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PRESENTATION AT IDB SEMINAR ON 29 MARCH 2005 AT ISTANBUL
Dr. Manzoor Ahmad

Pakistan’s Ambassador to the WTO

I am greatly honoured to be here this morning and to speak to this distinguished audience. I would like to thank the IDB for organizing this Seminar and the Turkish Government for their assistance in hosting it.
2.
Since we have to cover different aspects of the three presentations on Non-Agriculture Market Access (NAMA) negotiations, my discussion therefore is limited to simply providing the historical background and an overview of the NAMA negotiations. 
3.
As far as the historical background of NAMA negotiations are concerned, NAMA has always been the core business or 'bread and butter' of world trade. When the General Agreement on Tariff & Trade (GATT) was negotiated in 1948, it was mostly about tariff concessions. Since then seven Rounds have been negotiated. They include Annecy (1948), Torquay (1950), Geneva (1956), Dillon (1960-61), Kennedy (1962-67), Tokyo (1973-79) and Uruguay (1986-94). In all of these Rounds NAMA was either the only issue or one of the key issues.
4.
Almost in each Round, average tariff reduction achieved were about one third of the existing tariff. As a result of these NAMA negotiations, world average applied tariffs on industrial goods were brought down to 9.4% and average bound tariff to 29.4%.

5.
The difference is very transparent when one is to compare it with agriculture products, which were negotiated for the first time during the Uruguay Round. An average applied tariff on agriculture products is 17.9% and bound tariff is 62%.

6.
How was this reduction achieved?  I mean what kind of approach was used. In order to reduce tariff levels, for the first five rounds or pre-Kennedy Rounds, negotiations were conducted on an item-by-item basis. Each country had to prepare a 'request' as well as an 'offer' list. This process was essentially bilateral which was then applied multi-laterally on a MFN basis.

7.
During the 6th round (Kennedy Round), it was decided that the product by product approach was no longer adequate. Hence, during this and the seventh round (Tokyo Round), concessions were mostly conducted on a linear basis. Under that method, most industrial countries were required to make their initial offer on across the board cut in tariffs. They could then table a list of exceptions, which then became of a focus of the negotiations. Despite this intention, it appears that negotiations eventually turned into a bilateral and then plurilateral product –by-product negotiation including sectoral approach. 
8.
In the Uruguay Round there were several proposals. Whilst some countries wanted a formula approach, certain countries preferred to revert to product-by-product modality. Consequently, no agreement could be reached on a specified approach. The only understanding reached was that results should at least be as ambitious as Tokyo Round meaning a 33.3% over all reduction target. This was achieved through some sectoral "zero-for-zero" agreements such as on agricultural equipment, beers, construction equipment, distilled spirits, furniture, medical equipment, paper, pharmaceuticals, steel and toys. In some cases, such as chemicals, it was agreed to apply harmonization approach. This meant that tariffs were brought down to a lower agreed level. In addition, some sector specific agreements: two multilateral on Agriculture and textiles & clothing and three plurilateral i.e. Trade in Civil Aircraft, International Dairy and International Bovine Meat Agreements were also reached.
9.
After the conclusion of the Uruguay Round, , an Agreement on Information Technology (ITA) was agreed at the Singapore Ministerial Conference in 1996.  It entered into force on 1 April 1997. In addition, sectoral arrangements on Pharmaceutical products were reviewed in 1996 and 1998 ( as per Agreement) and on several new products duty was reduced to zero. Since the current phase of negotiations i.e. Doha Round is to be covered during later presentations, I shall not elaborate on that.
10.
However, before I conclude I would like to stress on the importance of NAMA negotiations and to say a few words about what happens when we are unable to negotiate properly. 

11.
Importance of NAMA can be judged from the fact that share of industrial goods has been gradually increasing and now account for almost 3/4th of the global trade as against 10% for agricultural goods. In almost all success stories whether it is Korea, Japan, China, Malaysia, manufacturing sector was the key. Annual gains from tariff free trade are estimated to be $2 trillion, or 6% of global GDP. 
12.
If we don't actively participate as some of us did not do in the past rounds, our products will remain subject to high tariffs. For example, average tariff on goods exported to the United States is less than 2%, however the average tariff on Pakistan's exports it is more than 10%. Another example is of Bangladesh whose exporters paid $331 million on exports of goods worth $2,353 billion as against French exporters who paid $330 million on exports worth $30 billion.

13.
Therefore, our objectives should be to obtain greater market access through elimination of tariffs on items of export interest to developing countries. At the same time through Special and Differential Treatment we should have a policy space to be able to protect our nascent industries through a reasonable tariff. We should also be looking for increased South-South trade.
14.
To conclude, I would like to stress that industrial tariffs are a key element of Doha Development Agenda negotiations. There will be huge gains from tariff liberalization and we should make every effort to get a bigger chunk of those gains. We should not let history repeat itself. We must aim to ensure that the Doha Round results in substantial reduction of tariffs on our products of export.
