumption. The detailed list is given in Section 2 of Chapter 1.
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competition bearing on each country. It shows that national patterns are close to other countries’: thus, for instance Morocco, Tunisia and Turkey have relatively close specialization patterns, but the former two also appear close to Romania, Macedonia and small Asian countries, whereas Turkey’s pattern appears similar Southern European countries, China, India, etc., and Israel’s closer to industrial countries’ (US, The Netherlands, UK, etc.). Two further indicators are analyzed in this section: one assesses each country’s insertion in the international division of labor, vertical or horizontal, skilled or unskilled labor, etc.; the other is the market shares, both on world markets and on the EU market. The first indicator shows that MENA countries are very heterogeneous in terms insertion in the international division of labor. The second shows that MENA countries’ shares in world and EU markets have reached a maximum in 1985, and then decreased afterwards, except for manufacturing. When decomposed in various components, these variations may be explained by structural effects. In Section 3 of Chapter 1 (CDM, Ch.1, S3), an analysis of intra-regional trade protection is offered, based on a synthetic indicator of tariff protection; the evaluation of protection effects is then carried out on the basis of a econometrically estimated gravity model. This section shows that the effects of tariffs and non-tariff barriers are rather high, and in particular that intra-regional protection is very significant. The results in this section suggest that trade liberalization may have significantly larger effects than what the first section tended to conclude, thus emphasizing the divergences in evaluation methods. Chapter 2 offers an analysis of exchange rate policies and their consequences, both on trade and investment flows, and on macroeconomic, business cycle fluctuations in MENA countries, in order to show how monetary policies and heterogeneity affect relative performances and macroeconomic fluctuations. In Section 1 of Chapter 2 (LRM, Ch.2, S1), the gravity framework is again used to analyze the determinants of MENA countries’ trade flows, including this time exchange-rate regimes, levels and volatility, in order to assess the specific impact of these developments on trade flows. Indeed, given the close commercial links between MENA countries and the EU, the theory of optimal currency areas would suggest that stabilizing bilateral exchange rates by pegging to the euro may be the preferred strategy for most MENA countries. Empirically though, when estimating a standard gravity model over a very large a diversified sample of countries, including MENA countries, the latter do not appear to behave differently from the rest, and determinants other than exchange rate levels and volatility seem to dominate. On the other hand, intra-area exchange-rate volatility appears higher than in other parts of the part, suggesting that this may be an important impediment to regional integration and the development of bilateral trade flows amongst MENA countries. Hence, it is not clear whether stabilizing exchange rates vis-à-vis the euro would make much difference in terms of trade flows, except as an indirect way of stabilizing intra -area exchange rates. In Section 2 of Chapter 2 (BI, Ch.2, S2), macroeconomic aspects of intra-area interdependences are investigated with the help of an analysis of business-cycle fluctuations. Using the standard method of Hodrick-Prescott filtering of time series, it is shown that cross-correlations between national fluctuations amongst MENA countries are extremely weak, even when the area is split in two, more homogeneous groups (Middle-East countries and Maghreb countries). Only long cycles seem to display more significant cross correlations. Interpreted in the light of the theory of optimal currency
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areas, these results suggest that MENA countries are quite far from the minimum requirements in terms of regional integration. Chapter 3 (DDIL, Ch.3) offers an original empirical analysis of the impact transport costs on trade flows amongst MENA countries. In this chapter again, a gravity model of trade is estimated, this time including transport costs, and used to assess the potential impact of infrastructure building on trade flows. After investigating various methods for measuring transport costs, the authors point to the difficulties of getting appropriate direct evidence on transport costs and turn to an indirect, reduced-form approach, based on distance, time, topology and technology. The Chapter shows that large transport costs due to poor infrastructures have a very significant depressing effect on MENA countries’ trade flows. This seems to be especially true for maritime transports, where costs have been increasing over time. The estimates suggest that improving transport and telecommunication infrastructures in these countries may lead to an increase in trade volume between a 34% and 55%, analogous to the effect of a 512km to 709km reduction in distance between these countries. Chapter 4 (R, Ch.4) explores the issue of real and nominal convergence amongst MENA countries, this time covering a fairly large sample of 22 Southern and Eastern Mediterranean countries. The chapter starts with a review of existing regional trade and exchange-rate agreements. It then provides an extensive survey of convergence concepts and indicators, including most recent Kernel function techniques. The analytical tools are then applied to the measurement of real (per-capita GDP) and nominal (inflation rate) convergence amongst the countries of the sample, over fairly long periods of time (22 countries over 50 years for the former, 12 countries over 33 years for the latter). Regarding real convergence, the analysis shows that there exist convergence club, three of them being identified at the beginning of the period, and only remaining at the end. With respect to inflation dynamics, the results show divergence until the mid-1980s, then convergence afterwards, with all countries of the sample (except Egypt and Iran) having converged by the early 2000s. In terms of policy implications, the chapter concludes that, given the relative divergence of per-capita GDPs, the Balassa-Samuelson effect would make exchange-rate pegging policies ineffective and may even lead to increased nominal divergence.
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Chapter 1. Measuring trade barriers and their impact of trade flows



PART 1.



The market access issue in Southern Mediterranean countries Antoine Bouët1



1 Introduction The recent evolution of the international trading system has prioritized two directions. Multilateralism is still a key dimension even if ongoing negotiations, led under the aegis of the WTO, are surprisingly slow. Regionalism is the second way by which most of trade policies are ruled. In 2001 only seven countries did not take part of a reciprocal or a non reciprocal regional trade agreement2. Southern Mediterranean (SM) countries3’ trade policies might be considered are not uncommon. Some are WTO members: Egypt, Morocco, Tunisia and Turkey since 1995, Jordan since 2000. All have been granted trade preferences from their very rich neighbor (European Union). Some signed a few bilateral agreements and the negotiation of a vast Euro-Mediterranean free trade area is in progress. But as far as an in-depth assessment is carried out SM countries’ trade policies appear unusual. Firstly these are (highly) protectionist countries: on the 147 countries available in the MacMap-HS6 database, Egypt is ranked 5 th amongst the most protectionists, Libya 9 th, Morocco 10th, Tunisia 11 th. Only Turkey and especially Lebanon are open countries. Except for the latter, these countries have adopted an import substitution strategy during the decades 1960/1970. In the case of Algeria, Egypt and Libya the objective was only the domestic market, but in Morocco and Tunisia production factors were reallocated in order to promote exports. Their regional strategy is even more singular. SM countries have been receiving trade preference from Europe for a few decades, but it only concerns a non reciprocal free access for industrial products; they do not have any preference on exportation of agricultural goods and services to Europe. In 1995 the Barcelona declaration defined a 1 Senior Research Fellow - IFPRI . Antoine Bouet was Professor at UPPA and Scientific Advisor at CEPII at the time this study was done ([email protected]). 2 See Bouet and Mayer, (2003). 3 We define this zone as: Morocco, Algeria, Tunisia, Libya, Egypt, Jordan, Syria, Lebanon and Turkey.
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new partnership between European Union and SM countries. From a mercantilist point of view this agreement is unfair; of course it contains positive elements (the agreement is perennial, the cumulating of rules of origin was extended) but it remains that SM countries will open their industrial sectors to European products, while Europe is already open. This is a quite singular feature of a North-South regional agreement4. The European Union lost its position of unique regional partner with SM countries. Morocco and Jordan have signed a free trade agreement with the USA. Furtermore bilateral reciprocal agreements with rich countries are not the only axis by which SM countries have carried out regional partnerships: Morocco concluded free trade agreements with Algeria (Tariff convention, March 14th, 1989) and Libya (Tariff convention, June 29th, 1990). Finally a great pan-Arabian free trade area is in progress since the decision adopted by the Arabian League in 1997. Tariff dismantling started on January 1st, 1998, but it includes numerous exceptions. Graphic 1. Share of SM countries' exports in global world exports 0.800% 0.700% 0.600% 0.500% 0.400% 0.300% 0.200% 0.100%
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(Source: CHELEM and author’s calculation) Graphic 1 indicates SM countries’ share of global world exports. From 1987 to 2003 Turkey and Tunisia substantially increased this share, while this statistic decreased for Morocco and Egypt. The Algerian case is specific, as the statistic is highly volatile due to the evolution of the oil market5. The external trade of these countries is strongly affected by close economic relations with Europe. Obviously it is due to geographic proximity and to the high level of European income, but trade agreements have also been playing a role. Graphic 2 is measuring this point. Graphic 2.
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Turkey signed an industrial custom union agreement with Europe in 1995. Trade statistics are not available for Libya and Lebanon in the CHELEM database. 10
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(Source: CHELEM and author’s calculation)



X i., EU 6



The statistic used here is an “export bi-ratio ”:



X i.,.



X .,. EU



.



X .,..



X ih, j



is exports of good h from country i to country j; a dot indicates a sum. The numerator measures the share of exports towards Europe in country i’s exports7. The denominator is the share of exports towards in world exports. Thus if Europe is a relatively key destination for country i, this statistic is greater than unity. As revealed by Graphic 2 Europe is clearly a key trade partner for SM countries. It has been even more and more the case for Egypt and Tunisia. Table 1 indicates the product composition of SM countries’ exports and imports8. In the case of exports, the share of manufactures is prominent in Jordan, Morocco, Tunisia, and Turkey. Egypt and especially Syria export mostly mining products. On the other side manufactures represent between one half and three quarters of total imports. Table 1 Sector breakdown of SM countries’ exports and imports - 2003 Agricultural products Mining products Manufactures
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(Source: WTO) Thus in a nutshell SM countries are giving the picture of historically protectionist nations which recently became converts to the virtue of free trade. But they are still hesitating on the strategy to adopt: multilateralism? regional agreements? With rich or middle income countries? The object of this study is the market access issue for SM countries. We try to reply to three questions: (i) How restricted is market access in SM countries? (ii) How restricted is foreign market access for SM countries? 6



For a presentation, see Freudenberg et al., 1998a and 1998b. On Figure 2 this is the zone France, Belgium, Luxembourg, Germany, Italy, Netherlands, Austria, Spain, Finland, Portugal, Greece. The EU-15 is not available in the CHELEM database. 8 Algeria, Lebanon and Libya are not available in the WTO database of national trade profiles. 7
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(iii)



What are the best policy options for SM countries in order to open their economies to world competition? We firstly intend to describe the degree of protectionism in these countries and the access they have been granted on world markets. Secondly we try to define the consistency of their trade strategy and the compatibility between a multilateral option and a regional one (either North/South or South/South). After a brief exposition of methodological issues in section 2, section 3 gives an assessment of protection in SM countries and of their access to the world market. Section 4 studies the consistency of SM countries’ trade policies. Section 5 concludes.



2 Methodological issues Measuring market access has for decades been a real stake of economic research. Since Baldwin (1989), it is traditional to distinguish incidence-based and outcome-based measures of openness; the former evaluate the degree of restrictiveness of a trade policy directly from the level and the dispersion of tariffs and from an assessment of the implications of non- tariff barriers. The latter utilize trade data to reveal openness. This study will focus on the first methodological approach.



2.1 Why is it so difficult to measure market access? Let us define firstly what protectionism is. It is any kind of action adopted by a government which impedes the importation of a good or a service, originated in a foreign country. This impediment is relative: access of domestic buyers to foreign goods becomes more costly than to domestic goods. It means that if domestic and foreign goods are equally taxed, this is not protectionism. Policies which can fulfill this purpose are manifold. Some protectionist instruments are traditional (custom duties, quotas), others are quite new (tariffs quotas, sanitary and phyto - sanitary norms, technical norms, administrative regulations…) or have indirect effects (domestic support.) Thus measuring market access needs a comparative assessment of various policy instruments, some of which having unknown objective and/of uncertain impact (norms). But more detailed information is needed: Northern countries’ trade policies are revealing a very large dispersion of protection across goods and across partners. i) The first point (dispersion of protection across commodities) is well-known: market access in agriculture is quite restricted in countries like Japan, Switzerland, and Iceland and is frequently highly concentrated on a few products (meat, cereals, sugar, milk and dairy products, tobacco.) Recent studies highlight annually seasonal variations in protection9, but for capturing this effect a huge disaggregated database on tariffs is needed (HS14). ii) The second point (dispersion of protection across partners) has only been recently taken into account: regional agreements have been massively implemented in the last 15 years and developing countries have been granted numerous preferential schemes by rich countries. This intricate scheme is currently a major element of trade relations and this information needs to be incorporated in an assessment of protection. Of course, this is a central issue as it adds a supplementary dimension: market access must be measured on a four-dimensional basis 9



Gallezot, 2002. 12
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(importing country * product * instrument *exporting country 10.)



2.2 A detailed and bilateral measure of protection is needed The MacMap database is a joint effort done by the International Trade Centre – ITC– (United Nations Conference on Trade And Development –UNCTAD– & World Trade Organization –WTO–, Geneva) and the Centre d’Etudes Prospectives et d’Informations Internationales –CEPII– (Paris) to systematically collect detailed and exhaustive information on the level of applied trade barriers (see Bouet et alii, 2005). Although a lot of information existed through different databases (TRAINS, WITS, ITAS…), no comprehensive assessment of AVE applied protection across the world was available. It resulted in most assessment of the level of worldwide protection or of the impact of multilateral trade liberalization being carried out without taking into account specific tariffs, nor trade preferences, even if the GTAP network has done considerable efforts in order to offering a consistent database.11 Gathering such information in a consistent and tractable way has been the first motivation of the MAcMap database. Beyond proper collection and harmonization of information, however, the development of MAcMap also aimed at dealing with the main methodological hurdles encountered when trying to produce tariff data well-suited for large-scale analysis, in particular as far as the calculation of the AVEs of specific duties and the aggregation procedure are concerned. Basically, MAcMap is a set of files at the tariff line level that can be mobilized for several purposes, noticeably single client studies and interactive web databases for the business community realized at the ITC. The dataset used in GTAP derives from one specific application of MAcMap, namely the construction and consolidation by the CEPII of a database at the HS-6 level, intended to provide a set of consistent and exhaustive AVEs of applied border protection across the world (165 reporting countries are covered, for 5,111 products, with 208 partners) in 2001, suitable to analytical purposes. MAcMap-HS6 is regularly improved and updated, and the corresponding information is available on the CEPII's website (www.cepii.fr). The construction of MacMap-HS6 has thus prioritized four issues: (i) the integration of all regi onal agreements and trade preferences; (ii) the assessment of ad valorem equivalent of specific tariffs according to a methodology which accounts for the differentiated protective impact of this instrument when product quality varies; (iii) the assessment of ad valorem equivalent of tariff quotas according to a methodology which accounts for the marginal impact of this instrument on trade flows; (iv) an aggregation procedure which takes into account the potential importance of trade flows on which tariffs are imposed while avoiding the well known endogeneity bias. This study is using the MacMap database to estimate protection in SM countries.



10 For a detailed analysis of these methodological issues, see Balassa (1965), Laird (1996) and Bouet (2000). 11 None of these two aspects were accounted for in the tariff data included in the GTAP 5 database (see Dimaranan and McDougall, 2002), which has been the workhorse for the empirical assessments of the impact of multilateral liberalization.
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2.3 Finding a welfare (import) equivalent index Progress has been realized about the measurement of trade barriers. K. Anderson and W. Ma rtin (2005) argue for example that a major improvement in the understanding of the impact of trade liberalization comes from the fact that “the new protection data include, for the first time, bound as well as applied tariffs, non-reciprocal as well as reciprocal tariff preferences, the ad valorem equivalents of specific tariffs… and the effects of agricultural tariff rate quotas.” But this work is still far from perfect. Specific duties and tariff rate quotas are now much better taken into account, but they have not the same impact on trade as ad valorem tariffs. So evaluating ad valorem equivalents is somewhat misleading. As far as aggregation is concerned, even if free trade imports could be perfectly assessed and taken into account when weighing tariffs, it would not tackle the distortions created by tariff barriers. On Graphic 3, the same ad valorem tariff is applied to two different commodities. Under free trade imports of commodity x would be much larger than imports of y. But tariff t creates a larger distortion when applied to imports of y due to different demand and supply elasticity. Thus when free trade imports are utilized to weigh tariffs on these two goods, x is over-represented while tariff on y is much more distorting. Graphic 3.



The first impact of tariffs is a reduction in imports. Thus accounting for the trade impact of tariffs, and not the welfare impact would also be a consistent attitude. On Graphic 3, the cut in imports due to a tariff imposition is much larger in the case of commodity y; it means that it would be consistent to give this tariff a higher weight when aggregation is based on mercantilist concerns (that is to say the tariff impact on trade). This is the reason why Anderson and Bannister (1992), Anderson, Bannister and Neary (1995), Anderson and Neary (1996 et 1999) have developed indexes which are consistent in terms of welfare or trade impact. For example when assessing the tariff policy of a specific country, a Trade Restrictiveness Index (TRI) is measuring the uniform tariff, applied to all commodities, which induces the same reduction in global welfare as the current tariff structure. Section 3 applies these methodological elements to the case of SM countries.



3 The market access issue in SM countries: an assessment by the MacMap_HS6 database This section is studying the market access issue in SM countries using firstly the MacMap-HS6 database. It assesses not only the level of protection from each importing country’s perspective, but also the access to foreign markets (average duty on each country’s exports). For every calculation comparisons with other countries are done. 14
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3.1 Market access in SM countries Let us examine the level of protection from a global perspective before coming at a more detailed (sector and partner) level. Finally the gap between bound and applied duties is examined.



3.1.1



A global perspective



Table 2 gives a global picture of protection in SM countries, firstly for the entire economy, secondly differentiating agricultural and industrial activities. In order to evaluate the importance of these figures, the same indicators for other countries are given in the same table: three groups of countries are distinguished according to the level of per capita income (OECD countries, Middle Income –MI- countries, Least Developed Countries –LDC12.) It is well-known that average levels of protection are low in rich countries, especially in the Quad. Nevertheless the sector dispersion of tariff protection is high in most OECD countries (Japan, Switzerland, EU, Canada): agriculture is highly protected, and industry is almost in free trade. In developing countries overall protection is higher and less dispersed. Exceptions are Madagascar which conducts a free trade policy, and Lesotho which has different levels of protection from one sector to the other. Table 2 also points out uneven levels of protection between agriculture and industry in China, India and South Africa. How restricted is market access in SM countries? Rather very restricted. Graphic 4 gives a ranking of countries throughout the world by their overall level of protection, as calculated by the MacMaps-HS6 database. Protection ranges from 0.0% in Hong-Kong to 46.0% in Bermuda.



12



Calculations for other countries are available if requested to the author. 15
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Table 2 Global and sector-level protection in SM (and other) countries SM countries



Algeria Egypt Jordan Lebanon Libya Morocco Syria Tunisia Turkey Australia Canada EU Japan Switzerland USA Argentina Brazil China India Pakistan South Africa Bangladesh Cambodia Chad Ethiopia Lesotho Madagascar



OECD countries



MI countries



LDC



Global 13.8% 29.0% 11.2% 3.9% 21.0% 20.9% 16.4% 20.2% 6.1% 5.2% 3.5% 3.5% 4.1% 3.9% 2.4% 12.5% 11.8% 14.1% 33.4% 19.1% 8.5% 17.4% 12.9% 15.8% 14.4% 8.1% 4.4%



Agriculture 17.9% 13.8% 11.8% 8.8% 11.9% 43.9% 12.1% 57.5% 42.0% 1.2% 15.2% 17.2% 37.4% 43.7% 5.1% 11.5% 10.2% 23.6% 59.2% 26.9% 19.4% 20.0% 12.7% 21.5% 17.0% 20.7% 4.8%



Industry 13.5% 30.3% 11.1% 3.4% 21.8% 19.0% 16.8% 17.1% 3.1% 5.5% 2.6% 2.6% 1.5% 1.0% 2.2% 12.6% 11.9% 13.3% 30.1% 18.1% 7.4% 17.1% 13.0% 14.7% 13.9% 6.4% 4.3%



(Source: MacMap-HS6 and author’s calculation) Graphic 4.



Protection levels throughout the world Source: Macmap-HS6
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20.0% 10.0% 0.0% (Source: MacMap-HS6 and author’s calculation) SM countries are clearly in the protectionist group. The overall rate of protection is very high in Libya, Morocco, and Tunisia and especially in Egypt. Exceptions are Turkey whose protectionist trends have been dominated in the last decade by the
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European influence, and Lebanon which has been supporting free trade for a long time. It is noteworthy that Turkish agriculture remains highly protected. In other SM countries, market access is restricted. When comparing with the level of protection in middle income countries it is somewhat high (the case of India is exceptional.) A very common feature of trade policies throughout the world is that agriculture is a more protected activity than industry: see the case of Japan and Switzerland on Table 2. Three SM countries do not observe this rule of conduct: Egypt, Libya and Syria. It obviously stems from an infant industries strategy.



3.1.2



A detailed approach



Previous tables are not enough informative as they do not reveal protection at the product level. Annex 1 indicates market access at the HS2 chapter level for the same set of countries. Table 3 Bilateral protection - 2001 Reporter Algeria Egypt Jordan Lebanon Lybia Morocco Syria Tunisia Turkey Australia Canada EU Japan Switzerland USA Argentina Brazil China India Pakistan South Africa Bangla Desh Cambodia Chad Ethiopia Lesotho Madagascar



Partner Algeria 7.3% 18.8% 2.0% 37.9% 0.0% 10.1% 4.0% 0.6% 2.7% 0.0% 0.1% 0.9% 0.0% 0.2% 0.2% 0.4% 4.6% 15.6% 9.6% 1.8% 13.3% 3.8% 11.3% 5.9% 3.6% 0.7%



Egypt 14.6% 5.8% 3.3% 7.6% 20.5% 16.1% 15.9% 12.0% 7.7% 4.5% 1.7% 7.2% 6.7% 3.7% 13.0% 10.9% 10.6% 24.6% 12.4% 10.3% 21.3% 9.1% 15.9% 9.4% 6.9% 0.0%



EU 14.6% 28.6% 12.6% 4.7% 21.6% 18.9% 20.0% 12.7% 3.3% 5.8% 4.7% 3.0% 4.6% 4.1% 2.7% 13.8% 13.9% 16.4% 32.9% 19.4% 8.2% 14.8% 14.4% 14.8% 14.8% 7.3% 4.5%



Jordan 15.3% 10.2% 5.8% 5.2% 11.1% 10.8% 15.7% 5.4% 12.7% 9.9% 2.6% 6.3% 18.2% 4.2% 10.7% 7.1% 10.3% 29.4% 15.1% 4.7% 13.0% 9.6% 11.5% 9.0% 6.1% 2.3%



Lebanon 18.4% 17.6% 7.9% 11.6% 16.6% 17.2% 21.8% 11.4% 4.4% 4.7% 2.8% 6.9% 7.9% 2.3% 15.3% 10.3% 13.8% 32.1% 17.6% 14.7% 19.6% 15.6% 15.8% 15.1% 9.2% 4.9%



Libya 8.6% 3.2% 3.6% 2.3% 0.0% 7.1% 4.7% 1.3% 5.0% 0.4% 0.3% 0.2% 0.0% 0.2% 1.0% 1.0% 1.7% 31.2% 12.6% 0.4% 17.3% 6.4% 7.5% 0.8% 2.5% 0.3%



Morocco 0.0% 14.0% 4.5% 1.8% 0.0% 9.7% 16.6% 12.1% 10.4% 8.0% 1.4% 6.5% 8.1% 5.8% 7.9% 7.9% 9.8% 30.4% 12.6% 5.3% 15.5% 9.1% 23.3% 26.4% 3.1% 5.8%



Rest OECD 13.7% 24.1% 10.3% 3.0% 18.5% 20.9% 16.2% 23.2% 6.2% 5.2% 2.6% 3.9% 3.0% 3.9% 1.4% 12.9% 13.2% 14.3% 33.4% 20.1% 7.9% 15.8% 12.9% 13.3% 9.7% 7.8% 4.7%



Syria 12.8% 23.8% 5.0% 2.2% 24.0% 12.7% 12.8% 6.6% 5.7% 1.1% 0.5% 1.4% 1.8% 1.1% 7.7% 5.0% 6.8% 13.4% 7.8% 8.5% 7.4% 10.9% 20.4% 27.3% 15.5% 5.8%



Tunisia 19.1% 15.1% 7.1% 4.5% 7.0% 15.8% 18.3% 16.1% 13.8% 9.8% 2.1% 6.4% 3.5% 6.3% 9.5% 11.6% 16.2% 31.0% 17.5% 6.0% 14.4% 9.5% 24.0% 21.0% 7.7% 4.9%



Turkey 19.7% 77.2% 16.2% 7.8% 18.7% 34.1% 27.7% 40.1% 12.0% 8.0% 1.5% 5.0% 6.9% 5.9% 16.2% 15.7% 19.2% 34.1% 21.1% 15.6% 23.2% 14.2% 18.5% 16.8% 13.2% 3.7%



USA 12.0% 28.2% 9.9% 3.8% 20.5% 19.5% 14.0% 23.7% 6.2% 3.3% 0.5% 3.8% 3.0% 5.4% 13.2% 10.6% 13.7% 30.8% 17.7% 8.0% 15.8% 15.7% 11.9% 9.4% 9.6% 3.2%



(Source: MacMap-HS6 and author’s calculation) Rich countries are frequently blamed for the dispersion of their protection structure across products and the existence of tariff peaks in a few agricultural activities: meat, dairy products, cereals, sugar are frequently accused of being overprotected. Annex 1 confirms this point: meat is highly taxed when imported in Switzerland, dairy products in the case of Canada and Japan, cereals are taxed by a quasi – prohibitive duty in Japan… But the same reproach might be done to SM countries: not only those countries are imposing on average high duties, but tariffs are also extremely dispersed across products; market access is severely restricted in Morocco for meat and dairy products, in Syria for beverages, in Tunisia for meat, cut flowers, coffee, tea and spices, sugar, in Turkey for meat, sugar and cocoa. Tariffs peaks also impede the importation of industrial products in a few countries: the Egyptian import duties on apparel and clothing products set up a record tax in the case of knitted and crocheted articles: 1427%! Duties are also high in the case of apparel and vehicles in Syria. The existence of these tariff peaks could mean either the adoption of some specific economic policies (a newborn industries strategy) or the influence of domestic political lobbies. A key feature of the MacMap database is that it incorporates all regional agreements and trade preferences. It tackles the degree of trade discrimination which 17
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characterizes trade policy throughout the world. Table 3 reports a measure of market access from a bilateral point of view. It measures access to the row country’s market (reporter) for the column country (partner). For example, from a global point of view, Jordan imposes an average duty of 18.8% on products coming from Algeria. Differences in protection imposed to partners do not reflect only regional integration and North – South preference. It also reflects differences in the product composition of trade flows; for example, a major part of Uruguay’s exports is meat and meat products13. Trade preferences have been granted to this country by European Union, Japan, and EFTA countries, especially in industry. But it does not fully improve its market access to these countries as long as duties they impose on meat remain high. So differences in average protection applied to a partner’s products come from either a trade agreement or variations in the product composition of trade flows. Bilateral agreements exist between Morocco and Algeria, and between Morocco and Libya. Due to these agreements trade is free between these countries. SM countries’ exports to European Union are less taxed than those originating from other countries, thanks to the Euromed agreements. Differences in product specialization also matter: due to a concentration of exports on gas and petroleum products Algeria and Libya get a quasi free market access in numerous countries. On the contrary Turkey is highly specialized in apparel and clothing products: this is why this country is very penalized when it exports, especially to Egypt. From a global perspective SM countries conduct a large discrimination across their trade partners. It comes from a few trade agreements, but also, and it is the main explanation, from the heterogeneity of the tariffs they impose across products.



3.1.3



The binding overhang issue



The binding overhang is the difference between MFN bound duties and MFN applied duties. This gap is measuring the extent by which WTO members can raise their protection vis-à-vis other WTO members. Table 4 indicates the average binding margin for the same 27 countries. A few are not WTO members: Algeria, Lebanon, Syria, Libya, and Ethiopia. Middle income countries and especially LDCs are keeping a room for maneuver in their trade policy and their binding margin is on average large, while the converse is true for rich countries. A few exceptions emerge (Japan, China, and Egypt).



13 Of course the Uruguay case is not expressed on table 2, but this is a noteworthy example of country penalized by the structure of world protection.
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Table 4 Country Algeria Egypt Jordan Lebanon Lybia Morocco Syria Tunisia Turkey Australia Canada EU Japan Switzerland USA Argentina Brazil China India Pakistan South Africa Bangladesh Cambodia Chad Ethiopia Lesotho Madagascar



Binding margin 0.0% 2.8% 14.4% 16.2% 24.8% 5.0% 0.6% 0.0% 31.1% 4.6% 0.0% 18.8% 21.1% 0.0% 25.1% 48.4% 14.8% 141.4% 58.3% 80.0% 21.5%



(Source: MacMap-HS6 and author’s calculation)



3.2 Market access for SM countries Protection is traditionally only measured from the perspective of the importing country. Nevertheless access to foreign markets is a key issue of trade negotiations and of related developments. As the MacMap-HS6 database has added the exporter dimension, it also allows for measuring market access from the perspective of the exporting country.



3.2.1



A global perspective



Table 5 indicates the average duty faced on exports for the 9 SM countries, then for the 18 others. A column global expresses an average duty for all products whilst the two following give this assessment for agriculture, then for industry. In 2001 the 9 SM countries have been granted about the same preferences from Northern countries: the Euromed agreements in the case of Europe, the GSP in the case of USA and other OECD countries. A few exceptions exist: Morocco and Jordan have negotiated a free trade agreement with USA, but these two treaties are not taken into account in Table 5 as the first one has been signed on June 15, 2004 and the second one is being implemented from December 17, 2001 on a 10 years period. On the contrary, Libya, Algeria and Syria do not belong to the US GSP-beneficiaries list: they get a more restricted access on this market. Finally as already noted, Morocco has negotiated a free
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trade agreement with Libya and Algeria: these trade flows are, however, minor as compared to those from Europe or USA. Thus differences in average duties faced by SM countries on their exports are essentially coming from their product specialization. Exports from Algeria and Libya are little taxed (gas, petroleum.) Other SM countries are clearly taking advantage of the Euromed agreements and of the duty reduction on textile and apparel exports. Agricultural products are much more imposed but this is a less important concern for these countries as compared to large agro-food exporters: Argentina, Australia, Brazil (on this point the global figure must be compared to the two sector-level figures.) Table 5 Average duty faced on exports SM countries



OECD countries



MI countries



LDC



Algeria Egypt Jordan Lebanon Libya Morocco Syria Tunisia Turkey Australia Canada EU Japan Switzerland USA Argentina Brazil China India Pakistan South Africa Bangladesh Cambodia Chad Ethiopia Lesotho Madagascar



Global Agriculture Industry 1.2% 8.9% 1.2% 5.8% 17.7% 4.3% 10.7% 20.0% 9.6% 10.2% 17.4% 8.4% 1.1% 11.8% 1.1% 5.5% 8.5% 4.7% 3.7% 11.4% 2.8% 5.9% 20.9% 4.9% 7.2% 12.4% 6.6% 9.0% 30.2% 4.3% 4.2% 16.0% 3.3% 5.9% 19.1% 4.9% 6.1% 13.0% 6.1% 3.4% 14.9% 3.1% 5.9% 19.2% 4.7% 13.6% 17.9% 10.0% 11.1% 23.2% 6.7% 5.9% 16.8% 5.4% 8.9% 17.5% 7.2% 8.4% 32.3% 6.1% 8.0% 17.9% 6.9% 5.3% 4.0% 5.4% 6.1% 12.3% 6.1% 2.0% 2.3% 1.9% 8.3% 10.7% 3.1% 5.4% 7.0% 5.4% 4.3% 4.0% 4.7%



(Source: MacMap-HS6 and author’s calculation) Graphic 5 illustrates the ranking of countries throughout the world according to the average duty faced on exports. It confirms a fairly good access to foreign markets for SM countries.
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Graphic 5.



Average duty faced on exports 35.0% 30.0% 25.0% 20.0% 15.0% 10.0% 5.0% 0.0%
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3.2.2 A detailed approach Table 22 to Table 24 in annex 2 present average duty faced on exports by HS chapters, for the nine SM countries and the 18 others still ranked by level if income per capita. In agriculture, for all countries except LDCs, exports are facing severe tariff restrictions, especially in the case of meat, dairy products, edible vegetables, cereals, sugars and sugar confectionery, preparation of vegetable, fruit, nuts or other parts of plants, tobacco and manufactured tobacco substitutes. It is noteworthy that in agriculture SM countries are not benefiting from apparent preferential margins in their world exports, as compared to OECD and middle income countries. For industrial products, foreign market access is better except a few products: soap, organic surface-active agents and washing preparation, albuminoidal substitutes, modified starches, paper, man–made staple fibers, and articles of apparel and clothing accessories. For the latter activity average duty faced on exports by SM countries are clearly lower than the ones supported by other countries except LDCs. It stems from the preferential access that SM countries have been granted for their exports to European Union. Erreur ! Source du renvoi introuvable. indicates bilateral import duty, that is to say the average duty faced on exports of countries ranked in row, at destination of countries ranked in column. For example, Lebanon is facing a 18.4% tariff on its exports to Algeria. A remarkable feature is the very low duty faced on SM countries’ exports to European Union. It is quite similar to the excellent market access that LDCs have been granted in their exports to Europe. It comes from the Euromed agreement: even if its product coverage is far from complete it is quite positive in industry and especially in apparel and clothing where SM countries are competitive. This element is worthwhile as European Union is one of the richest markets throughout the world and as it is a close destination. It explains the geographical distribution of their exports. Average duties faced on exports to other destinations are much higher; exceptions are the two free trade agreements between Morocco and Algeria and between Morocco and Libya, and liberal trade policies applied by Lebanon and especially USA.



21



FEM22-36



3.2.3 The preferential margin issue The international trade system is supposed to be multilateral, but exceptions to the Most Favored Nation clause are numerous and are for the most part coming from trade preferences and regional agreements. Table 6 Average preferential margin on global exports Algeria Egypt Jordan Lebanon Libya Morocco Syria Tunisia Turkey Australia Canada EU Japan Switzerland USA Argentina Brazil China India Pakistan South africa Bangladesh Cambodia Chad Ethiopia Lesotho Madagascar



Pref. Margin 0.2% 3.3% 2.4% 2.0% 0.0% 3.6% 1.5% 3.4% 3.5% 2.4% 1.4% 1.3% 0.0% 1.2% 2.0% 5.4% 2.2% 0.9% 1.6% 3.8% 1.2% 6.2% 5.9% 4.8% 2.4% 7.0% 5.2%



(Source: MacMap-HS6 and author’s calculation) Furthermore trade policies frequently concentrate trade restrictions on a few products and comparative advantages differ amongst countries. All this implies large differences in average duty faced on exports as previously demonstrated. Another way of highlighting this issue is an assessment of preferential margins. These are national average of the difference between MFN applied duties and preferential duties faced on exports; for example for Tunisia, as far as exports to Europe are concerned, this figure is the difference between the duty by which Europe taxes imports from WTO members (the MFN applied duty) and the duty by which Europe taxes imports of the same product coming from Tunisia (the preferential duty). All these margins are aggregated from the exporter’s point of view (Tunisia in the previous example) according to the MacMapHS6 methodology. Preferential margins on global exports are indicated on Table 6 for the 27 countries on which this study focuses. On average SM countries have obtained a preferential margin which is similar to MI countries. LDCs are benefiting from larger preferences, while OECD countries are getting smaller margins. But information from Table 6 must be carefully interpreted: differences in average preferential margins faced on exports clearly reflect several points: (i) trade preferences granted on exports; (ii) regional agreements; (iii) a geographical composition effect; (iv) a product composition effect (see Bouet, Fontagne et Jean, 2005 for a decomposition of these effects). 22
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Table 7 Average preferential margin on sectoral exports Algeria Egypt Jordan Lebanon Libya Morocco Syria Tunisia Turkey Australia Canada EU Japan Switzerland USA Argentina Brazil China India Pakistan South africa Bangladesh Cambodia Chad Ethiopia Lesotho Madagascar



Agric. 3.3% 9.0% 5.3% 5.3% 1.4% 5.4% 4.5% 4.5% 6.2% 10.7% 10.1% 8.7% 2.1% 6.6% 11.0% 11.2% 6.3% 5.8% 4.4% 5.6% 4.2% 5.8% 4.9% 0.3% 2.9% 13.4% 4.7%



Indus. 0.2% 2.5% 2.1% 1.2% 0.0% 3.1% 1.2% 3.4% 3.2% 0.6% 0.7% 0.7% 0.0% 1.0% 1.3% 0.6% 0.6% 0.7% 1.1% 3.6% 0.8% 6.2% 6.0% 5.6% 1.3% 6.9% 5.9%



(Source: MacMap-HS6 and author’s calculation) For a large extent regional agreements explain the differences between preferential margins obtained by OECD countries. The geographical composition effect comes from the fact that concluding a free trade agreement with a very protectionist partner gives birth to a high preferential margin. For example Canada’ s exports are concentrated in USA which means that NAFTA is a worthwhile stake for this country. But as the US trade policy is very liberal it does not imply a large average preferential margin. Similarly the product composition of exports matters: when a country exports highly taxed products, a preference, even minor, implies a large average preferential margin. A large part of Argentinean exports are meat; these are products amongst the most protected all around the world. Even if the GSP granted by USA and EU is not very large (it is very frequently defined in percentage of the MFN applied duty) it results in large preferential margins. In this sense preferential margins are endogenous. The Euromed agreements have clearly given SM countries a large preference in the industrial activity. For Egypt, Morocco, Tunisia and Turkey, a high part of their exports is apparel; as this product is significantly taxed in the European MFN regime, it results in a high preferential margin. Conversely the concentration of Algerian and Libyan exports in gas, on which imports duties are low all around the world, implies that their average preferential margin is low. Table 7 decomposes this figure by sector of activity. It clearly demonstrates that average preferential margins are much greater in the agricultural sector.
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Calculation of average protection is highly dependant on the aggregation procedure. As previously mentioned, taking into account the welfare impact of trade policy is possible. That is the object of the next section.



3.3 The market access issue in SM countries: an assessment by the Mirage model After a brief presentation of the MIRAGE model, an evaluation of Trade Restrictiveness Indexes in the case of 4 SM zones is conducted. Table 8 Geographic and commodity decomposition Trading zones Turkey Morocco Tunisia Rest of South Med countries European Union NAFTA Subsaharan Africa Rest of OECD China Rest of Asia Latin America Rest of the World



3.3.1



Commodities Cereals Vegetable Fruit Other agriculture Sugar Meat Milk Other primary Textile Wearing Other Industry Vehicles Equipment Energy Other Services Transport



A brief presentation of the MIRAGE model



The MIRAGE (Modeling International Relationships in Applied General Equilibrium) model is a multi-sector, multi-region computable general equilibrium model devoted to trade policy analysis. It describes imperfect competition as well as perfect competition. It accounts for horizontal product differentiation linked to varieties, but also to geographical origin. A notion of vertical differentiation is introduced, by distinguished two quality ranges, according to the country of origin of the product. The model is done in a sequential dynamic set-up, where the number of firms adjusts progressively, either quickly (fragmented sectors) or slowly (segmented sectors). Installed capital is assumed to be immobile, even across sectors. Capital reallocation therefore only results from depreciation and investment. Finally Foreign Direct Investment is explicitly described14. For this study 12 trading zones and 14 commodities are distinguished here (see Table 8). The source of the Social Accounting Matrix is the GTAP5 database; it supplies data for Turkey, Morocco and Tunisia. Others SM countries are aggregated in two zones “Rest of North Africa” and “Rest of Middle East” which are aggregated here. As far as the product decomposition is concerned an emphasis has been put on agricultural commodities and on sectors on which protection is high.



3.3.2 SM countries’ Trade Restrictiveness Index Table 9 indicates the Trade Restrictiveness Indexes (TRI) as it has been calculated by the MIRAGE model. Table 9 Trade Restrictiveness Indexes and average protection 14



See Bchir, Decreux, Guerin and Jean (2002) for a detailed presentation of MIRAGE. 24
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MacMap-HS6 T.R.I. aver. duty Turkey 6.1 5.4 Morocco 20.9 14.7 Tunisia 20.2 17.3 Rest of Southern Med c. 22.6 26.3 (Source: MacMap-HS6 and author’s calculation) Let us remind that a TRI is the uniform tariff, applied to all imported commodities, which entails the same level of welfare as the actual trade policy. For Turkey, Tunisia and Morocco the average duty levied on imports is greater than the TRI. It means that in these three countries tariffs are high on commodities of relatively minor importance for the consumers’ welfare, and low on important commodities. The converse is true in the aggregate zone Rest of Southern Mediterranean countries. As concluding remarks of this section SM countries are protectionist but they profit from a fairly good access to world markets. Their average duty levied on imports is high, as compared to other countries. This is the heritage of import-substitution policies, adopted during the 1960’s and 1970’s. Good access to world markets stems from a specialization in weakly taxed products or from preferential schemes given by the European Union. These countries are currently trying to break this isolation from the world market. Doing so, they have to define an openness strategy. The next section evaluates the degree of consistency of the possible options.



4 What trade countries?



strategy



for



South-Mediterranean



Different strategies are feasible for SM countries. From a political point of view, South-South trade integration could be attractive as far as it would concern association between Arabian countries. It remains to demonstrate if it is an economically founded solution, as compared to South-North integration (envisaged here as an association with the European Union) and/or a multilateral liberalization. In this section the MIRAGE model is utilized in order to analyze these political options. Different experiments are carried out; each one represents a strategy which SM countries might choose in order to open their economies. In each case implication on welfare, economic activity, remunerations of productive factors and trade flows are studied and comparisons are done to formulate policy recommendations.



4.1 Experiment design Three experiments are designed.



4.1.1



South-South agreement



We are firstly studying the impact of a free trade agreement between SM countries; this is why this first experiment consists in the elimination of all tariff barriers between the following zones: Turkey, Morocco, Tunisia and the zone Rest of SM countries. Furthermore each country does not change its trade policy vis-à-vis the rest of the world: they constitute a Free Trade Area, and not a Custom Union. Tariffs are progressively cut through a 5-years period of time under a linear formula.
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4.1.2



South - North agreement



A second experiment is a South-North free trade agreement: each SM country negotiates separately a free trade agreement with the European Union. Other trade policies are unchanged and the same progressive scheme is utilized.



4.1.3



Multilateral full trade liberalization



We complete this analysis by multilateral liberalization. Simulating a Doha Development Agenda would be feasible. This methodological option is however somewhat misleading as on September 2005 the final liberalizing package is unknown. In the July 2004 Geneva package, a sensitive products clause has been introduced. For every importing country it could exempt products from the liberalization process. It has been demonstrated that under this clause a major part of gains from liberalization could evaporate (see Anderson, Martin and Van der Mensbrugghe, 2005). It means that simulating a Doha Agenda implies a design problem as the cut in tariffs, in domestic support and in export subsidies that it will entail is unknown. This is why we prefer to simulate full trade liberalization. It means that for each zone, except the “Rest of the World” one, tariffs, export subsidies and domestic support are annulled. The Rest of the World zone comprises WTO members and non members but it is dominated by Russia.



4.2 Results 4.2.1



Impact of a South – South free trade agreement



The achievement of a free trade agreement between SM countries has contrasting effects. The impact on macroeconomic variables is highlighted on Table 1015. This is a long term effect, to be effective through a 15 years period. While other zones of the Rest of the World are little affected by these trade negotiations (see macroeconomic results for European Union, NAFTA and Sub-Saharan Africa), the stakes are really important for SM countries. Amongst them, there are winners and losers from a national point of view. The main beneficiary is Turkey of which welfare increases by almost 4%; this is a very large gain in this modeling exercise. It is due to a cut in distortion implied by liberalization and to increased economic activity, driven by more exports to SM countries. Turkey has a clear comparative advantage in textile and apparel. Market access in this sector is extremely restricted in these countries such that global Turkish exports of these products are increased by more than 9% (initially textile and apparel represent 35% of Turkish merchandise exports.) It represents a huge increase in South – South Turkish trade flows as it outweighs a substantial decrease (by more than 9%) of Turkish exports to the world’s two richest destinations (EU and NAFTA.) This decrease comes from a capacity constraint on supply, but also from a loss in price competitiveness: by assumption (the model’s closure) the current account is constant. Following this increase in demand for Turkish products due to the FTA, a real exchange rate appreciation is needed, in order to keep the current account unchanged. Table 10 Impact of a South-South agreement on macroeconomic variables (rate of growth - %)
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Results for other zones, for this experiment and the two others, are presented in annex 3. 26



3.82 1.79 4.26 4.77 2.09 1.05 2.19 -14.00 -0.56 13.20 13.11 0.20



-0.33 -0.19 -0.38 -0.31 -0.25 -0.20 -0.05 0.58 -0.41 2.88 2.72 -0.34



1.80 0.99 -0.80 -1.14 -0.65 1.80 2.56 -0.61 -8.50 13.12 11.90 -1.47



1.11 0.82 -2.47 -3.28 -0.47 -0.36 1.78 6.91 2.81 13.60 12.79 -1.40



0.00 0.00 -0.03 -0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.21 -0.03 0.01 0.04 0.00



0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.04 -0.04 -0.01 0.00 0.00
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Macroeconomic variables Welfare GDP (volume) Terms of trade Real effective exchange rate Unskilled real wages Skilled real wages Real return to capital Real return to natural resources Real return to land Exports (volume) Imports (volume) Tariff revenue (points of GDP)
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-0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 -0.01 0.00 0.00 -0.08 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 0.00



(Source: author’s calculation) This free trade agreement between SM countries is also positive for Tunisia but in a lesser extent. The process is different as compared to Turkey. Initially Tunisian protection is high as compared to other signatory countries, especially in agriculture. The implementation of a FTA is reducing distortions. As far as activity is concerned, free trading with other SM countries induces a huge increase in Tunisian imports. In order to maintain constant the current account, the real exchange rate depreciates. It boosts exports to Europe in the textile apparel sector. This is clearly a “negative trade diversion effect”: integration with SM countries expands trade with other zones due to macroeconomic factors. The initial structure of protection and comparative advantage is detrimental to Morocco: it is initially a very protectionist economy as compared to other SM countries. The instauration of free trade between these 4 zones (Morocco, Tunisia, Turkey and other SM countries) does not entail a very large improvement in market access for Morocco’s exporters except to Tunisia which is a relatively small area (it is by far the zone with the lowest initial GDP, with about 5% of total GDP of SM countries) or except for textile and apparel exports to other SM countries: initially this activity is very protected in this zone (the average protection duty is 78% according to MacMap calculation – see the evaluation of protection in this activity for Egypt and Syria in subsection 3.1.2). Thus imposing free trade in this sector and in this zone represents an actual improvement in foreign market access for all countries. But in the textile-apparel activity, Morocco is tremendously competed by Tunisia and especially Turkey. The latter country gains the largest share of this new market. Furthermore the increase in Morocco’s exports is only minor when compared to the one obtained by Turkey, Tunisia and other contracting countries. This clearly entails a small trade creation effect whilst the instauration of the free trade agreement between South-Mediterranean countries implies trade diversion for Morocco. Initially its imports from Europe represent 62% of its total imports; this agreement creates trade discrimination between European and other SM countries’ suppliers. Imports of cereals, textile and apparel, vehicles, equipment from Europe are partially replaced by imports
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from other SM countries. This substitution clearly means deterioration in Morocco’s terms of trade. Table 11 gives evidence of the production shifts across sectors in South Mediterranean countries and European Union; inter-sector reallocations of production factor are smooth in Morocco and the rest of Mediterranean countries (except those accompanying the huge decline of production in wearing/apparel.) Table 11 Impact of South-South agreements on sector production (initial level –USD bln- and rate of growth after 14 years - %) Production by sector (volume) Turkey Initial levet+14 Cereals 0.3 11.0 Vegetable Fruit 1.0 -0.8 Other agriculture 1.1 -4.0 Sugar 0.8 0.8 Meat 0.3 11.9 Milk 0.5 2.5 Other primary 0.4 -12.5 Textile Wearing 2.2 47.2 Other Industry 3.4 -7.0 Vehicles 0.7 -11.5 Equipment 1.2 -11.3 Energy 0.7 1.9 Other Services 5.4 -0.7 Transport 6.3 -2.0



Morocco Initial levet+14 0.2 -1.0 0.2 -0.6 0.6 0.4 0.1 -0.2 0.2 -0.9 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.6 0.6 0.9 1.1 -0.2 0.1 -0.9 0.2 1.2 0.1 -0.2 2.8 -0.1 0.9 0.1



Tunisia Initial levet+14 0.1 -31.1 0.2 -11.2 0.1 -2.2 0.0 0.7 0.1 -36.3 0.0 14.2 0.2 -1.9 0.4 10.0 0.5 10.5 0.1 11.2 0.1 15.9 0.1 1.0 1.0 0.2 0.7 1.8



Ro Sth Med coun. European Union Initial levet+14 Initial levet+14 1.1 4.0 3.0 -0.5 1.5 0.7 5.2 0.2 1.8 0.0 54.9 0.0 0.4 0.8 2.8 0.0 1.4 0.9 25.5 0.0 0.4 3.6 16.1 -0.1 3.5 3.3 12.5 -0.1 1.3 -52.3 29.9 -0.2 4.8 3.4 250.0 0.0 0.4 -2.2 66.1 0.0 0.5 3.6 116.0 0.0 0.7 0.3 20.5 0.0 11.0 0.5 677.0 0.0 5.4 0.6 232.0 0.0



(Source: author’s calculation)



4.2.2 Impact of a North – South free trade agreement Let us now consider the case of North – South integration; we study more precisely the impact of four free trade pacts signed separately by each SM zone with the European Union. Macroeconomic results are indicated on Table 12. They clearly differ from those derived from a South-South agreement as welfare increases for Turkey, Morocco and Tunisia. In the case of the fourth SM zone, welfare is reduced. GDP is increased in each of the three SM countries and those augmentations are sufficiently large to offset deteriorations in terms of trade. These three free trade agreements have a large trade creation effect, especially in the case of Morocco (of which exports are increased by 54%) and Tunisia (by 48%). As in 2001, bilateral protection between Turkey and European Union is lower, except for sugar and milk in the case of European market access, and agricultural products in the Turkish one, trade creation effect is smaller between these two zones. Skilled and unskilled labor (capital also in the Tunisian case) makes the most of the benefits derived from this huge trade creation. It is noteworthy that the loss of tariff revenue on imports from the first trade partner has a tremendous negative effect on public receipts. Table 12 Impact of North-South agreements on macroeconomic variables (rate of growth - %)
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Welfare GDP (volume) Terms of trade Real effective exchange rate Unskilled real wages Skilled real wages Real return to capital Real return to natural resources Real return to land Exports (volume) Imports (volume) Tariff revenue (points of GDP)



1.8 0.9 -0.7 -0.5 0.4 1.5 1.0 0.5 -1.8 9.6 9.6 -0.3



2.7 1.7 -2.5 -0.7 2.5 4.3 1.6 -12.5 -11.3 54.1 50.9 -4.6



-1.5 -0.7 -1.8 -2.1 -1.1 -2.1 -0.9 2.2 1.5 16.0 15.1 -1.9



0.1 0.1 0.3 0.3 0.1 0.0 0.1 -0.8 -0.1 1.7 1.7 0.0



0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 -0.2 0.0 -0.1 0.0 0.0



Sub saha ran Afric a



NAF TA



Euro pea n Un ion



Sou th M ed c oun tries



6.0 3.6 -0.6 1.7 2.8 3.3 6.7 -16.8 -14.5 48.1 43.6 -5.5



Res t of



Tun isia



Mor occo



Turk ey
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-0.1 -0.1 -0.1 -0.2 -0.1 -0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 -0.3 -0.3 0.0



(Source: author’s calculation) Table 13 points out the impact of these free trade agreements on bilateral trade: exporting country is in column and the importing one in row. For each exporting country a first column indicates the initial level of bilateral trade, the second one expresses the rate of growth after 14 years (in volume). European Union is by far the first destination of exports from Turkey, Morocco and Tunisia. Access to this very rich market is still restricted in agriculture. This is why concluding a free trade agreement with this country is creating so much trade. It largely offsets the implied trade diversion in the relation between SM countries and NAFTA: for example Tunisian imports from North America fall by 25%.
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Table 13 Impact of North-South agreements on bilateral external trade (initial level –USD bln- and rate of growth after 14 years - %) Turkey Initial level t+14 Exports to: Turkey Morocco Tunisia Rest of South Med countries European Union NAFTA Subsaharan Africa Rest of OECD China Rest of Asia Latin America Rest of the World



0.0 0.0 0.1 2.1 0.5 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.6



-17.7 -20.4 -13.4 16.2 5.5 2.1 2.3 7.8 1.4 1.8 3.9



Morocco Initial level t+14 0.0



4.6



0.0 0.0 0.6 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0



15.1 2.0 87.0 15.0 30.2 8.1 2.0 -2.6 6.4 11.9



Tunisia Initial level t+14 0.0 0.0



-4.0 -20.2



0.0 0.6 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0



-23.8 70.5 -0.3 -7.4 6.9 -3.0 -10.4 -2.0 -10.5



R.o Sth Med count. European Union Initial level t+14 Initial level t+14 0.1 0.0 0.0



5.9 -1.5 4.3



1.9 0.5 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.2



23.1 7.5 7.2 7.0 6.8 7.2 7.6 6.7



1.7 0.6 0.62 1.46



23.2 96.5 66.0 61.1



29.98 3.38 20.48 5.64 7.38 5.4 13.5



-0.7 -0.8 -0.6 -1.0 -1.1 -0.9 -1.0



NAFTA Initial level t+14 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.6 25.7



-3.3 -17.5 -24.7 -23.5 0.6



1.1 14.5 3.9 5.7 6.3 4.1



0.0 0.1 -0.5 -0.3 -0.1 -0.3



(Source: author’s calculation) These agreements clearly imply large shifts in production structure as illustrated on Table 14. North-South agreements provoke large contractions of some sector output and expansions of others. Specialization is not done under a general scheme South/agriculture vs. North/industry: Turkey’s milk and meat sectors are contracting while sugar, textile and wearing, and other industry sectors are expanding. Sectors negatively affected are meat and other industry in Morocco and Tunisia, textile and wearing and other agricultural products in other SM countries; sectors positively affected are other agricultural products and textile and wearing in Morocco, textile and wearing in Tunisia, cereals and other primary activities in other SM countries. Table 14 Impact of North-South agreements on sectoral production (initial level –USD bln- and rate of growth after 14 years - %)



Cereals Vegetable Fruit Other agriculture Sugar Meat Milk Other primary Textile Wearing Other Industry Vehicles Equipment Energy Other Services Transport



Turkey Initial level t+14 0.3 -23.1 1.0 3.0 1.1 -2.8 0.8 16.2 0.3 -61.1 0.5 -33.9 0.4 -0.2 2.2 8.2 3.4 3.0 0.7 1.0 1.2 1.0 0.7 1.2 5.4 0.2 6.3 0.4



Morocco Initial level t+14 0.2 -19.8 0.2 7.2 0.6 17.0 0.1 0.8 0.2 -51.0 0.1 -68.8 0.2 -13.2 0.6 148.0 1.1 -12.5 0.1 -18.2 0.2 -9.7 0.1 -1.5 2.8 -2.8 0.9 -3.4



Tunisia Initial level t+14 0.1 -45.6 0.2 -24.7 0.1 22.3 0.0 34.0 0.1 -41.3 0.0 -38.9 0.2 -16.1 0.4 108.0 0.5 -17.5 0.1 -23.1 0.1 -21.1 0.1 -5.5 1.0 -2.1 0.7 -4.1



R.o. Sth Med count. European Union Initial level t+14 Initial level t+14 1.1 20.3 3.0 -2.6 1.5 0.4 5.2 0.0 1.8 -4.7 54.9 0.3 0.4 -1.2 2.8 -6.1 1.4 -1.8 25.5 2.1 0.4 -13.1 16.1 2.5 3.5 2.3 12.5 -0.7 1.3 -14.8 29.9 1.6 4.8 -1.4 250.0 0.0 0.4 -14.3 66.1 0.1 0.5 -4.8 116.0 -0.3 0.7 -0.7 20.5 0.0 11.0 -0.1 677.0 0.0 5.4 -0.4 232.0 0.0



(Source: author’s calculation) Bilateral agreements between Mediterranean countries and the European Union appear beneficial for the former, at least for Tunisia, Turkey and Morocco. The price to pay is substantial inter-sector shifts in production factors. Nevertheless the global efficiency of this set of agreements is questionable. It clearly adds up four segmented free trade agreements, which might move away the global economy from optimum. This possibility is derived from the second-best theory. Table 15 illustrates the impact of these agreements on European Union’s bilateral trade in the textile-wearing sector: these are variations after 14 years ($ bln).
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Table 15 Impact of EU/SM countries free trade agreements on European Union’s bilateral external trade in textile and wearing ($ bln) Textile-wearing European Union’s European Union’s imports from: exports to: Morocco +0.794 +0.231 Tunisia +0.437 +0.187 Turkey +0.069 -0.0003 Other SM countries +0.012 +0.272 (Source: author’s calculation) Bilateral free trade increases the exchange of textile and wearing products, except in the EU-Turkey case. This is clearly intra-industry trade. But due to comparative advantages, these augmentations are uneven: in this sector, Morocco, Tunisia and Turkey have got a large competitiveness. Setting free trade implies an increase in the net sector trade balance for these three countries. Competitiveness of other SM countries in this industry is lower. Free trade between these countries and European Union improves the European net trade balance. This is clearly a trade diversion; without discrimination the zone “Other SM countries” would have prioritized imports from Turkey, Tunisia or Morocco and not from the EU. It means deterioration in terms of trade for this zone and it undermines global efficiency.



4.2.3 A multilateral full trade liberalization The third simulation is a full trade liberalization applied on a multilateral basis. This is clearly the most efficient way to improve national welfare in Mediterranean countries. The rest of South Mediterranean countries, Tunisia and Morocco are the main beneficiaries of this process but it is also positive for Turkey. This optimistic picture might hide negative impacts of this liberalization process on specific households or production factors. Table 16 indicates that landowners are negatively affected by liberalization in Tunisia, Morocco and Turkey. The impact is also negative for natural resources owners in Morocco and Tunisia. Let us also remind that by assumption mobility of labor is perfect. It can be considered as a medium-long term hypothesis; short term imperfect mobility may imply that labor is negatively affected in sectors where import competition is high. This is all the most plausible in Turkey and Tunisia where long term benefits for unskilled labor is weak (less than 1% after 14 years). Finally there is no disaggregating of households such that detailed impact on poverty is not accounted for and labor is only split into two categories.
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Welfare GDP (volume) Terms of trade Real effective exchange rate Unskilled real wages Skilled real wages Real return to capital Real return to natural resources Real return to land Exports (volume) Imports (volume) Tariff revenue (points of GDP)



2.4 1.3 -1.3 -1.1 0.7 2.1 1.1 1.5 -1.8 13.9 15.2 -0.8



5.3 3.2 -6.2 -5.7 1.9 7.9 2.6 -0.2 -10.6 58.5 55.8 -6.0



6.0 3.6 -4.4 -4.1 0.6 3.6 5.8 -5.0 -15.2 40.2 37.0 -7.4



6.8 4.6 -3.0 -3.2 5.0 3.8 3.1 6.5 11.0 47.6 45.3 -3.4



0.4 0.3 0.7 0.7 0.3 0.5 0.3 -1.8 -3.0 14.0 15.4 -0.3



0.0 0.0 0.4 0.3 0.0 -0.1 0.1 -1.2 1.6 17.4 13.4 -0.3



Subs ahar an A frica



NAFT A



Euro pean Unio n



Rest of So uth M ed co untri es



Tuni sia



Turk ey



Moro cco



Table 16 Impact of multilateral full trade liberalization on macroeconomic variables (rate of growth - %)



0.4 0.2 -2.0 -2.5 -0.7 -0.3 0.2 5.7 -1.2 29.2 29.4 -2.9



(Source: author’s calculation) Full trade liberalization also implies large reallocations of production factors. These shifts in production are highlighted on Table 17. They are larger than the one implied by regional agreements. It clearly means that this process is costly. Table 17 Impact of a full trade liberalization on sectoral production (initial level –USD bln- and rate of growth after 14 years - %) Production by sector (volume) Turkey Initial levet+14 Cereals 0.3 -23.8 Vegetable Fruit 1.0 1.9 Other agriculture 1.1 -3.7 Sugar 0.8 3.2 Meat 0.3 -51.9 Milk 0.5 -18.4 Other primary 0.4 0.3 Textile Wearing 2.2 -3.2 Other Industry 3.4 6.8 Vehicles 0.7 2.5 Equipment 1.2 2.9 Energy 0.7 0.7 Other Services 5.4 0.4 Transport 6.3 1.5



Morocco Initial levet+14 0.2 -30.9 0.2 8.3 0.6 17.4 0.1 -5.1 0.2 -51.9 0.1 -33.4 0.2 -2.1 0.6 62.1 1.1 2.9 0.1 -14.9 0.2 17.7 0.1 0.3 2.8 0.7 0.9 1.9



Tunisia Initial levet+14 0.1 -43.2 0.2 -24.7 0.1 24.9 0.0 10.9 0.1 -41.9 0.0 20.2 0.2 -5.6 0.4 35.2 0.5 7.6 0.1 -7.9 0.1 14.8 0.1 -0.6 1.0 -0.6 0.7 2.0



Rest of South Med European Union Initial levet+14 Initial levet+14 1.1 51.0 3.0 -34.1 1.5 0.6 5.2 -7.9 1.8 -8.8 54.9 1.6 0.4 -1.7 2.8 -37.5 1.4 -8.5 25.5 -9.7 0.4 -10.0 16.1 12.7 3.5 3.4 12.5 -1.4 1.3 -46.4 29.9 -2.2 4.8 -2.1 249.6 0.5 0.4 -23.5 66.1 1.1 0.5 -14.3 115.5 0.8 0.7 -0.5 20.5 -0.2 11.0 1.0 677.4 -0.1 5.4 -0.5 231.7 0.8



(Source: author’s calculation) Nevertheless it is worth emphasizing that multilateral full trade liberalization is the most efficient outcome for South Mediterranean countries. It allows for a large reduction in domestic distortions and it stimulates GDP growth especially in Tunisia, Morocco and other Mediterranean countries. This GDP increase offsets deterioration in terms of trade. Expansion of production comes mainly from the 32
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textile/wearing sector in Morocco and Tunisia, cereals in other SM countries, the other industry sector in Turkey.



4.3 Trade agreements and structural congruence For the advocates of regionalism, a regional agreement is an attractive step towards multilateral liberalization. This last trade regime appears to be the most efficient and a Free Trade Area or a Custom Union might be a first step in the process of opening an economy to international competition. It is true that trade liberalization is costly. The scarce factor of production is harmed; immobile factors in imports-competing sectors are negatively affected. Even abundant mobile factors could pay a short term cost in reallocating from contracting sectors to expanding ones. All these considerations legitimate gradualism in a liberalization process. Thus if regionalism is a first step in free trade, it might be an attractive decision for policy – makers. Nevertheless this intuition needs to be examined carefully and any form of regionalism does not necessarily pave the way of multilateralism. If the short-medium term cost of free trade is reallocation of production factors, it means that a free trade agreement or a custom union is a first step towards multilateral free trade only if this regional agreement implies the same shifting process of output as the one which will be implied by multilateral free trade. Then regionalism would pave the way of multilateralism. But if it is not, if establishing a free trade agreement with neighbor countries cause a contracting/expanding sectors movement that is quite different that the one implied by multilateralism, the above intuition is clearly misleading and a regional agreement might be inefficient. In order to analyze this idea we use the notion of structural congruence. It has been defined by David Roland-Holst and Dominique van der Mensbrugghe (2003) as “a similarity in the composition of real sectoral output within a country under two different regimes” (Roland-Holst and van der Mensbrugghe, 2003). Graphic 6 illustrates structural congruence of the three trade regimes previously studied in the Turkish case. It compares successively the South/South agreement and the South/North one with multilateral free trade, pointing out in each case the implied rate of growth in sector output (in % and in volume.) Under a free trade agreement between South Mediterranean countries the Turkish economy may clearly diverge from the path of multilateral free trade: in this case the structural congruence is negative as shifts of output implied by the two trade regimes are in the opposite direction in 11 cases on 14. On the contrary, when comparing a free trade association with European Union and multilateral full trade liberalization shifts in sector productions are quite parallel, except in textile/wearing case. It is noteworthy that expansions/ contractions are often larger in the regional option (see the case of milk, meat and sugar in the bottom graphic 4).
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Graphic 6.



Structural congruence in the Turkish case



Turkey: Multilateral (M)/South-South FTA (SS) Transport Other Services Energy Equipment Vehicles Other Industry Textile Wearing Other primary Milk Meat Sugar Other agriculture Vegetable Fruit Cereals -60.0
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(Source: author’s calculation) Turkey: Multilateral (M)/North-South integration Transport Other Services Energy Equipment Vehicles Other Industry Textile Wearing Other primary Milk Meat Sugar Other agriculture Vegetable Fruit Cereals -70.0 -60.0 -50.0 -40.0 -30.0 -20.0 -10.0
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0.0



10.0 20.0 30.0
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(Source: author’s calculation) This is less the case for Morocco: a South/South agreement only implies very smooth readjustment of production. On Graphic 7 these shifts are spectacularly smaller than the one implied by full trade liberalization under the aegis of WTO. Freeing trade with Europe is in this matter a better way to prepare multilateralism, but structural congruence is not very large, smaller than in the Turkish case as in 6 sectors on 14, shifts are opposite. It is worth mentioning that large variations of sector output are parallel, except in the equipment industry’s case: see textile/wearing, milk and meat. 34
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Graphic 7.



Structural congruence in the Moroccan case



Morocco: Multilateral (M)/South-South FTA (SS) Transport Other Services Energy Equipment Vehicles Other Industry Textile Wearing Other primary Milk Meat Sugar Other agriculture Vegetable Fruit Cereals -60.0
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(Source: author’s calculation)



Morocco: Multilateral (M)/North-South integration Transport Other Services Energy Equipment Vehicles Other Industry Textile Wearing Other primary Milk Meat Sugar Other agriculture Vegetable Fruit Cereals -100.0
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(Source: author’s calculation) In the Tunisian case neither South/South regionalism nor North/South association have high degree of structural congruence. In the former case divergence is coming from the sectors “Other services”, Energy, Vehicles and “Other agriculture”. In the latter: transport, equipment, other industry and milk. For Tunisia regionalism has no similarity with multilateralism in patterns of output adjustment.
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Graphic 8.



Structural congruence in the Tunisian case



Tunisia: Multilateral (M)/South-South FTA (SS) Transport Other Services Energy Equipment Vehicles Other Industry Textile Wearing Other primary Milk Meat Sugar Other agriculture Vegetable Fruit Cereals -50.0
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(Source: author’s calculation) Tunisia: Multilateral (M)/North-South integration Transport Other Services Energy Equipment Vehicles Other Industry Textile Wearing Other primary Milk Meat Sugar Other agriculture Vegetable Fruit Cereals -60.0 -40.0 -20.0
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(Source: author’s calculation) Finally for other SM countries structural congruence of multilateral free trade is weak with South/South regionalism, high in the North/North case. In the latter comparison, shifts are in the same direction in all sectors except in the other services one (but the sector output decrease implied by a North/South agreement is only 0.1 %.) It is obviously difficult to put this case forward as it is a composite zone; divergence from the multilateral path has to be examined at a national level. But it is noteworthy that once again two forms of regionalism have not the same degree of structural congruence with multilateralism.



36



FEM22-36



Graphic 9.



Structural congruence in other SM countries
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(Source: author’s calculation) Other SM countries: Multilateral (M)/North-South integration Transport Other Services Energy Equipment Vehicles Other Industry Textile Wearing Other primary Milk Meat Sugar Other agriculture Vegetable Fruit Cereals -60.0
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(Source: author’s calculation)



4.4 A new measure of structural congruence Comments of previous graphics are not sufficient to formulate a policy recommendation: they are only founded on the visual comparison of evolutions in sector production, not accounting for the importance of each sector and without any way of synthesis. This is why we propose in this subsection an original indicator of structural congruence. We construct an index of similarities between two trade regimes, one being multilateral free trade. Let X ir,k be the production of commodity k done by country i
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r



under trade regime r and X i,. be its total production under the same trade regime. The similarity16 between trade regimes r and r’ for country i is measured by:  X ir, k X ir,k'  r, r ' IS i = ∑ min  r ; r'   X k  i ,. X i,.  The more similar two trade regimes are, the higher this index is; its maximum is 1. It is thus possible to assess if a regional agreement reduces the distance towards multilateral free trade. This indicator also allows for comparison between current production structure and the one implied by full multilateral liberalization. It conversely reflects the degree of national protection as it is 98.2% for Turkey, 94.4% for Morocco, 94.2% for Tunisia and 96.8% for the “rest of south Mediterranean countries”.
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Table 18 Indicators of structural congruence



94.1% 98.5%



94.5% 93.5%



96.3% 91.5%



97.7% 98.1%



Table 18 calculates these indicators for the four zones studied with the MIRAGE model. For each country/zone the first line gives the value of the similarity index between the creation of a free trade area amongst South Mediterranean countries and multilateral full trade liberalization. The following row concerns similarity between a free trade agreement with the European Union and full multilateralism. This indicator clearly shows that for Turkey, concluding a free trade agreement with Europe is a first step towards multilateral full trade liberalization while a free trade agreement with other South Mediterranean countries is not. As previously mentioned the similarity index between current trade regime and multilateral full free trade is 98.2%. It means that an association with Europe does not bring Turkey much closer to this objective. On the contrary an agreement with other South Mediterranean countries would move away Turkey from multilateral free trade. For Morocco it is difficult to formulate a policy recommendation as on one side a South/South agreement increases only very slightly the similarity index (from 94.4% to 94.5%) while an association with Europe decreases it significantly. Graphic 7 confirms that variations in production are only minor in the case of a South Mediterranean Free Trade Area. Tunisia could find a South /South association more attractive as it brings it closer to multilateral free trade. Looking at Table 14 and Graphic 8 shows that integration with Europe implies industrial de-specialization (Equipment, Transport, other industry) while either a South Mediterranean Free Trade Area or multilateral free trade area means the converse. Finally for the zone “Rest of South Mediterranean countries” the similarity index increases in each case, but more under a North/South trade arrangement. 16 The construction of this index has been inspired by the Finger – Kreinin index on similarities of export structure (see Finger and Kreinin, 1979).
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The construction of a similarity index allowed for more clear-cut conclusion. For Turkey and the zone “Other SM countries” a North South agreement is a first step towards multilateral free trade, while from this point of view a South/South agreement is more interesting for Tunisia and to a lesser extent for Morocco.



5 Concluding remarks South Mediterranean countries could be at a turning point of their economic history. Import-substitution policies have failed, but they still largely isolate these economies from the world market. Trade openness appears attractive but it can be done under different options: unilateralism, multilateralism or regional agreements either with rich countries or between middle income countries. These options are not equivalent. A regional agreement between Arabian countries could imply specific reallocations of productive factors, quite different to those derived from a multilateral option or from integrating the European Union. It means that any form of partial openness does not pave the way to a total multilateral liberalization. In opening an economy to bolster exports and economic growth gradualism is needed. But it has to be done under a consistent strategy which avoids replication of adjustment costs. In that sense this study has highlighted that for some countries integrating the European Union is a much more consistent economic option than a South/South association. This conclusion can not be extended to all countries. For Tunisia, for example, a free trade agreement with Europe would imply de – industrialization, which could move this economy further off multilateral free trade. Of course political concerns matter when a regional agreement is envisaged: it has been clearly demonstrated in the European case.



6 References Anderson J.E. and G.J. Bannister (1992), The Trade Restrictiveness Index: an Application to Mexican Agriculture. World Bank Policy Research Working Papers in International Trade, WPS874, The World Bank. Anderson J.E., G.J. Bannister and J.P. Neary (1995), Domestic Distorsions and International Trade. International Economic Review, Vol. 36, No. 1, pp. 139-157. Anderson J.E. and Neary J.P. (1996), "A new approach to evaluating trade policy", Review of Economic Studies, 63:1, 107-125. Anderson J.E. and J.P. Neary (1999), The Mercantilist Index of Trade Policy. NBER Working Papers, No. 6870. Anderson K. and W.Martin, 2005, Agricultural trade reform and the Doha Development Agenda, the World Bank, Feb. 21. Balassa B., 1965, Tariff protection in industrial countries: an evaluation. Journal of Political Economy, vol. LXXIII, 6: 573-594. Bchir M.H., Y. Decreux, J.-L Guérin and S. Jean (2002), ‘Mirage, a General Equilibrium Model for Trade Policy Analysis’, CEPII Working Paper, 2002-17, CEPII, Paris. Bouët A., 2000, La mesure des protections commerciales nationales, CEPII Working Paper, n.15, nov. Bouët A., Decreux Y., Fontagné L., Jean S. and Laborde D, 2005, Tariff duties in GTAP6: the MacMap-HS6 database, sources and methodology, in Dimaranan, B. V. and R. A. McDougall, eds., Global Trade, Assistance, and Production: The GTAP 6 Data Base, Center for Global Trade Analysis, Purdue University, West Lafayette, Indiana, USA, forthcoming.
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Live animals. Meat and edible meat offal. Fish & crustacean, mollusc & other aquatic invertebrate Dairy prod. birds` eggs. natural honey. edible prod nes Products of animal origin, nes or included. Live tree & other plant. bulb, root. cut flowers etc Edible vegetables and certain roots and tubers. Edible fruit and nuts. peel of citrus fruit or melons. Coffee, tea, mat– and spices. Cereals. Prod mill indust. malt. starches. inulin. wheat gluten Oil seed, oleagi fruits. miscell grain, seed, fruit etc Lac. gums, resins & other vegetable saps & extracts. Vegetable plaiting materials. vegetable products nes Animal/veg fats & oils & their cleavage products. etc Prep of meat, fish or crustaceans, molluscs etc Sugars and sugar confectionery. Cocoa and cocoa preparations. Prep of cereal, flour, starch/milk. pastrycooks` prod Prep of vegetable, fruit, nuts or other parts of plants Miscellaneous edible preparations. Beverages, spirits and vinegar. Residues & waste from the food indust. prepr ani fodder Tobacco and manufactured tobacco substitutes. Salt. sulphur. earth & ston. plastering mat. lime & cem Ores, slag and ash. Mineral fuels, oils & product of their distillation.etc Inorgn chem. compds of prec met, radioact elements etc Organic chemicals. Pharmaceutical products.



SM countries Algeria Egypt 13.2% 8.1% 30.0% 38.7% 29.8% 17.7% 14.3% 15.9% 28.5% 8.2% 12.2% 14.9% 18.7% 10.4% 30.0% 36.8% 30.0% 16.8% 5.9% 3.6% 29.7% 16.7% 6.1% 2.9% 5.0% 16.4% 11.1% 9.8% 26.1% 12.1% 29.2% 25.1% 21.9% 12.7% 21.3% 32.8% 24.1% 27.6% 28.4% 31.8% 24.4% 20.0% 30.0% 14.5% 27.3% 8.0% 24.1% 59.4% 11.0% 15.7% 5.0% 4.0% 8.8% 5.9% 14.8% 12.1% 15.0% 8.9% 5.6% 6.3% Jordan Lebanon Libya Morocco Syria 3.3% 2.3% 12.9% 169.3% 3.4% 20.6% 28.3% 24.1% 126.3% 10.9% 22.8% 5.0% 0.0% 49.6% 9.4% 10.4% 11.9% 2.0% 89.3% 11.7% 11.6% 0.5% 23.7% 34.2% 10.9% 18.5% 27.8% 14.3% 33.7% 11.2% 13.7% 18.5% 25.0% 39.6% 14.5% 27.8% 51.8% 29.1% 50.4% 34.1% 22.7% 4.9% 13.0% 36.3% 19.6% 1.8% 0.7% 10.3% 39.4% 1.8% 6.4% 1.0% 12.8% 52.2% 11.1% 3.2% 0.7% 12.9% 14.0% 3.5% 12.8% 2.0% 20.8% 30.7% 10.6% 9.1% 3.2% 3.7% 24.1% 14.5% 13.1% 11.4% 8.9% 17.5% 7.2% 21.0% 6.2% 36.0% 50.6% 24.3% 14.9% 7.0% 20.3% 36.2% 18.3% 22.4% 12.4% 14.0% 32.9% 49.3% 20.7% 9.5% 22.5% 30.5% 33.5% 26.3% 38.5% 25.4% 47.0% 52.5% 20.6% 15.8% 20.0% 46.7% 43.0% 136.0% 28.4% 135.5% 35.8% 100.9% 6.8% 5.0% 3.7% 27.1% 1.0% 49.4% 2.8% 0.0% 20.7% 22.5% 15.1% 16.4% 11.7% 21.6% 9.0% 5.0% 0.0% 0.0% 16.8% 3.1% 10.4% 2.3% 45.0% 18.1% 8.3% 6.5% 0.6% 0.6% 20.7% 2.8% 5.2% 1.3% 3.5% 15.0% 1.3% 4.3% 5.0% 0.0% 15.4% 1.8%



Table 19 : protection levels by HS Chapters



7 Annex 1



Tunisia 70.3% 103.4% 40.9% 71.1% 27.6% 136.9% 127.1% 158.9% 42.0% 61.4% 92.9% 26.9% 16.8% 30.1% 38.5% 90.2% 25.9% 52.4% 89.2% 91.9% 41.4% 51.0% 28.5% 28.6% 23.6% 19.2% 5.6% 17.0% 16.8% 7.6%



OECD countries Turkey Australia Canada 71.7% 0.0% 7.8% 149.3% 0.0% 25.0% 40.6% 0.0% 0.3% 106.4% 0.7% 104.1% 5.8% 0.0% 0.0% 17.6% 0.0% 4.6% 23.1% 1.1% 4.7% 62.8% 0.8% 1.1% 70.8% 0.0% 0.0% 35.0% 0.0% 0.7% 51.4% 0.9% 9.8% 4.6% 0.3% 0.2% 1.8% 0.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 15.3% 1.6% 3.9% 85.2% 1.7% 20.6% 93.7% 3.5% 4.1% 4.6% 3.0% 32.8% 5.7% 4.6% 7.0% 62.0% 4.6% 4.3% 15.0% 2.8% 25.8% 15.1% 12.9% 5.1% 3.5% 0.0% 5.1% 36.4% 6.1% 6.7% 0.6% 0.5% 0.2% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 3.4% 0.4% 4.1% 0.4% 1.0% 3.8% 0.8% 2.2% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0%
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EU 7.9% 19.9% 19.4% 19.0% 8.7% 2.5% 11.7% 14.7% 14.6% 10.9% 18.2% 9.4% 11.0% 9.9% 18.7% 19.3% 15.3% 17.4% 17.6% 19.5% 17.1% 19.3% 11.8% 17.2% 4.2% 4.7% 7.0% 5.0% 4.9% 5.5%
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II countries Japan Switzerland USA Argentina Brazil 44.2% 7.6% 0.3% 2.0% 2.8% 56.7% 151.2% 3.5% 9.9% 11.0% 4.4% 0.2% 0.2% 11.0% 10.1% 87.4% 87.1% 18.2% 16.3% 19.2% 0.1% 18.8% 0.1% 6.6% 7.5% 0.2% 36.4% 2.6% 7.1% 4.4% 16.2% 63.5% 5.0% 8.8% 6.6% 9.4% 13.6% 1.7% 11.3% 11.1% 2.9% 9.2% 0.1% 10.3% 11.3% 230.5% 79.6% 2.2% 7.9% 6.4% 70.0% 71.3% 1.9% 13.0% 11.8% 1.1% 18.6% 2.8% 4.3% 3.6% 2.5% 1.2% 0.8% 8.9% 9.2% 1.9% 0.9% 0.4% 7.5% 7.4% 8.2% 46.6% 4.1% 10.8% 9.4% 16.3% 24.5% 3.4% 16.6% 17.3% 147.3% 38.3% 23.4% 17.8% 18.0% 22.6% 16.1% 5.9% 16.2% 17.1% 33.2% 34.4% 4.5% 17.7% 17.9% 17.4% 34.0% 6.8% 14.9% 15.5% 23.4% 17.1% 9.5% 16.3% 17.1% 15.4% 14.5% 2.6% 20.8% 21.0% 2.7% 16.2% 2.6% 8.6% 6.6% 6.9% 20.5% 4.5% 16.9% 18.2% 0.6% 2.9% 0.2% 4.7% 5.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 3.0% 3.6% 0.9% 0.0% 0.2% 0.2% 0.1% 1.9% 0.5% 1.5% 6.6% 7.5% 1.2% 0.1% 3.2% 7.9% 9.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 10.8% 6.7% China 7.4% 24.2% 19.5% 29.7% 15.7% 9.1% 8.7% 29.7% 19.7% 7.3% 15.8% 85.3% 16.1% 8.5% 26.9% 22.6% 19.8% 12.5% 22.2% 27.0% 38.3% 46.8% 5.6% 48.3% 4.7% 0.1% 3.1% 9.5% 8.9% 8.8%



LDC India Pakistan South AfricBangladeshCambodia 35.0% 8.6% 0.0% 6.7% 4.3% 60.9% 19.3% 16.2% 30.8% 35.0% 32.8% 9.3% 10.8% 24.5% 16.1% 51.0% 24.2% 40.2% 34.8% 34.2% 35.0% 12.7% 0.0% 16.1% 14.6% 14.4% 11.8% 10.2% 2.3% 15.0% 38.9% 6.0% 15.2% 8.5% 7.0% 45.3% 22.3% 6.1% 30.1% 7.0% 55.6% 22.6% 14.3% 36.7% 10.8% 81.9% 16.1% 16.8% 4.3% 10.9% 36.2% 12.1% 11.7% 19.4% 33.0% 33.4% 10.0% 2.7% 7.1% 14.5% 34.6% 24.9% 4.6% 12.0% 26.1% 35.0% 39.6% 1.3% 22.3% 15.0% 76.6% 52.0% 8.4% 24.6% 7.0% 47.7% 23.9% 13.6% 26.9% 24.7% 55.4% 24.7% 87.1% 27.3% 7.4% 35.0% 23.3% 10.5% 36.4% 33.7% 39.9% 23.3% 19.3% 35.9% 11.4% 34.9% 24.7% 16.4% 37.5% 33.4% 108.9% 24.6% 11.5% 26.2% 19.1% 130.4% 89.1% 19.8% 37.4% 44.1% 35.0% 15.7% 6.4% 0.0% 7.5% 35.0% 25.0% 27.8% 33.2% 14.1% 24.7% 16.6% 1.0% 16.3% 14.5% 6.9% 5.5% 0.0% 0.0% 7.0% 25.1% 10.2% 0.9% 27.1% 9.8% 31.2% 14.9% 1.9% 15.9% 7.0% 29.2% 10.5% 1.1% 9.7% 12.2% 34.4% 13.3% 0.1% 6.3% 0.0%



Chad 22.0% 20.0% 20.3% 15.2% 29.2% 9.2% 29.1% 29.4% 29.5% 13.8% 25.3% 10.1% 10.0% 10.0% 28.5% 30.0% 29.3% 29.4% 24.1% 29.7% 20.7% 27.3% 11.0% 25.8% 16.9% 9.9% 9.9% 10.0% 9.5% 5.0%



Ethiopia Lesotho Madagasca 28.9% 0.0% 0.0% 43.4% 21.3% 4.9% 6.4% 10.0% 0.9% 43.0% 45.2% 3.2% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 4.6% 3.2% 0.5% 13.6% 16.3% 8.9% 18.5% 3.2% 8.2% 0.8% 17.2% 6.0% 29.5% 18.8% 0.4% 48.5% 38.7% 4.2% 0.6% 6.0% 1.2% 2.5% 2.7% 0.0% 0.2% 0.2% 4.3% 8.8% 16.0% 9.5% 15.1% 11.0% 6.8% 79.0% 74.7% 11.0% 5.0% 14.2% 9.5% 14.8% 19.9% 5.7% 16.3% 16.7% 9.6% 9.8% 9.9% 4.8% 13.7% 17.6% 8.3% 7.5% 4.4% 0.0% 27.3% 37.8% 11.0% 0.5% 0.9% 3.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 1.6% 0.0% 2.9% 2.4% 0.0% 2.6% 0.9% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0%



Fertilisers. Tanning/dyeing extract. tannins & derivs. pigm etc Essential oils & resinoids. perf, cosmetic/toilet prep Soap, organic surface-active agents, washing prep, etc Albuminoidal subs. modified starches. glues. enzymes. Explosives. pyrotechnic prod. matches. pyrop alloy. etc Photographic or cinematographic goods. Miscellaneous chemical products. Plastics and articles thereof. Rubber and articles thereof. Raw hides and skins (other than furskins) and leather. Articles of leather. saddlery/harness. travel goods etc Furskins and artificial fur. manufactures thereof. Wood and articles of wood. wood charcoal. Cork and articles of cork. Manufactures of straw, esparto/other plaiting mat. etc Pulp of wood/of other fibrous cellulosic mat. waste etc Paper & paperboard. art of paper pulp, paper/paperboard Printed books, newspapers, pictures & other product etc Silk. Wool, fine/coarse animal hair, horsehair yarn & fabric Cotton. Other vegetable textile fibres. paper yarn & woven fab Man-made filaments. Man-made staple fibres. Wadding, felt & nonwoven. yarns. twine, cordage, etc Carpets and other textile floor coverings. Special woven fab. tufted tex fab. lace. tapestries etc Impregnated, coated, cover/laminated textile fabric etc Knitted or crocheted fabrics.



SM countries Algeria Egypt 14.7% 10.3% 18.6% 18.9% 24.7% 33.1% 25.4% 23.1% 22.4% 15.3% 19.6% 30.5% 15.0% 22.7% 16.7% 13.3% 16.4% 12.6% 17.0% 19.3% 11.9% 20.8% 30.0% 37.4% 30.0% 37.8% 13.0% 14.9% 25.6% 17.7% 30.0% 34.8% 5.0% 5.0% 18.4% 21.4% 20.1% 9.7% 23.9% 24.6% 17.1% 30.2% 21.5% 37.9% 20.0% 23.3% 24.4% 41.8% 18.0% 32.6% 19.3% 17.9% 30.0% 39.4% 26.9% 32.2% 26.0% 21.7% 30.0% 51.0%



Jordan Lebanon Libya Morocco 4.8% 4.8% 0.0% 2.1% 5.7% 5.9% 11.6% 25.2% 20.2% 11.1% 50.1% 44.3% 15.3% 13.5% 16.0% 32.9% 11.5% 3.5% 21.7% 38.9% 17.7% 5.0% 51.1% 36.4% 16.9% 4.9% 45.3% 10.6% 13.0% 3.4% 7.4% 27.7% 7.9% 1.9% 7.6% 34.6% 17.6% 3.1% 17.9% 35.8% 0.4% 6.4% 14.9% 33.9% 27.1% 20.5% 28.6% 49.3% 25.5% 8.1% 138.8% 41.9% 7.8% 1.2% 9.8% 30.8% 11.2% 4.3% 15.1% 46.7% 20.4% 4.9% 40.1% 48.4% 5.0% 0.0% 0.0% 19.9% 19.3% 6.5% 10.3% 42.7% 6.1% 2.9% 5.8% 27.5% 0.1% 0.0% 72.5% 26.5% 4.5% 0.0% 22.2% 18.5% 0.2% 0.0% 7.0% 29.2% 0.0% 0.0% 6.6% 27.8% 4.9% 0.0% 11.3% 34.3% 5.6% 0.0% 8.6% 23.9% 9.8% 0.0% 14.3% 34.6% 29.5% 17.2% 55.0% 49.0% 6.8% 0.0% 26.2% 39.3% 4.0% 0.0% 19.0% 30.1% 20.0% 0.0% 22.6% 40.0%



Syria 1.0% 10.5% 40.6% 15.6% 14.9% 13.8% 13.4% 8.8% 9.2% 11.8% 23.5% 37.7% 62.0% 16.0% 9.7% 25.8% 8.6% 12.4% 10.6% 43.4% 14.8% 38.8% 17.1% 19.0% 14.8% 20.9% 68.2% 28.9% 30.1% 49.2%



OECD countries Tunisia Turkey Australia Canada 17.1% 3.4% 0.0% 0.0% 18.0% 3.4% 4.6% 2.8% 30.8% 0.9% 4.6% 4.8% 27.9% 1.8% 4.5% 4.5% 16.1% 5.1% 1.7% 3.2% 30.9% 5.5% 4.1% 3.3% 16.5% 4.0% 4.6% 3.6% 15.3% 3.0% 2.8% 2.7% 19.9% 5.8% 5.4% 3.5% 25.2% 1.7% 10.3% 4.1% 23.9% 2.6% 2.7% 0.8% 38.0% 10.7% 9.0% 6.7% 27.0% 0.5% 4.3% 3.6% 25.2% 1.5% 3.7% 1.0% 20.9% 0.6% 1.8% 0.0% 37.0% 2.9% 0.0% 2.4% 16.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 30.7% 2.8% 4.0% 0.5% 14.2% 0.5% 2.2% 0.6% 26.3% 38.4% 0.8% 0.0% 14.2% 9.1% 7.5% 4.2% 18.6% 4.1% 10.3% 5.8% 16.5% 6.0% 0.3% 2.7% 29.7% 6.9% 9.1% 5.5% 16.0% 5.1% 8.0% 7.1% 24.0% 8.9% 4.7% 6.4% 38.9% 6.3% 9.8% 8.9% 31.9% 30.3% 9.1% 9.7% 28.9% 12.4% 11.0% 5.7% 30.9% 8.1% 13.9% 9.5%



Table 20 . Protection levels by HS Chapters – cont.



EU 0.7% 9.7% 15.2% 14.0% 12.5% 11.4% 9.3% 7.5% 9.9% 10.4% 9.2% 19.0% 10.4% 9.9% 9.1% 19.9% 5.0% 11.6% 5.5% 16.2% 14.2% 15.3% 15.9% 17.0% 13.6% 14.4% 19.9% 19.9% 17.5% 19.8%



II countries Japan Switzerland USA Argentina Brazil 0.0% 1.4% 0.0% 5.0% 2.8% 3.1% 0.6% 4.1% 13.9% 14.0% 0.6% 1.5% 0.8% 17.9% 17.5% 0.4% 1.5% 1.9% 15.5% 15.9% 5.1% 2.9% 1.8% 15.1% 15.4% 3.5% 4.6% 2.7% 13.4% 13.8% 0.0% 0.1% 2.8% 11.5% 10.9% 1.4% 0.7% 2.9% 11.1% 10.3% 3.8% 1.0% 4.4% 15.1% 14.5% 0.1% 0.7% 1.8% 14.0% 12.7% 10.6% 0.5% 1.7% 7.9% 8.0% 9.7% 0.5% 7.7% 21.3% 21.2% 10.0% 0.2% 1.8% 18.9% 14.9% 1.9% 1.6% 0.9% 9.3% 7.6% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 11.1% 10.1% 2.6% 0.3% 3.8% 13.5% 13.5% 0.4% 0.5% 0.0% 4.8% 5.0% 0.5% 3.2% 0.3% 14.3% 14.3% 0.0% 0.5% 0.1% 4.3% 4.2% 8.9% 0.6% 0.5% 18.9% 16.5% 3.1% 0.5% 8.6% 14.4% 13.6% 4.9% 2.4% 7.5% 14.6% 16.2% 4.6% 0.5% 2.0% 13.6% 15.4% 5.7% 7.0% 10.8% 17.9% 17.9% 6.2% 3.3% 10.5% 17.3% 17.4% 3.5% 2.2% 3.4% 16.2% 16.4% 6.2% 3.7% 3.9% 21.2% 21.4% 5.6% 3.3% 8.0% 19.2% 19.5% 3.6% 1.8% 3.9% 17.0% 17.2% 7.9% 8.1% 10.9% 19.3% 19.5%
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China 4.3% 11.5% 29.5% 18.5% 14.7% 8.4% 21.8% 9.9% 15.9% 26.6% 7.2% 21.7% 21.4% 5.3% 8.4% 9.0% 0.0% 15.7% 3.2% 20.6% 18.5% 11.9% 13.6% 24.1% 20.2% 20.8% 23.4% 23.2% 15.5% 20.3%



India 23.5% 34.4% 64.3% 34.7% 35.0% 35.0% 27.0% 33.4% 35.0% 33.9% 20.8% 35.0% 20.1% 15.4% 35.0% 35.0% 9.2% 31.4% 23.4% 34.7% 24.5% 22.4% 30.8% 24.0% 27.1% 25.4% 35.0% 31.6% 26.6% 33.1%



LDC Pakistan South AfricBangladeshCambodia 5.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 20.6% 4.1% 12.5% 13.1% 22.9% 13.9% 29.6% 19.4% 22.9% 15.4% 31.0% 9.5% 19.8% 0.4% 16.9% 20.3% 25.0% 1.5% 37.3% 17.5% 9.8% 3.8% 19.4% 14.2% 16.3% 3.1% 21.6% 6.0% 20.8% 7.2% 22.2% 9.7% 19.8% 16.9% 23.6% 20.8% 6.4% 6.4% 0.3% 31.3% 24.8% 28.2% 36.8% 28.8% 11.3% 23.1% 29.4% 34.1% 13.4% 6.4% 8.8% 17.1% 16.9% 0.0% 21.1% 21.9% 25.0% 18.4% 26.3% 35.0% 6.3% 0.0% 0.0% 18.9% 20.1% 9.5% 25.3% 7.0% 7.0% 1.7% 9.3% 5.6% 13.6% 0.0% 22.6% 7.0% 10.5% 13.6% 18.5% 7.0% 16.6% 19.1% 21.6% 7.0% 17.6% 5.5% 35.1% 7.0% 22.9% 20.3% 26.5% 7.0% 19.0% 16.9% 23.5% 7.0% 23.6% 15.9% 26.7% 31.8% 20.6% 30.0% 37.5% 35.0% 25.0% 20.4% 37.4% 35.0% 20.0% 12.9% 28.0% 11.8% 25.0% 22.0% 37.5% 12.3%



Chad 5.0% 10.2% 20.0% 27.5% 11.8% 17.7% 17.2% 9.6% 12.5% 14.6% 10.0% 29.6% 30.0% 29.9% 10.0% 30.0% 10.0% 11.4% 8.9% 30.0% 11.9% 23.1% 12.9% 20.1% 18.5% 14.8% 30.0% 29.6% 22.0% 20.0%



Ethiopia Lesotho Madagasca 2.6% 0.0% 0.0% 3.9% 3.4% 1.5% 1.9% 10.7% 7.0% 1.9% 16.4% 5.6% 6.2% 0.3% 3.5% 4.9% 4.6% 5.1% 5.0% 4.6% 8.0% 2.7% 2.8% 0.2% 4.3% 7.6% 2.0% 2.0% 15.7% 5.5% 1.5% 6.5% 4.3% 4.5% 28.3% 9.9% 1.8% 18.2% 3.5% 1.3% 2.8% 2.5% 1.3% 0.0% 4.6% 0.8% 19.7% 5.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.3% 8.9% 3.1% 0.5% 1.9% 1.6% 4.2% 0.0% 9.9% 2.0% 7.4% 0.5% 3.7% 19.3% 4.4% 3.9% 7.4% 3.5% 5.2% 17.6% 0.0% 4.6% 17.2% 0.0% 3.8% 16.4% 5.3% 6.0% 29.4% 14.8% 5.6% 19.1% 5.8% 5.3% 13.3% 4.8% 7.2% 22.5% 12.3%



Knitted or crocheted fabrics. Art of apparel & clothing access, knitted or crocheted. Art of apparel & clothing access, not knitted/crocheted Other made up textile articles. sets. worn clothing etc Footwear, gaiters and the like. parts of such articles. Headgear and parts thereof. Umbrellas, walking-sticks, seat-sticks, whips, etc Prepr feathers & down. arti flower. articles human hair Art of stone, plaster, cement, asbestos, mica/sim mat Ceramic products. Glass and glassware. Natural/cultured pearls, prec stones & metals, coin etc Iron and steel. Articles of iron or steel. Copper and articles thereof. Nickel and articles thereof. Aluminium and articles thereof. Lead and articles thereof. Zinc and articles thereof. Tin and articles thereof. Other base metals. cermets. articles thereof. Tool, implement, cutlery, spoon & fork, of base met etc Miscellaneous articles of base metal. Nuclear reactors, boilers, mchy & mech appliance. parts Electrical mchy equip parts thereof. sound recorder etc Railw/tramw locom, rolling-stock & parts thereof. etc Vehicles o/t railw/tramw roll-stock, pts & accessories Aircraft, spacecraft, and parts thereof. Ships, boats and floating structures. Optical, photo, cine, meas, checking, precision, etc Musical instruments. parts and access of such articles Arms and ammunition. parts and accessories thereof. Furniture. bedding, mattress, matt support, cushion etc Toys, games & sports requisites. parts & access thereof Miscellaneous manufactured articles.



SM countries Egypt Algeria 30.0% 51.0% 30.0% 1427.5% 30.0% 546.2% 28.3% 637.9% 23.9% 36.9% 27.5% 37.9% 25.3% 36.9% 30.0% 39.5% 21.4% 25.6% 24.8% 25.4% 18.2% 24.2% 15.1% 5.6% 16.0% 13.0% 17.0% 24.7% 15.2% 11.0% 16.3% 12.4% 14.4% 7.7% 14.4% 7.7% 15.0% 8.7% 16.0% 12.4% 15.0% 7.7% 15.2% 12.3% 21.5% 26.9% 8.2% 10.4% 13.6% 13.4% 5.0% 6.1% 15.8% 42.3% 0.0% 5.0% 0.7% 6.9% 9.7% 8.7% 30.0% 29.9% 8.3% 18.1% 30.0% 36.0% 30.0% 13.7% 23.2% 17.2%



Jordan 20.0% 28.4% 27.9% 28.5% 17.7% 30.0% 27.9% 30.0% 24.1% 25.1% 14.6% 6.0% 4.4% 21.2% 8.9% 11.3% 8.1% 8.1% 2.7% 9.5% 9.2% 14.7% 16.3% 7.0% 13.5% 2.9% 18.7% 2.2% 0.3% 13.9% 29.9% 27.8% 26.4% 29.5% 12.5%



Lebanon 0.0% 5.0% 5.0% 10.1% 22.3% 16.7% 3.5% 5.0% 9.7% 9.6% 4.8% 0.0% 2.7% 5.5% 2.0% 2.0% 0.7% 0.7% 0.8% 0.5% 2.2% 3.1% 5.1% 3.2% 3.1% 5.0% 5.0% 0.0% 0.3% 4.9% 5.0% 5.7% 22.5% 5.2% 4.9%



Libya Morocco 22.6% 40.0% 16.5% 49.4% 14.1% 49.7% 66.2% 46.2% 5.2% 49.9% 36.6% 41.1% 24.8% 46.7% 151.6% 11.4% 26.8% 36.7% 18.0% 38.7% 16.3% 29.9% 34.6% 12.2% 0.0% 17.9% 17.6% 34.9% 5.7% 15.9% 9.7% 16.9% 0.7% 28.8% 0.7% 28.8% 1.6% 16.9% 1.1% 26.9% 4.0% 28.2% 5.7% 8.1% 19.5% 42.8% 14.6% 8.5% 26.0% 10.0% 7.1% 5.2% 79.6% 27.9% 40.9% 12.0% 2.6% 2.3% 16.7% 7.8% 40.9% 27.0% 26.2% 38.9% 23.3% 47.4% 23.0% 8.1% 25.0% 39.8%



Syria 49.2% 70.4% 69.6% 41.5% 60.5% 30.3% 25.2% 50.0% 28.2% 41.4% 28.3% 2.8% 1.7% 20.0% 5.1% 7.2% 2.7% 2.7% 3.8% 7.0% 10.3% 11.0% 14.9% 11.8% 14.9% 8.6% 63.2% 12.1% 10.4% 13.4% 36.6% 35.1% 42.8% 26.0% 20.7%



Tunisia 30.9% 38.4% 34.3% 37.2% 35.6% 34.8% 35.4% 41.7% 26.7% 25.7% 24.8% 37.1% 19.0% 23.0% 20.9% 16.6% 21.8% 21.8% 18.3% 22.5% 16.0% 20.7% 30.5% 8.8% 20.9% 7.9% 17.9% 13.4% 9.9% 11.0% 30.4% 24.2% 33.3% 32.6% 33.9%



Table 21 . Protection levels by HS Chapters – cont.



Turkey 8.1% 10.2% 11.0% 21.3% 12.3% 1.9% 4.1% 2.9% 0.6% 4.2% 3.2% 0.0% 10.7% 2.4% 1.8% 0.3% 2.0% 2.0% 2.2% 0.0% 2.4% 1.9% 1.4% 0.8% 1.3% 0.8% 6.0% 0.4% 0.4% 1.1% 2.6% 1.5% 3.4% 2.7% 3.3%



OECD countries Australia Canada 13.9% 9.5% 23.3% 17.2% 23.4% 16.6% 14.6% 14.7% 11.9% 13.7% 3.5% 6.1% 3.4% 4.8% 0.0% 2.4% 4.9% 3.1% 4.8% 3.9% 4.0% 1.0% 0.0% 0.2% 4.1% 0.3% 6.5% 2.6% 2.6% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 1.0% 0.4% 1.0% 0.4% 0.1% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.6% 4.3% 2.9% 7.4% 2.8% 2.4% 0.7% 2.3% 0.7% 4.3% 4.4% 15.9% 4.4% 0.0% 0.0% 2.5% 18.2% 1.0% 0.5% 1.4% 2.1% 1.2% 2.1% 5.2% 4.2% 3.4% 1.0% 4.1% 5.7%
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EU 19.8% 19.4% 19.7% 19.6% 17.8% 18.7% 18.5% 18.0% 13.9% 12.8% 10.5% 9.9% 5.4% 13.6% 6.3% 5.0% 4.7% 4.7% 5.6% 5.9% 6.4% 10.7% 14.0% 5.3% 7.4% 8.5% 13.7% 5.0% 4.8% 7.7% 10.2% 18.5% 17.5% 19.7% 15.7%



FEM22-36



II countries Japan Switzerland USA Argentina Brazil 7.9% 8.1% 10.9% 19.3% 19.5% 10.1% 3.3% 13.3% 21.1% 21.5% 9.9% 4.0% 10.9% 21.2% 21.4% 4.4% 7.6% 7.4% 19.1% 20.2% 20.1% 0.4% 13.5% 19.4% 21.6% 2.6% 0.7% 5.5% 21.3% 21.1% 1.1% 0.7% 5.1% 21.2% 20.9% 1.0% 0.8% 5.4% 17.5% 17.5% 0.6% 0.7% 1.4% 9.3% 10.1% 1.1% 0.9% 6.6% 14.4% 14.7% 1.0% 1.9% 4.7% 13.2% 13.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.0% 6.5% 4.8% 0.7% 0.8% 1.0% 11.8% 11.9% 0.7% 1.1% 1.6% 16.9% 16.3% 1.5% 0.4% 1.3% 11.3% 9.5% 3.4% 0.1% 0.4% 11.3% 10.7% 1.9% 0.1% 0.4% 10.2% 9.4% 1.9% 0.1% 0.4% 10.2% 9.4% 1.8% 0.1% 1.5% 10.4% 9.7% 0.4% 0.1% 0.5% 9.5% 11.2% 1.3% 0.6% 3.6% 5.5% 4.8% 0.2% 0.6% 3.2% 18.0% 18.1% 1.5% 1.2% 2.5% 17.3% 17.3% 0.0% 0.2% 0.6% 12.7% 12.1% 0.1% 0.5% 0.9% 11.3% 12.2% 0.0% 0.4% 2.9% 14.7% 13.5% 0.0% 0.9% 2.9% 17.9% 25.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.5% 0.0% 0.0% 1.5% 0.2% 16.2% 14.0% 0.1% 0.1% 1.2% 13.8% 13.1% 0.0% 0.5% 3.3% 17.3% 17.6% 6.8% 0.2% 0.8% 19.1% 21.5% 0.2% 1.0% 1.0% 18.8% 19.0% 0.9% 0.6% 0.7% 21.3% 21.0% 2.1% 1.4% 4.3% 18.9% 19.4% China 20.3% 23.0% 23.4% 23.3% 23.7% 24.0% 14.0% 25.8% 14.3% 27.5% 15.9% 1.7% 7.2% 11.8% 4.3% 4.7% 3.8% 3.8% 3.6% 7.5% 6.4% 9.8% 15.0% 12.4% 11.5% 4.8% 44.8% 3.7% 7.9% 11.0% 22.5% 13.0% 20.9% 16.9% 20.6%



India 33.1% 35.0% 34.7% 33.5% 34.9% 35.0% 35.0% 35.0% 35.0% 31.3% 34.8% 35.0% 34.7% 34.8% 35.0% 15.8% 35.0% 35.0% 35.0% 25.8% 34.2% 35.0% 35.0% 23.8% 22.9% 30.4% 58.5% 6.3% 28.6% 24.1% 35.0% 35.0% 35.0% 28.9% 35.0%



LDC Pakistan South AfricBangladeshCambodia 25.0% 22.0% 37.5% 12.3% 25.0% 38.5% 37.2% 34.3% 25.0% 37.6% 37.1% 33.7% 14.2% 32.1% 36.6% 15.1% 24.8% 28.0% 33.0% 18.1% 20.0% 25.5% 37.5% 34.9% 23.4% 28.7% 37.5% 15.7% 22.1% 18.8% 37.5% 34.3% 23.2% 5.6% 24.7% 18.0% 22.6% 13.8% 28.1% 7.2% 22.7% 7.0% 25.0% 13.3% 5.0% 0.1% 5.2% 0.4% 18.3% 3.8% 18.5% 7.2% 23.2% 7.5% 28.2% 11.6% 10.7% 3.1% 11.2% 7.8% 6.4% 0.0% 10.1% 11.2% 6.5% 0.0% 7.6% 7.6% 6.5% 0.0% 7.6% 7.6% 5.8% 0.0% 6.5% 7.8% 7.9% 0.0% 9.0% 9.0% 6.4% 0.0% 19.5% 7.0% 13.8% 6.5% 13.5% 14.2% 24.7% 14.7% 30.9% 17.8% 12.7% 2.3% 7.1% 14.4% 16.4% 3.9% 16.3% 17.8% 10.0% 0.0% 20.1% 15.0% 68.0% 21.7% 20.0% 27.5% 5.0% 0.0% 1.9% 9.3% 11.3% 1.2% 12.0% 14.7% 10.5% 0.4% 7.4% 11.6% 18.7% 0.0% 37.5% 7.0% 25.0% 20.2% 34.2% 27.1% 24.4% 15.1% 33.7% 25.2% 20.0% 2.3% 29.4% 15.5% 23.3% 12.9% 35.3% 8.0%



Chad 20.0% 30.0% 30.0% 27.5% 29.5% 30.0% 30.0% 29.6% 26.1% 27.5% 22.1% 30.0% 14.9% 16.5% 10.9% 10.0% 14.1% 14.1% 11.5% 18.1% 10.8% 19.3% 24.7% 11.9% 16.2% 10.0% 20.9% 0.0% 10.1% 9.9% 30.0% 28.3% 23.7% 30.0% 27.8%



Ethiopia LesothoMadagasca 7.2% 22.5% 12.3% 7.5% 40.1% 19.4% 7.4% 37.3% 19.0% 6.4% 27.1% 6.7% 8.9% 24.6% 9.3% 2.5% 22.3% 9.3% 4.8% 26.3% 9.6% 4.0% 18.3% 9.5% 1.1% 5.7% 4.8% 3.9% 13.7% 4.9% 3.2% 6.3% 7.2% 0.1% 0.0% 1.3% 5.4% 3.3% 0.2% 2.1% 7.3% 5.0% 1.3% 2.0% 2.9% 0.2% 0.0% 4.5% 1.8% 0.0% 1.7% 1.8% 0.0% 1.7% 2.1% 0.0% 0.9% 0.1% 0.0% 2.5% 2.5% 0.0% 1.4% 2.8% 6.0% 5.8% 1.9% 12.0% 4.2% 0.8% 2.0% 3.4% 1.4% 5.1% 5.3% 1.3% 0.0% 2.7% 7.5% 15.9% 7.5% 1.4% 0.0% 4.3% 1.1% 0.2% 5.0% 1.3% 0.5% 4.6% 2.2% 0.0% 4.7% 2.2% 20.0% 9.9% 1.5% 12.7% 8.1% 2.6% 2.0% 6.0% 3.0% 14.1% 5.7%



5.5% 7.9%



36.1%



Products of animal origin, nes or included. Live tree & other plant. bulb, root. cut flowers etc



Edible vegetables and certain roots and tubers. Edible fruit and nuts. peel of citrus fruit or melons.



Coffee, tea, mat– and spices. Cereals.



18.7% 17.2%



8.8% 15.2%



10.7% 2.5%



2.2% 1.1%



1.4%



1.6% 4.3%



Tobacco and manufactured tobacco substitutes. Salt. sulphur. earth & ston. plastering mat. lime & cem



Ores, slag and ash. Mineral fuels, oils & product of their distillation.etc



Inorgn chem. compds of prec met, radioact elements etc Organic chemicals.



Pharmaceutical products.



2.1%



3.8% 6.1%



17.4% 5.1%



Beverages, spirits and vinegar. Residues & waste from the food indust. prepr ani fodder



1.6% 2.2%



56.4% 5.3%



24.2% 4.6%



17.5% 18.1%



Prep of vegetable, fruit, nuts or other parts of plants Miscellaneous edible preparations.



Prep of cereal, flour, starch/milk. pastrycooks` prod



16.2% 18.1%



21.9% 17.0%



7.4% 18.0%



Sugars and sugar confectionery. Cocoa and cocoa preparations.



30.2%



22.7%



Animal/veg fats & oils & their cleavage products. etc Prep of meat, fish or crustaceans, molluscs etc



4.2% 6.4%



1.6%



30.6% 7.4%



12.1% 32.9%



14.8% 12.1%



Lac. gums, resins & other vegetable saps & extracts. Vegetable plaiting materials. vegetable products nes



5.3%



0.7% 3.2%



Dairy prod. birds` eggs. natural honey. edible prod nes



Prod mill indust. malt. starches. inulin. wheat gluten Oil seed, oleagi fruits. miscell grain, seed, fruit etc



8.3% 38.7%



2.5% 41.0%



4.4% 5.0%



52.4%



81.2%



Meat and edible meat offal. Fish & crustacean, mollusc & other aquatic invertebrate



Live animals.



5.6% 8.2%



15.3%



4.7% 2.7%



64.6% 4.9%



59.6% 23.7%



19.3% 25.3%



11.8% 16.2%



25.2% 16.2%



29.2%



5.8% 7.7%



32.7% 8.2%



6.2% 87.9%



15.9% 15.1%



13.6% 7.0%



8.8% 28.9%



22.6%



7.0% 5.1%



7.0%



0.3% 2.5%



20.8% 5.6%



30.0% 6.0%



15.4% 17.9%



15.9% 15.5%



27.1% 15.8%



16.9%



4.4% 7.3%



21.6% 14.1%



10.8% 8.5%



27.4% 18.8%



6.7% 23.8%



14.5% 41.4%



49.6%



2.2% 8.7%



4.6%



1.9% 1.0%



8.2%



14.1%



23.7%



19.3% 49.7%



16.1%



35.3%



22.7% 17.2%



17.8% 14.4%



21.0% 26.4%



4.4%



5.3% 13.1%



11.3%



Libya 2.2%



1.5% 7.4%



11.7%



0.5% 2.7%



38.6% 1.5%



27.2% 3.2%



6.7% 25.0%



12.8% 19.8%



9.7% 14.9%



19.9%



1.7% 2.2%



19.2% 1.5%



4.1% 7.1%



15.1% 9.8%



4.5% 7.8%



3.0% 42.6%



45.9%



Morocco 2.2%



6.6% 4.5%



6.6%



0.4% 1.4%



18.0% 2.6%



36.0% 11.6%



20.6% 22.2%



14.7% 16.4%



17.6% 19.0%



22.3%



3.6% 0.8%



19.0% 8.4%



7.1% 12.3%



14.3% 17.1%



5.6% 10.0%



4.9% 33.5%



43.5%



Syria 5.7%



5.3% 7.2%



10.5%



1.2% 0.7%



27.3% 4.0%



25.7% 7.2%



30.7% 13.7%



16.4% 23.6%



8.6% 25.5%



35.5%



4.5% 4.8%



18.7% 2.9%



5.8% 21.7%



18.8% 8.7%



0.5% 3.9%



2.2% 31.6%



25.6%



Tunisia 5.9%



2.5% 2.5%



2.5%



1.6% 2.2%



19.8% 2.7%



24.2% 6.6%



8.8% 16.4%



14.0% 18.3%



4.4% 25.0%



26.9%



2.2% 1.4%



16.9% 5.7%



5.6% 18.7%



11.9% 7.0%



4.8% 6.6%



3.4% 28.5%



24.9%



Turkey 10.6%



3.4% 1.7%



5.4%



0.8% 2.7%



41.5% 2.2%



11.1% 13.5%



18.4% 16.4%



14.3% 14.8%



16.5% 71.7%



12.4%



3.0% 4.9%



30.7% 7.1%



7.7% 26.2%



19.2% 14.1%



6.6% 8.2%



8.0% 36.5%



45.0%



Australia 12.0%



Lebanon 6.1%



OECD countries



Jordan 8.2%



Algeria 23.4%



Egypt 4.1%



SM countries



3.0% 0.8%



3.4%



0.4% 0.6%



24.7% 2.0%



6.9% 7.6%



14.7% 10.0%



12.3% 12.1%



13.0% 16.6%



9.4%



4.1% 3.0%



36.0% 6.2%



5.1% 16.1%



15.9% 10.8%



2.6% 4.6%



7.4% 32.2%



26.4%



Canada 30.1%



Table 22 . Average duty faced on exports by HS Chapters.



8 Annex 2



3.3% 2.1%



3.3%



1.8% 1.9%



23.2% 2.1%



14.2% 6.2%



14.8% 16.9%



13.9% 11.9%



17.0% 31.4%



12.0%



4.7% 2.9%



26.7% 6.9%



6.0% 36.3%



14.2% 9.9%



5.7% 6.3%



6.6% 37.5%



27.3%



EU 12.7%
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4.6% 1.3%



4.8%



1.6% 3.5%



26.2% 4.4%



13.2% 8.3%



15.7% 12.5%



11.0% 13.7%



14.8% 15.4%



8.7%



3.5% 5.4%



34.2% 3.5%



6.2% 30.8%



10.2% 13.0%



3.9% 5.1%



11.0% 34.2%



43.0%



Japan 1.9%



FEM22-36



2.1% 1.6%



2.4%



0.6% 1.7%



32.9% 2.4%



11.6% 13.1%



18.7% 11.0%



9.1% 10.5%



16.6% 14.5%



10.4%



3.9% 4.6%



22.6% 9.4%



5.1% 26.0%



12.6% 11.7%



3.5% 4.1%



8.5% 33.6%



25.5%



Switzerland 4.9%



4.0% 1.2%



4.8%



0.7% 2.4%



30.5% 1.8%



20.0% 9.1%



17.8% 15.4%



13.5% 15.1%



19.3% 22.1%



16.1%



5.9% 3.1%



21.6% 21.8%



7.4% 25.4%



15.0% 11.2%



5.3% 6.1%



8.9% 28.6%



30.0%



USA 9.9%



4.6% 5.8%



5.9%



0.4% 4.7%



28.8% 6.2%



36.7% 3.6%



22.0% 20.5%



18.1% 17.6%



22.7% 32.1%



21.8%



8.2% 2.2%



20.8% 35.2%



9.2% 18.6%



23.1% 14.4%



6.7% 6.6%



7.8% 29.5%



31.7%



Argentina 7.8%



II countries



3.9% 5.0%



4.0%



1.3% 3.7%



31.5% 2.0%



71.5% 2.3%



15.5% 19.8%



11.9% 15.3%



23.2% 44.4%



16.9%



5.1% 3.0%



19.3% 24.5%



2.3% 24.3%



13.7% 8.4%



3.9% 3.1%



5.4% 32.2%



46.7%



Brazil 9.3%



4.8% 2.6%



5.5%



1.1% 2.4%



43.4% 1.5%



10.2% 6.8%



15.1% 11.8%



10.3% 14.5%



12.3% 30.0%



8.9%



2.9% 2.1%



33.4% 10.4%



12.0% 39.7%



20.9% 14.6%



2.9% 3.6%



5.6% 26.4%



33.5%



China 20.4%



3.7% 4.4%



5.0%



1.2% 3.8%



44.0% 3.9%



23.9% 4.4%



14.7% 30.6%



17.7% 17.6%



7.1% 37.5%



5.5%



2.3% 6.3%



27.8% 10.6%



7.2% 41.5%



14.7% 4.7%



3.4% 5.0%



6.8% 27.7%



48.3%



India 7.9%



7.9% 5.6%



6.5%



1.9% 4.0%



54.4% 5.0%



32.0% 10.5%



8.3% 12.3%



12.8% 13.3%



5.2% 18.8%



10.1%



4.0% 4.2%



36.9% 12.2%



9.8% 59.8%



22.0% 19.3%



4.9% 7.3%



7.1% 17.9%



29.1%



Pakistan 3.7%



3.9% 7.4%



5.5%



0.8% 3.1%



47.9% 3.7%



23.5% 9.5%



18.2% 24.4%



17.5% 21.3%



20.3% 37.6%



27.9%



6.6% 3.8%



23.2% 13.9%



8.6% 23.8%



23.2% 11.2%



4.8% 5.6%



7.3% 27.2%



26.3%



South africa 9.5%



LDC



4.0% 4.9%



5.9%



1.8%



10.7% 20.5%



8.6% 7.9%



16.5% 8.2%



25.0% 8.9%



2.6% 13.5%



5.1%



3.2%



14.6% 13.3%



16.0% 63.8%



7.2% 34.4%



1.1% 3.0%



3.1% 53.9%



17.0%



Bangladesh 5.0%



11.5% 0.5%



11.7%



4.0%



32.4% 14.2%



12.7% 3.9%



5.2% 16.3%



18.9%



2.3% 7.1%



15.1%



7.1%



8.0% 5.8%



0.5% 45.8%



15.1% 23.5%



0.5% 5.8%



3.3% 37.4%



Cambodia 9.4%



5.0%



9.1%



0.1% 0.5%



54.1% 15.3%



21.0%



31.7%



0.4% 1.0%



23.4%



0.4% 35.8%



26.4%



2.5%



Chad 22.6%



0.5% 5.8%



4.0%



1.3% 6.7%



9.3%



20.4% 5.4%



16.5% 8.0%



10.2% 13.7%



46.1%



1.5%



4.7% 20.4%



20.7% 14.4%



3.4% 21.0%



19.3% 31.9%



1.7% 3.9%



15.6% 14.1%



8.5%



Ethiopia 6.2%



0.5% 9.4%



7.4%



7.1% 15.2%



26.1%



22.6% 6.1%



4.6% 10.0%



28.9%



19.8%



0.3%



29.2%



7.0% 1.6%



2.6% 37.5%



18.1%



Lesotho 7.1%



1.5%



1.0% 6.3%



9.4% 0.9%



4.5% 5.2%



4.1% 1.9%



0.0% 8.2%



1.7% 67.1%



2.2%



2.2% 3.3%



9.7% 2.7%



1.7% 61.3%



14.3% 9.5%



2.2% 2.9%



2.6% 12.0%



11.2%



Madagascar 1.1%



4.0%



15.9%



11.7%



10.4%



1.5%



3.1%



4.4%



1.6%



1.4%



Albuminoidal subs. modified starches. glues. enzymes.



Explosives. pyrotechnic prod. matches. pyrop alloy. etc



Photographic or cinematographic goods.



Miscellaneous chemical products.



Plastics and articles thereof.



Rubber and articles thereof.



Raw hides and skins (other than furskins) and leather.



6.6%



4.9%



Knitted or crocheted fabrics.



6.1%



7.6%



7.0%



Special woven fab. tufted tex fab. lace. tapestries etc



8.0%



Carpets and other textile floor coverings.



Impregnated, coated, cover/laminated textile fabric etc



4.5%



13.1%



Wadding, felt & nonwoven. yarns. twine, cordage, etc



6.6%



6.7%



11.9%



4.7%



6.3%



3.5%



15.2%



Man-made filaments.



2.7%



Man-made staple fibres.



Other vegetable textile fibres. paper yarn & woven fab



10.1%



2.9%



11.2%



0.3%



8.1%



1.5%



10.6%



Silk.



0.2%



Printed books, newspapers, pictures & other product etc



Cotton.



13.2%



Paper & paperboard. art of paper pulp, paper/paperboard



5.5%



Wool, fine/coarse animal hair, horsehair yarn & fabric



2.3%



Pulp of wood/of other fibrous cellulosic mat. waste etc



4.5%



8.9%



1.1%



1.5%



6.4%



2.9%



Wood and articles of wood. wood charcoal.



Cork and articles of cork.



2.7%



0.4%



Furskins and artificial fur. manufactures thereof.



Manufactures of straw, esparto/other plaiting mat. etc



5.8%



Articles of leather. saddlery/harness. travel goods etc



2.6%



6.7%



6.3%



11.1%



11.9%



21.1%



6.5%



3.8%



8.6%



32.0%



Essential oils & resinoids. perf, cosmetic/toilet prep



Soap, organic surface-active agents, washing prep, etc



4.3%



9.5%



24.4%



16.7%



16.8%



16.8%



12.2%



22.9%



6.2%



5.0%



22.3%



8.0%



14.4%



9.8%



18.2%



12.7%



25.3%



13.7%



4.2%



3.3%



7.5%



17.1%



7.2%



19.5%



38.0%



21.5%



28.4%



14.3%



12.9%



6.8%



14.4%



9.0%



12.2%



14.3%



14.5%



15.6%



11.0%



6.4%



11.8%



4.6%



2.6%



2.1%



12.2%



2.9%



14.2%



0.9%



9.7%



7.7%



5.4%



3.2%



7.5%



12.7%



8.7%



4.3%



17.5%



12.5%



23.8%



9.8%



8.9%



3.2%



5.3%



8.8%



15.3%



13.3%



3.1%



0.4%



11.4%



1.7%



2.4%



4.4%



1.1%



1.9%



7.1%



6.8%



2.2%



1.9%



3.9%



5.6%



3.7%



10.3%



2.2%



6.5%



8.0%



8.0%



2.7%



4.5%



9.5%



2.1%



0.9%



11.5%



0.9%



1.6%



0.5%



2.0%



2.7%



4.0%



3.5%



8.6%



7.1%



5.9%



1.1%



10.4%



11.9%



24.9%



3.1%



8.5%



2.3%



15.0%



9.7%



16.9%



21.8%



12.3%



26.4%



17.0%



5.4%



2.7%



7.2%



11.3%



8.6%



12.4%



1.9%



13.8%



6.0%



7.1%



19.1%



20.1%



0.8%



5.9%



13.0%



7.5%



8.3%



11.1%



3.6%



13.6%



16.1%



9.3%



4.8%



5.5%



4.7%



3.3%



3.6%



4.0%



5.7%



5.2%



1.0%



5.0%



6.8%



1.1%



3.0%



10.4%



0.2%



1.1%



0.7%



8.2%



2.7%



3.2%



4.6%



13.2%



5.3%



6.9%



8.3%



11.0%



12.9%



10.7%



7.2%



10.1%



3.1%



10.7%



7.6%



9.6%



12.4%



6.5%



8.4%



7.6%



7.9%



5.2%



8.0%



4.7%



4.0%



10.1%



2.3%



5.1%



6.1%



6.9%



11.3%



5.0%



3.5%



4.3%



8.3%



7.0%



5.3%



21.7%



11.0%



15.2%



13.0%



9.6%



2.2%



Turkey



14.9%



8.8%



13.1%



9.7%



7.7%



13.0%



12.9%



7.1%



2.5%



3.6%



9.0%



1.8%



5.4%



2.8%



10.5%



4.0%



2.2%



5.2%



9.3%



4.3%



7.3%



8.8%



6.6%



9.5%



10.2%



7.6%



7.5%



9.2%



7.5%



5.0%



1.3%



Tunisia



0.8%



Syria



Fertilisers.



Tanning/dyeing extract. tannins & derivs. pigm etc



Morocco



Australia



Libya



OECD countries



Lebanon



Algeria



Jordan



Egypt



SM countries



6.4%



5.0%



6.7%



6.7%



4.4%



5.8%



4.7%



1.0%



5.9%



5.6%



5.9%



0.8%



1.7%



0.6%



3.1%



2.6%



1.4%



2.5%



4.4%



1.9%



3.0%



4.6%



3.6%



4.2%



4.4%



6.5%



2.4%



2.7%



4.1%



2.3%



Canada



11.5%



6.4%



11.1%



8.1%



6.1%



10.0%



8.7%



5.6%



9.8%



10.2%



7.2%



1.4%



3.6%



0.7%



3.9%



2.2%



2.6%



6.5%



7.5%



4.6%



4.9%



5.7%



4.6%



5.0%



5.9%



7.0%



5.2%



6.8%



5.7%



2.1%



EU
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16.2%



10.3%



18.3%



13.2%



8.8%



11.2%



13.5%



13.7%



14.3%



20.9%



24.3%



2.7%



6.0%



1.6%



7.4%



5.6%



7.7%



12.3%



9.0%



5.3%



7.7%



8.5%



3.9%



6.4%



9.7%



7.8%



7.0%



4.7%



6.9%



4.4%



Japan



FEM22-36



6.2%



3.4%



6.0%



4.6%



4.0%



5.5%



5.5%



6.6%



4.9%



6.0%



8.4%



1.0%



1.7%



0.5%



2.3%



1.1%



1.4%



1.9%



4.3%



1.8%



3.9%



3.0%



3.4%



3.3%



2.5%



3.1%



3.5%



4.5%



3.9%



2.7%



Switzerland



12.7%



7.7%



14.1%



10.2%



7.3%



8.5%



8.7%



11.4%



6.6%



8.8%



12.7%



1.3%



6.0%



1.6%



7.4%



5.0%



2.6%



4.4%



8.3%



2.6%



6.1%



7.5%



4.3%



6.0%



7.0%



7.6%



5.2%



6.2%



6.3%



4.5%



USA



15.1%



11.9%



18.5%



17.6%



14.0%



10.5%



11.2%



6.0%



5.6%



6.7%



3.8%



13.6%



1.4%



5.4%



5.4%



5.9%



4.0%



9.9%



5.9%



12.4%



11.3%



7.6%



9.1%



14.3%



6.8%



14.0%



12.6%



6.5%



3.9%



Argentina



II countries



15.0%



8.9%



15.1%



13.2%



9.2%



9.6%



11.3%



4.2%



10.7%



5.2%



3.0%



3.0%



8.9%



0.5%



3.9%



9.5%



2.9%



2.5%



4.6%



4.1%



10.8%



9.6%



5.9%



10.4%



19.4%



7.1%



13.0%



10.6%



8.7%



5.3%



Brazil



10.4%



9.0%



11.8%



6.6%



7.4%



13.0%



12.2%



6.8%



10.9%



5.5%



7.9%



0.9%



2.5%



1.3%



2.5%



3.2%



2.1%



5.2%



7.6%



3.3%



6.7%



3.4%



6.1%



5.0%



7.0%



6.1%



4.3%



4.3%



5.9%



8.0%



China



11.2%



7.9%



10.9%



6.7%



9.8%



11.8%



11.8%



4.3%



10.5%



7.9%



6.4%



2.1%



8.4%



0.6%



3.2%



5.5%



3.0%



5.3%



5.7%



3.3%



9.0%



7.1%



4.5%



3.6%



18.2%



4.6%



8.1%



7.8%



4.1%



2.9%



India



11.2%



3.7%



8.2%



3.0%



4.9%



9.3%



8.8%



10.9%



6.0%



4.1%



4.7%



3.0%



11.1%



1.4%



2.8%



10.5%



9.6%



5.1%



6.3%



4.0%



5.0%



4.3%



5.4%



3.5%



29.4%



7.7%



9.2%



7.9%



9.9%



5.3%



Pakistan



13.3%



12.1%



8.9%



12.0%



9.1%



12.0%



7.7%



5.5%



10.7%



2.8%



20.2%



7.4%



9.4%



1.1%



5.2%



2.2%



2.8%



2.9%



7.0%



1.5%



11.9%



12.3%



7.1%



10.2%



16.9%



11.3%



25.0%



19.1%



7.8%



4.6%



South africa



LDC



5.0%



6.0%



4.4%



3.8%



4.0%



10.6%



13.8%



5.8%



4.9%



2.3%



9.3%



2.0%



4.6%



2.0%



2.2%



5.0%



3.5%



1.8%



7.4%



2.0%



9.4%



10.7%



4.1%



8.1%



6.3%



9.6%



1.9%



Bangladesh



5.9%



2.1%



5.7%



22.7%



3.9%



5.6%



5.1%



9.0%



8.1%



7.9%



3.7%



0.2%



1.6%



2.1%



1.7%



9.1%



4.0%



3.8%



10.1%



2.9%



0.1%



1.6%



5.1%



8.6%



5.0%



Cambodia



23.9%



2.5%



1.1%



24.7%



0.4%



1.2%



0.9%



19.3%



7.5%



8.0%



Chad



7.0%



8.9%



2.5%



14.9%



16.6%



5.4%



8.2%



1.8%



15.1%



5.3%



0.8%



2.1%



4.0%



9.2%



2.4%



2.6%



12.6%



20.5%



2.7%



12.8%



1.3%



3.5%



0.6%



4.9%



Ethiopia



3.4%



2.8%



20.9%



27.5%



11.5%



1.1%



0.7%



2.2%



20.7%



3.0%



12.4%



86.0%



32.2%



1.0%



3.3%



4.3%



Lesotho



16.1%



7.1%



5.5%



32.6%



1.6%



7.9%



17.0%



1.4%



8.0%



4.6%



34.4%



2.3%



5.5%



1.4%



2.2%



1.0%



3.0%



0.6%



9.2%



5.8%



0.5%



14.8%



6.9%



1.5%



11.9%



Madagascar



3.3% 0.2%



3.2% 9.0%



2.2% 0.3%



3.5% 0.3%



2.3%



1.4%



2.5% 2.0%



Articles of iron or steel. Copper and articles thereof.



Nickel and articles thereof. Aluminium and articles thereof.



Lead and articles thereof. Zinc and articles thereof.



6.2% 1.6%



3.4% 14.1%



14.0% 0.3%



2.5% 2.8%



1.3%



6.8% 1.1%



4.4%



Miscellaneous articles of base metal. Nuclear reactors, boilers, mchy & mech appliance. parts



Electrical mchy equip parts thereof. sound recorder etc Railw/tramw locom, rolling-stock & parts thereof. etc



Vehicles o/t railw/tramw roll-stock, pts & accessories Aircraft, spacecraft, and parts thereof.



Ships, boats and floating structures. Optical, photo, cine, meas, checking, precision, etc



Musical instruments. parts and access of such articles Arms and ammunition. parts and accessories thereof.



Furniture. bedding, mattress, matt support, cushion etc Toys, games & sports requisites. parts & access thereof



Miscellaneous manufactured articles.



Tool, implement, cutlery, spoon & fork, of base met etc



Tin and articles thereof. Other base metals. cermets. articles thereof.



13.4%



0.5% 3.5%



Natural/cultured pearls, prec stones & metals, coin etc Iron and steel.



9.6%



3.8% 2.8%



6.4% 3.0%



1.6% 2.0%



8.4% 0.4%



4.7% 11.8%



6.4% 3.5%



2.2% 2.4%



5.9% 4.7%



0.2% 7.5%



9.2% 6.2%



5.9% 1.4%



Ceramic products. Glass and glassware.



11.6% 7.1%



14.3%



13.3% 5.0%



1.3% 0.6%



0.7% 2.7%



26.0% 0.2%



14.0% 18.3%



8.6% 10.5%



2.2% 13.0%



10.0%



11.5%



4.1% 7.7%



19.1% 5.3%



0.3% 24.9%



27.1% 17.3%



11.2%



3.6% 11.0%



8.9%



14.6%



6.2% 7.4%



9.5% 6.1%



5.5%



17.4% 20.9%



6.3%



19.1%



Prepr feathers & down. arti flower. articles human hair Art of stone, plaster, cement, asbestos, mica/sim mat



Umbrellas, walking-sticks, seat-sticks, whips, etc



Footwear, gaiters and the like. parts of such articles. Headgear and parts thereof.



Art of apparel & clothing access, not knitted/crocheted Other made up textile articles. sets. worn clothing etc



Art of apparel & clothing access, knitted or crocheted.



18.0%



8.7%



8.7% 8.0%



10.3% 14.0%



2.4% 2.8%



12.8% 0.3%



11.4% 4.1%



6.3% 7.5%



2.8% 6.1%



9.4% 11.8%



1.0%



0.2% 3.0%



12.0% 3.3%



0.4% 3.1%



22.4% 11.5%



17.0% 10.1%



4.1% 10.7%



12.7% 13.2%



3.1% 1.2%



4.4% 1.0%



8.6% 0.5%



2.1% 9.1%



2.4%



4.0% 2.3%



11.3%



0.4% 2.7%



6.7% 1.2%



0.8% 7.0%



2.3% 2.8%



1.4%



22.1%



25.0%



Libya 11.0%



2.1%



3.4% 1.6%



1.0% 0.4%



1.3% 0.8%



6.4% 0.2%



0.8% 1.5%



2.5% 2.4%



0.5% 2.5%



2.5% 1.4%



1.5%



1.0% 2.0%



7.7% 1.2%



1.1% 3.4%



2.2% 3.4%



0.8% 4.3%



2.7% 1.1%



6.8% 5.9%



6.4%



Morocco 7.1%



16.3%



11.6% 13.0%



7.9% 14.7%



16.3% 1.7%



15.2% 0.4%



5.5% 9.1%



13.7% 6.6%



7.0%



1.7% 14.9%



7.1%



9.5% 5.9%



15.1% 7.5%



0.9% 4.4%



22.8% 13.8%



22.2% 12.1%



19.7% 22.8%



17.8% 24.0%



14.5%



Syria 13.8%



3.8%



4.2% 1.1%



3.4% 0.8%



1.5% 1.7%



10.7% 0.2%



1.2% 7.6%



5.6% 4.9%



1.7% 3.4%



0.7% 3.2%



0.5%



0.2% 3.5%



8.0% 1.6%



0.2% 2.1%



15.1% 12.0%



0.9% 3.4%



5.8% 1.4%



5.7% 5.3%



5.9%



Tunisia 6.8%



9.5%



5.3% 8.1%



3.4% 2.7%



3.1% 2.9%



8.7% 0.6%



4.2% 0.9%



7.4% 3.6%



2.7% 3.8%



7.1% 2.6%



4.0%



1.1% 3.9%



7.2% 2.3%



0.5% 7.4%



6.2% 7.1%



10.6% 4.7%



11.3% 16.8%



6.5% 15.2%



7.6%



Turkey 7.4%



7.1%



6.3% 4.9%



4.7% 3.6%



3.8% 2.7%



17.5% 1.0%



4.4% 4.9%



7.3% 4.0%



2.7% 6.8%



4.4% 2.7%



4.2%



1.1% 4.8%



7.9% 4.1%



1.9% 6.2%



5.6% 5.7%



8.0% 5.7%



5.9% 8.9%



16.9% 12.1%



14.1%



Australia 12.9%



Lebanon 10.9%



OECD countries



Jordan 5.6%



Algeria 9.3%



Egypt 6.9%



SM countries



3.4%



1.6% 2.2%



2.6% 2.3%



2.2% 1.8%



7.4% 1.1%



1.5% 1.8%



2.6% 1.7%



1.8% 2.6%



1.8% 1.0%



1.7%



0.6% 3.6%



2.4% 1.5%



0.3% 4.8%



3.7% 3.4%



3.0% 1.8%



3.1% 3.6%



11.2% 7.5%



8.7%



Canada 8.3%



6.9%



3.9% 3.0%



3.9% 7.0%



4.7% 2.8%



8.5% 0.9%



3.4% 3.5%



5.4% 3.2%



3.3% 4.6%



2.6% 3.0%



2.0%



2.0% 4.0%



4.9% 2.8%



4.1% 3.2%



8.9% 5.3%



6.2% 4.7%



5.7% 6.4%



10.8% 10.8%



11.5%



EU 13.7%



Table 24 . Average duty faced on exports by HS Chapters - cont..
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7.8%



7.1% 2.6%



5.2% 2.6%



5.2% 3.2%



12.0% 0.8%



3.7% 3.7%



6.8% 3.4%



4.4% 5.5%



6.0% 4.4%



5.7%



2.3% 8.9%



7.7% 4.5%



1.7% 8.0%



7.2% 6.8%



16.7% 4.7%



3.2% 9.7%



16.2% 13.3%



18.4%



Japan 14.5%
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4.7%



1.7% 1.4%



1.7% 3.6%



3.6% 1.6%



5.3% 1.2%



2.3% 1.7%



2.5% 2.2%



2.2% 2.7%



4.2% 2.6%



2.0%



2.6% 2.3%



2.2% 1.8%



7.6% 4.4%



4.1% 3.4%



4.2% 2.7%



6.9% 3.5%



6.5% 6.4%



7.4%



Switzerland 6.8%



7.4%



6.0% 4.4%



4.1% 5.1%



4.3% 2.4%



9.9% 1.8%



3.4% 3.1%



6.6% 2.9%



3.6% 4.4%



5.1% 2.9%



3.2%



2.4% 6.9%



6.3% 4.0%



0.7% 5.7%



6.9% 5.8%



10.6% 4.9%



6.3% 9.4%



14.9% 13.6%



19.5%



USA 23.3%



14.1%



3.4% 9.3%



5.5% 4.5%



3.3% 6.5%



30.3% 0.9%



9.6% 4.5%



11.1% 7.8%



5.0% 5.9%



4.3% 0.2%



4.2%



1.5% 4.8%



9.5% 3.9%



1.7% 6.6%



12.0% 15.4%



9.5% 8.3%



12.6% 16.3%



22.7% 11.5%



23.5%



Argentina 29.7%



II countries



10.3%



5.0% 8.7%



2.2% 8.2%



3.5% 3.9%



18.9% 1.0%



5.5% 4.8%



9.0% 4.9%



1.8% 8.8%



3.3% 1.4%



4.2%



1.1% 4.7%



10.5% 3.4%



1.0% 3.4%



11.4% 10.8%



15.7% 4.9%



13.8% 18.3%



14.6% 11.5%



16.7%



Brazil 21.2%



6.2%



3.0% 2.9%



2.6% 14.1%



2.4% 1.9%



11.0% 1.1%



2.5% 2.6%



4.8% 1.3%



3.1% 5.3%



3.0% 0.8%



2.9%



1.4% 4.5%



4.8% 3.0%



1.0% 4.4%



7.9% 6.9%



5.0% 3.0%



5.4% 6.1%



11.3% 13.4%



12.8%



China 14.5%



6.1%



2.4% 2.6%



2.5% 8.0%



3.5% 2.6%



13.3% 1.2%



3.7% 3.7%



3.2% 3.3%



2.7% 4.5%



2.4% 4.1%



3.4%



2.5% 5.6%



6.0% 3.2%



0.4% 5.0%



11.8% 7.4%



12.7% 2.9%



5.3% 6.0%



10.6% 7.2%



12.4%



India 14.0%



5.3%



3.4% 3.0%



1.1% 3.7%



1.3% 1.4%



7.4% 3.2%



3.3% 10.6%



4.2% 2.8%



1.3% 2.6%



0.3%



5.5%



3.6% 4.3%



7.0% 3.5%



0.3% 6.3%



12.2% 12.0%



22.1% 2.1%



3.7% 2.6%



6.2% 7.8%



6.3%



Pakistan 7.1%



15.4%



6.1% 11.3%



6.0% 8.0%



3.2% 5.3%



11.8% 1.9%



7.8% 3.5%



13.1% 4.4%



1.4% 7.9%



7.5% 13.8%



7.3%



2.9% 4.4%



11.4% 2.9%



9.4% 4.4%



17.2% 9.8%



13.2% 6.9%



13.5% 4.0%



22.2% 22.2%



17.0%



South africa 17.1%



LDC



7.9%



3.4% 2.1%



1.3%



1.5% 3.9%



1.3% 0.3%



2.8% 3.0%



2.4% 1.2%



0.4% 3.0%



2.9% 1.1%



13.2%



2.7%



2.4% 1.7%



22.8% 3.2%



2.9% 2.7%



1.8% 3.9%



3.2% 17.6%



6.6% 4.7%



5.4%



Bangladesh 6.1%



7.8%



2.9% 1.2%



1.7%



2.5% 7.0%



7.8% 0.2%



6.4%



13.2% 2.8%



2.5%



20.6%



4.7%



9.8% 15.4%



11.2% 13.3%



0.7% 5.2%



11.0% 3.1%



2.8% 4.5%



3.8% 1.6%



5.1% 6.1%



5.6%



Cambodia 6.3%



0.7% 1.2%



1.8%



0.8%



12.2% 0.2%



5.0%



12.5% 2.6%



0.2%



19.0%



0.8%



3.9% 24.8%



0.9% 23.0%



10.5%



Chad 6.0%



0.8%



3.4% 1.2%



4.3%



24.2% 3.5%



6.7%



19.1% 1.2%



0.2% 21.3%



20.5%



2.1%



8.9% 12.7%



6.5% 8.0%



0.3% 11.7%



3.6% 0.7%



8.4%



6.3% 3.2%



14.8%



Ethiopia 7.5%



0.7%



15.6%



0.4%



14.2% 0.2%



4.0% 0.5%



7.7% 4.0%



0.5%



0.8%



13.7% 25.8%



2.4%



18.6%



0.8%



31.5% 18.6%



4.6%



Lesotho 5.7%



4.5%



4.2% 1.0%



6.5%



6.2% 2.1%



4.3% 3.7%



1.0%



0.8% 4.0%



10.2%



0.7%



2.0%



4.7% 1.2%



0.7%



7.6% 14.1%



21.3% 4.3%



1.9% 2.9%



7.4% 25.0%



4.6%



Madagascar 5.2%



Welfare GDP (volume) Terms of trade Real effective exchange rate Unskilled real wages Skilled real wages Real return to capital Real return to natural resources Real return to land Exports (volume) Imports (volume) Tariff revenue (points of GDP)



Macroeconomic variables



NAFTA 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.04 -0.04 -0.01 0.00 0.00



ROECD 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.09 -0.01 -0.03 -0.01 0.00



China -0.03 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.03 -0.02 -0.01 0.02 -0.01 -0.08 -0.08 0.00



RAsia -0.03 -0.02 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.02 0.00 0.02 0.00 -0.06 -0.06 0.00
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LatinAm -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.01 -0.01 0.00 -0.01 -0.03 -0.02 -0.05 -0.04 0.00



RoW -0.04 -0.02 -0.06 -0.07 -0.02 -0.03 -0.02 -0.05 0.00 -0.14 -0.13 0.00



Table 25 . Macroeconomic impact on other zones – South/South agreement.



9 Annex 3
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Welfare GDP (volume) Terms of trade Real effective exchange rate Unskilled real wages Skilled real wages Real return to capital Real return to natural resources Real return to land Exports (volume) Imports (volume) Tariff revenue (points of GDP)



Macroeconomic variables



NAFTA 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.02 -0.01 -0.22 -0.01 -0.13 -0.04 0.00



ROECD 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.03 -0.02 0.00 -0.02 -0.38 -0.01 -0.07 -0.04 0.00



China -0.14 -0.08 -0.12 -0.15 -0.11 -0.14 -0.02 0.04 0.02 -0.35 -0.40 -0.01



RAsia -0.21 -0.11 -0.17 -0.20 -0.17 -0.16 -0.03 0.12 0.05 -0.42 -0.46 -0.02
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LatinAm -0.05 -0.03 -0.13 -0.12 -0.06 -0.06 -0.04 -0.03 0.04 -0.31 -0.25 -0.01



RoW -0.19 -0.11 -0.20 -0.23 -0.19 -0.19 -0.09 0.20 0.03 -0.61 -0.55 -0.01



Table 26 . Macroeconomic impact on other zones – North/South agreement.
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Welfare GDP (volume) Terms of trade Real effective exchange rate Unskilled real wages Skilled real wages Real return to capital Real return to natural resources Real return to land Exports (volume) Imports (volume) Tariff revenue (points of GDP)



Macroeconomic variables



NAFTA 0.02 0.02 0.38 0.28 -0.01 -0.11 0.14 -1.19 1.61 17.41 13.36 -0.29



ROECD 2.32 1.89 0.91 1.06 2.09 2.50 1.63 -3.06 -4.88 23.92 27.70 -0.75



China 1.38 0.98 -1.07 -1.11 0.55 1.62 1.38 -0.03 -2.81 22.62 26.93 -1.53



RAsia 1.40 0.89 -1.15 -1.01 0.90 1.69 0.85 -3.85 -1.62 27.77 31.56 -2.01
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LatinAm -0.01 0.01 0.57 0.91 0.29 -0.80 -0.38 -3.90 6.06 30.78 28.91 -1.14



Table 27 . Macroeconomic impact on other zones – multilateral free trade.
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RoW -1.13 -0.62 -1.28 -1.63 -1.14 -0.93 -0.50 1.60 -0.59 -4.73 -3.49 -0.06



PART 2.



L’analyse de la spécialisation des pays méditerranéens M.-L. Cheval, Fabrice Darrigues 1



1 Introduction Dans la perspective d’évaluer l’impact d’une libéralisation commerciale, il importe en première analyse d’étudier la structure géographique et sectorielle des échanges des pays méditerranéens. En effet, de cette dernière va dépendre l’importance des effets de détournement et de création de trafic. Nous menons notre analyse sur la période 1967-2002 à partir des données de la base CHELEM pour six pays : l’Algérie, l’Egypte, le Maroc, la Tunisie, la Turquie et Israël. Tableau 1 Échanges en % du PIB, prix courants, 2002 Export biens & serv. 29,83 37,15 25,56 33,78 45,35 19,06



Turquie Israël Algérie* Maroc Tunisie Egypte



Export biens 21,74 26,68 25,42 21,71 32,61 8,26



Export manuf. min. 15,82 16,44 0,61 15,23 28,99 3,12



Import biens & serv. 30,06 41,22 24,17 36,87 49,63 22,62



Import biens 26,28 30,12 23,76 30,19 42,71 14,94



Import manuf. min. 18,43 17,47 13,24 22,65 35,17 12,07



* Algérie, 1998. Les exportations algériennes de biens se font pour près de 90% dans le secteur énergétique (dont 37% pour le gaz naturel, 28% pour le pétrole brut, 24% pour les produits raffinés du pétrole). Source : CHELEM 6.2 (juillet 2004), base balance des paiements et base commerce international .



Tableau 2 Echanges des pays méditerranéens, 2002 En milliards de US$ Energie et minerais Prod. manufacturés Agroalimentaire Total (1)



Exportations Totales Vers l'UE15 23.8 14.3 60.7 31.3 8.4 4.4 106.2 52.1



Importations Totales De l'UE15 14.7 1.7 86.5 53.0 13.6 4.5 126.7 64.8



(1) comprend les produits non ventilés dans les trois secteurs.



1



CATT, université de Pau et des Pays de l’Adour.



Total 9.1 -25.9 -5.2 -20.4



Solde Vis-à-vis de l'UE15 12.6 -21.7 -0.1 -12.7
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2 Spécialisation par stades d’élaboration des produits Notre analyse de la spécialisation internationale repose ici sur l’indicateur de contribution au solde du CEPII qui, dans une vision non mercantiliste, a l’avantage de considérer les exportations aussi bien que les importations (cf. encadré 1). Cet indicateur compare, en millièmes du PIB, le solde commercial effectif d’un pays i pour un produit donné k à un solde théorique obtenu en répartissant le solde commercial de i entre les différents produits au pro rata de leurs poids respectifs dans les échanges de i. Ce calcul permet d’éliminer les effets conjoncturels sur le solde commercial pour ne faire ressortir que la situation propre des produits les uns par rapport aux autres. L’indicateur est additif : par construction, la somme sur l’ensemble des produits est égale à 0. Calculés aux six stades d’élaboration des produits2, l’indicateur de contribution au solde révèle les points forts (ACR de valeur positive) et les points faibles (ACR de valeur négative c’est-à-dire désavantage comparatif révélé, DCR) de chacun des six pays méditerranéens étudiés3 (voir l’annexe 1 pour le détail). Encadré 1. L’indicateur d’avantages comparatifs révélés ou de contribution au solde L’avantage comparatif révélé par le commerce extérieur repose sur le principe suivant (Lafay, 1990) : pour un pays i donné, l’absence d’avantage comparatif (ou désavantage) correspond à une répartition uniforme du solde global du commerce extérieur au prorata des poids respectifs des différentes catégories de produits ou d’opérations. Le solde observé pour chaque catégorie de produits est comparé à ce solde global (théorique) d’équi-répartition. L’avantage/désavantage comparatif se traduit par un écart positif/négatif par rapport au solde théorique. L’indicateur du CEPII offre donc une vision structurelle et dynamique de la spécialisation internationale des différents pays.



  1000  X ik + M ik )  ( ACRik = × ( X ik − M ik ) − ∑ ( X ik − M ik ) × Yi k ∑k ( X ik + M ik )  



où X représente les



exportations, M les importations et Y le Produit Intérieur Brut (PIB). Les indices i et k représentent, respectivement, le pays et le produit. La variation de la valeur de l’ACR peut être le résultat d’une variation du poids relatif du produit en question dans le commerce mondial ou la conséquence d’une décision de spécialisation interne au pays. Il est possible de scinder les deux effets et de maintenir constante la participation du produit dans le commerce mondial de manière à éliminer les tendances qui ne sont pas spécifiques à la zone étudiée. Pour cela, chacun des flux X et M multiplié par l’indice de correction ekn , qui représente le rapport entre la part du produit k dans le commerce mondial pour l’année de référence et la part du même produit dans le commerce mondial pour l’année courante.



W r ekn =  kr  W.



  



 Wkn   n  où W désigne le commerce mondial, r l’année de référence (2002 dans la  W. 



suite) et n l’année courante. L'indicateur d'avantage comparatif ACR' est ainsi calculé aux poids mondiaux de l'année de référence r. Pour celle-ci, il coïncide avec la contribution relative ACR ; pour les autres années n, il s'en distingue d'autant plus que le commerce mondial du produit k tend à s'écarter de la tendance moyenne qui est enregistrée pour l'ensemble des marchandises. Lorsque ACRik >0, le pays i détient un avantage comparé révélé sur le produit k. Si ACRik 
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thÃ¨me 

Nov 18, 2008 - hard-wired (''screwdriver'') long term short from an output to ...... 15 may be used to detect a missing pulse or abnormally long spacing between.
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DeuxiÃ¨me semestre 5 CinquiÃ¨me primaire 

calculatrice et l'ordinateur sont utilisÃ©s Ã  chaque fois que l'occasion se prÃ©sente. Chaque leÃ§on comporte des exercices et chaque unitÃ© comporte des exercices.
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DeuxiÃ¨me semestre 5 CinquiÃ¨me primaire 

5 Place les nombres 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, â€¦ correspondants aux ...... ces donnÃ©es par des secteurs circulaires en utilisant la figure ci-contre : Jeu. Football. Basketball.
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bohÃ¨me 

max. 0.44kg/h. 1.84kg/h. Etanche. RevÃªtement acier. Programmable. Blanc. Noir. Gris. Bordeaux ... EmiSSiON DE OUSSi RE 13 % DE O2 (mG/m3). 2.6.
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me- tireurs 

Jose Luis. ESP. 34. 21. ALVARADO HERNANâ€¦ Mario. ESP. 71. 22. CANTO .... Nombre de tireurs participants: 101, matchs en 5 touches, qualifiÃ©s de toutes les ...
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5Ã¨me 

1 sept. 2014 - ReconnaÃ®tre le nom et l'utilitÃ© de certains matÃ©riels de chimie. Permettre aux Ã©lÃ¨ves de travailler en toute sÃ©curitÃ© dans les laboratoires.
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bohÃ¨me 

Dimensions emballage (cm - longeur x Largeur x Hauteur). 60x60x124 Ã©mission CO Ã  13 % de O2 (%). 0.01. Emission de poussiÃ¨re Ã  13 % de O2 (mg/m3). 3.
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6Ã¨me 

2 sept. 2014 - ReconnaÃ®tre le nom et l'utilitÃ© de certains matÃ©riels de chimie. Permettre aux Ã©lÃ¨ves de travailler en toute sÃ©curitÃ© dans les laboratoires.
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7Ã¨me TOLYBAD : 8Ã¨me Ã©dition de l'AZERGUES 7Ã¨me ... - Bad' A Chaz' 

Clt. FFBaD - le 21 2 2016. 1-VALOR Damien-R6 (MVBC 38-38). VALOR. COTTE Julie-R4 (MVBC 38-38). COTTE. FFBaD. 190. PULIDO Julien-R5 (BM 71-71).
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Ooooooh Wooooooh Give me freedom, give me fire, give me reason 

When I get older I will be stronger. They'll call me freedom Just like a wavin' flag. And then it goes back. And then it goes back. And then it goes back. And then it ...
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8Ã¨me Ã©dition de l'AZERGUES 7Ã¨me TOLYBAD : 8Ã¨me ... - Bad' A Chaz' 

Pts diff. Clt. FFBaD - le 21 2 2016. 1-BERNARD Pierre-R4 (BACLY 69-69). BERNARD. REVERCHON Matthis-R5 (BACLY 69-69). REVERCHON. FFBaD. 83.
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me Gagner à 

price comment gagner loterie visa tirage au sort coupe de france football 2014 ... moto tirage au sort immigration canada 2013 telecharger jeu gratuit mobile ...
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me Gagner à 

september 2012 fifa 13 ultimate team argent facile xbox pet shop jeu gratuit en ... xbox 360 jeu gratuit moto spiderman euro million winners divorce pet shop jeu ...
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Instalim me DrakX 

DrakX selects an appropriate keyboard for your language. If no suitable keyboard .... në ndarëse tuaj. Kur ju jeni të sigurt në lidhje me zgjedhjen, klikoni mbi Tjetër për të vazhduar. ..... this tool to edit entries at this step, press 'Next'. You n
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Le systÃ¨me Flow.pdf 

indÃ©pendante en programmant l'allumage et l'arrÃªt en fonction de vos besoins grÃ¢ce Ã  la technologie RFS;. â€¢ rendement: celui-ci est garanti par le rÃ©glage.
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CRÃˆME CICATRISANTE 

(grÃ¢ce au Spray DÃ©sinfectant Passional). Laisser sÃ©cher la avant d'appliquer la crÃ¨me. Renouveler l'opÃ©ration une fois par jour jusqu'Ã  l'obtention d'une bonne ...
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9Ã¨me Ortis Euregio'Athlon 

CAMPENER AurÃ©lien. 22. BEL TRIGT. -. 38:47. +3:04. 3 ESH. 16. 10 LIC. FICKERS Dany. 42. BEL SCBTRI. -. 39:00. +3:17. 1 VHA. 17. 26 LIC. CLAUDE Adrian.
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START ME UP 

I ) If you start me up. If you start me up I'll never stop. If you start me up. If you start me up I'll never stop. I've been running hot. You got me ticking gonna blow my ...
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TroisiÃ¨me partie Documents 

Rock names based on protolith name (5.1). Rock names based on protolith name (3.1). Metavolcaniclastic sedimentary rocks. Metatuffites. Metapyroclastic rocks.
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Leave me alone 

Capo 2. Bm. G. F#7. I will dance with another girl, if you'd love to love to see me do. Bm. G. F#7. Em. I would stand right in front of her, like I'm standing like in ...
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SystÃ¨me Connect - Nervures 

SUP'AIR France. Z.I. de Vovray - 14, avenue des Vieux Moulins - F-74000 Annecy. TÃ©l : +33 4 50 45 75 29 - Fax : +33 4 50 52 78 70 - E-mail : [email protected].










 


[image: alt]





La troisiÃ¨me partie 

Si vous envisagez le cannabis mÃ©dical en tant que traitement pour vous mÃªme, ou pour ... mÃ©dical mais Ã  ce moment aucun collÃ¨ge ou association provincial ...
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Information letter - HECosystÃ¨me 

Thanks to HecosystÃ¨me's collaboration with the General Utilities Department, ... containers for glass were placed at the bottom of each building. 3. Last of all ...
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V85-Libera me 

48. H1. H2. Hp. S. mp. 50 mp nos e xau. -. - di- tram o ra- ti- o- nem. - nos. -. -. -. -. -. 50. & sim. A tempo ? sim. & ? & mf. ∑ div.soprano 1. ∑ . 3. 3. A tempo. & ?
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