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Abstract

Accession to the World Trade Organization (WTO) #&sdoredecessor, the General
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT), is like nacassion to any other
international organization. It is extremely demangdon applicant countries and time
consuming. This article argues that existing GATT®Wmembers select themselves
into the Working Party of applicant countries, thedy whose members can stall
accession and engage in bilateral trade negotgatath the applicant, in order to
strategically delay membership by the applicantntbiguand/or extract concessions
from it. Existing members will select themselvewia specific Working Party if they
fear that they might lose out after the new mendders the exclusive club and
benefits from its trading privileges, which will ke case if they are relatively
dependent on bilateral trade with the applicantnéguand if they compete strongly
with the applicant in terms of export product opest market structure. An empirical
analysis of Working Party membership over the mkd®78 to 2005 shows that the
theoretically derived determinants of membershigiarfact substantively important
drivers of the composition of Working Parties incession processes to the

GATT/WTO.



For right or wrong, the WTO accession process sffiglembers a
unique opportunity to leverage issues against thglieant country
to a degree which they will probably not be abledm again.
Members, whose primary concern at the WTO is tompte,
advance and defend their own national economicrésts, would
not be faithfully fulfilling their mandate to thegple they govern if

they failed to avail themselves of this opportur{itacey 2007: 21).

1. Introduction

Classical liberal trade theory of what might belezhlthe naive variety posits that
trade liberalization is the dominant strategy @oantry: no matter what others do, a
country is always better off unilaterally dismandjiany barriers to trade such as
tariffs or non-tariff protection measures. In tlenibus words of the late Cambridge
economist Joan Robinson, just because your trgolmners throw rocks into their

harbour (adopt protectionist policies), there ig@ason to throw rocks into your own
(Bhagwati and Panagariya 2001).

Neoclassical trade theory is less unequivocal snpegrception of the gains
from trade, but nevertheless regards trade lilexdin as essentially mutually
beneficial. Rather than unilateral trade liberdlaa being the dominant strategy of
countries, trade negotiations represent a kindofdination game in which countries
must somehow manage to move from a Pareto-infettdome (high trade barriers)
to a Pareto-superior outcome (low or no trade eesyito the benefit of all.

Geographers and other social scientists, inclugiagy economists, have long
since argued that these theoretical accounts dadeduately describe the reality of

trade liberalization or trade negotiations (see, dgample, Gaile and Grant 1989;



Merrett 1997; Rodrik 1997; Baldwin 1999; Stiglitd@2; Samuelson 2004; Darity and
Davis 2005; Deese 2007). Instead, trade liberahimas seen as generating varied and
uneven results, which benefit some countries muadnenthan others and a few
possibly not at all; while trade negotiations arelerstood as much more complex,
much more politically charged and therefore muchrerahallenging to analyse than
classical liberal or neoclassical trade theory Wdve it.

The reality of, particularly multilateral, trade gagiations would seem to
suggest that policy makers, rightly or wrongly,eoftregard trade liberalization as
more of a zero-sum game than a win-win situatioachEwants to get as many
concessions from the others as possible, whilshtgig only a minimum of
concessions to the others. In situations that rbkemt least partly, zero-sum games,
it is not surprising that negotiations drag on fwainy years, which is consistent with
the reality of negotiation rounds under the Genégieement on Tariffs and Trade
(GATT) and the World Trade Organization (WTO). brch situations, it is similarly
unsurprising that the more powerful states get nouteof the eventual bargaining
outcome than the less powerful ones, which woultb@&t with the assessment of
many that the multilateral trade regime benefiessdeveloped countries more than the
developing ones (Neumayer 2001; Wade 2603).

Accession negotiations to the WTO represent onecaspt the multilateral
trade regime, for which the revealed behaviour @fintries can be systematically
analyzed for the purpose of shedding some lighthenpolitical geography of trade
negotiations. These accession negotiations haveactti comparatively little

academic attention so far. This is somewhat sungrisecause accession to the WTO

! The reality of multilateral trade negotiations sa®t directly disprove the claim that trade
liberalization is always or mostly beneficial tourries no matter what the concessions of others.
Policy makers could simply be mistaken, not und@ding the true benefits from trade. However, this
would presuppose that policy makers are systentfigticational, which seems hard to defend.



is like no accession to any other internationalaargation (I0) of global reach. To
become a member in other global 10s, it is ofteffigent for countries to express an
interest in membership, show some vaguely defiroadigvill, commit to a few, often
non-binding, policy measures, have their requepesicially discussed by existing
members and their accession request invariablypéedeNot so with accession to the
WTO: submitting an application is only the firsegtin a ‘rigorous and complicated
admission process’ (Kavass 2007: 453) that oftkestanany years, sometimes more
than a decade to conclude and sometimes failsetlteg A Working Party (WP) is
formed, consisting of self-selected existing WTOnmmbers, which scrutinizes the
trade regime of the applicant country and whose bem engage in bilateral
negotiations. At the end of the process, the aocgedountry will have enacted or at
least credibly committed to a very large numberpoficy measures curtailing its
sovereignty and providing benefits to existing Wi@mbers, which are enforceable
under the WTOQO's trade dispute resolution mechanism.

This article argues that existing WTO members syateally select
themselves into the Working Party of applicant ¢oas to do one of two things (or
both): to strategically delay the entrance of thewcomer and/or to extract
concessions beneficial to themselves. They do s@)ifthey have a major trade
interest in the applicant country; or (b) they sgly compete with the applicant
country in terms of the products and services thayort; or (c) they strongly compete
with the applicant country in terms of the markitsvhich they export their goods
and services to. | put these three hypotheses tagoirical test by studying the self-
selection of GATT/WTO members into the Working Rt of GATT/WTO

accession cases over the period 1968 to 2005.€8udts confirm all three hypotheses



as both statistically significant and substantivetyportant determinants of self-
selection by existing WTO members into accessiomkifig Parties.

The remainder of this article is structured asofwB: Section 2 portrays
accession to the GATT/WTO as an arduous processstiige no other accession to
an international organization. Section 3 shows tleaisting members have
considerable leeway to delay the entrance of nemlmees and to extract concessions
from newcomers by strategically self-selecting teelves into the Working Party of
an accession country. Three testable hypothesdsranalated, leading one to expect
that existing members are more likely to become Rivigr Party members the more
they are trade dependent on the applicant countiyttee more they compete with the
applicant country in terms of both export prodund @&xport market structure. Section
4 explains the empirical research design choséssteempirically these theoretically-
derived hypotheses. Section 5 presents the resuiish show that the hypothesised
drivers are not only statistically significant, batlso substantively important
determinants of self-selection into Working Parti&@ection 6 concludes with a
discussion on what can be learned from the analysishe political economy of

international trade negotiations.

2. The Accession Processtothe WTO

With the exception of the very early years of iksstence to 1951, in which 14 states
joined the GATT without separate protocols of asa®y and a provision in GATT
article 26:5(c), which until the creation of the WTin 1994 allowed previous
colonies of existing GATT members to join straigiifardly upon gaining national
independence (64 countries made use of this eagyinjaaccession to the GATT/

WTO is a complex, protracted and costly processafiplicants (Cattaneo and Braga



2009). The simple provision in WTO Atrticle 12 thatuntries may accede ‘on terms
to be agreed between it and the WTO’, provided #hawo-thirds majority of WTO
members in the Ministerial Conference approvessduo® do justice to the painful
process that applicant countries need to undergwder to become a member of the
club.

In brief and skipping over some of the minutiae tbé procedure (see
Williams (2008) for a detailed description), theraslsion process roughly works as
follows: Upon formal notification of its will to aede, the WTO Secretariat informs
all WTO members of this intentidnA Working Party is formed, in which all WTO
members can participate if they so wish. Followtimg submission of a memorandum
by the applicant country on its foreign trade regjirthe members of the Working
Party will meet repeatedly to scrutinise the docoimand start the process of
guestioning the applicant, which can cover any awdry aspect of the applicant
country’s trade regime, with the purpose of seekiagifications (Kavass 2007). This
guestion and answer process can take several rdeadsg to further and further
revisions of the memorandum and at some stagapplkcant country will submit an
offer on the maximum tariff it intends to impose wnports from WTO member
countries and an offer on the extent to whichtemas to open its services sector. The
Working Party will review and question the offesghich often leads to revised
offers.

The WTO secretariat sends the offers made by tipdicapt on to WTO
members who can then engage in bilateral trade tia¢igos with the applicant
country. While multilateral negotiations at the \kag Party level typically focus on

the compatibility of the applicant country’'s tradegime with WTO rules and

2| focus on the WTO here for notational simplicibyt the accession process to its predecessor, the
GATT, was very similar.



plurilateral negotiations focus on agriculturaluss, the bilateral negotiations focus
on market access for goods and services, i.e. botaifung commercial benefits for
existing members in return for opening the doortheforganization’ (Milthorp 2009:
103). No minutes are taken in these negotiations ligite is publicly known about
them (Kennett, Evenett and Gage 2005). Some ofabidts from these negotiations
may remain secret, known only to the two negottateountries. More often,
however, tangible outcomes will form part of theession terms of the acceding
countries, which are then subject to the most-feaunation rule and potential
enforcement via the dispute resolution mechanismnu@/TO accession (Jones
20009).

The bargaining is entirely asymmetrical as exissd@O members need not
concede anything beyond what is already codifiedetnNTO rules or their own
accession terms; changes to its trading regimecandessions, which often go further
than existing WTO rules, exclusively fall upon tl@plicant country (Kennett,
Evenett and Gage 2005Even China, a one-time applicant country with pneably
one of the largest bargaining powers of any apptichad to concede transitional
safeguard provisions not required of any other Wii€mber (Jones 2009)Thus,
WTO accession allows existing WTO members to ekt@mcessions from the
newcomers on a case-by-base (discriminatory) b@3adtaneo and Braga 2009).
Whilst the procedure of WTO accession is the samnalf newcomers and the rules

are clear and fixetlthe substance or terms of WTO accession are fes-hased and

% Admittedly, however, some applicants are grangeaporary exemptions from WTO obligations for a
period of transition (Charnovitz 2008).

* Charnovitz (2008) provides an extensive list airaples of additional concessions that applicants
had to accept.

® To help applicant countries find their way in tiegotiations and manage their expectations, the
WTO secretariat developed two documents, one oargetAccession to the World Trade
Organization: Procedures for Negotiations UndeickatXIl” and one with special guidelines for the
accession of less-developed countries.



will often differ from one WTO applicant to anothéFhe number and extent of
concessions made by newcomers, the “price” of meshiie so to speak, is widely
regarded as increasing over time (Evenett and B28Q&).

There are no specified time limits on any of theges of questioning and
negotiation. Working Parties operate on the baltonsensus, which means that the
process is stalled until every Working Party memisesatisfied (Milthorp 2009).
Only after the questioning is over and no furtrezgruests for bilateral negotiations are
received will the WTO Secretariat start draftingfactual summary, eventually
resulting in a final report of the Working Partyhi§ report, which contains the
concessions and commitments made by the appliGanitry, is sent to the WTO
General Council for its acceptance. Upon acceptahtiee accession package by the
General Council and the applicant, the applicanintty can finally become a
member of the WTO.

In principle, non-Working Party members can alsgage in bilateral trade
negotiations with the applicant country. Howevae teality is that such negotiations
are exclusively undertaken by members of the Warlarty and that, conversely,
anyone wishing to undertake such negotiations #lscomes a member of the
Working Party. In theory, the WTO General Couneihchallenge the final report by
the Working Party, but has never done so (Kava®3:2068). What these two points
amount to is that ‘decisions on accession are Hopractical purposes made at the

Working Party level’ (Kavass 2007: 468).

3. Strategic Self-Selection into Working Parties
The US, the EU and other major trading countries €hina (after its own accession)

always join the Working Party and play a dominaoie rtherein. Big countries like



Mexico, Brazil, Malaysia and South Korea reguladt not always, participate,
while some smaller countries like the Dominican &#jg often participate.
However, other countries of small to medium sizesioto selected Working Parties,
but not others. These countries do not opt intdA&kking Parties since meaningful
participation is costly in terms of mustering thesaurces necessary to extensively
engage in reviewing, discussing and scrutinizing applicant’'s trade regime. Only
the very rich (like Australia) or the major tradingtions can afford to shoulder these
costs at every occasion. For the others, a setebis to be made. Appendix 1 shows
the total number of Working Parties that counthase participated in together with
the year of their own GATT/WTO accession. Note tha list is not fully exhaustive
as information for a few of the very early WorkiRgrties could not be established.

It is the central argument of this article that fllose countries, which are not
members in every Working Party, the decision tdigigate in a specific Working
Party is driven by a fear of losing existing trdmmefits (either in absolute or relative
terms) upon accession of the applicant countrytidiaaiting in the Working Party
allows existing WTO members to establish whetheirtfear is grounded. It also
allows countries to strategically delay the acaessif the applicant by asking more
guestions and insisting on more clarifications. Isatalling gives countries time to
adjust to the new situation (after accession) arkre this is not possible, to at least
delay the inevitable as long as possible (Kraft @02007). Naturally, small to
medium sized countries cannot stall the processvésr The major trading nations
typically have too large a stake in the accessfarear member countries and at some
point members of a Working Party will have to cateehat all potential questions
have been asked and all clarifications made. Bt tiren, much time can elapse.

More importantly perhaps than strategic delayimdeding oneself into the Working



Party for a specific accession case also allowstiegi WTO members in fear of
losing trade benefits to extract concessions fréw@ applicant country that can
mitigate and contain this loss.

Countries will fear that their trade interests aegatively affected by the
accession of a new member country if they have jamixading stake in the applicant
country. This could be in the form of substantigp@rts to the applicant country,
which it does not want to see diminishing and ilyeabuld like to see increasing, or
substantial imports from the applicant country, efhit might fear would increase
further still. But because of the most-favouredioratprinciple, accession of new
members does not merely affect bilateral traddiogla between an existing member
and the applicant country. Once a member of the BWITO, the new entrant will
benefit from the multilateral trade concessionseutaken in the past. Kraft (2006,
2007) therefore rightly argues that existing meralse also concerned about losing
market shares to the new entrants in third cosit@®mpetition with the applicant in
third markets is therefore likely to incentiviseisgtitng members to self-select
themselves into the Working Party of an applicamintry. Existing members will
regard applicants as competitors the more simiartlae products and services they
export and the more similar the markets they exjoort

This reasoning allows formulating three testablepdilyeses. Existing
GATT/WTO members are more likely to self-selecbiatspecific Working Party (a)
the more trade dependent they are on the applcamtry; (b) the more they compete
with the applicant country in terms of export prodstructure and (c) the more they
compete with the applicant country in terms of ekpmarket structure. In the

remainder of this article, | put these three hype#s to an empirical test.



4. Empirical Research Design

The few existing systematic analyses of GATT/WT@ession have focused on the
time delay between a country’s independence (Ceopelo and Ohls 2009) or
between its application to the GATT/WTO (Wong and 2007) and eventual
accession. Yet, there are many reasons for suchlay ¢hat relate to insufficient
administrative resources in the applicant courgrgggerated expectations, domestic
problems, the growing size and complexity of GATT/@/rules (Milthorp 2009) and
the like; and even where strategic delaying takasepthe time elapsed to eventual
accession does not tell us much on who is resplengio the delay. This article
therefore examines the determinants of self-seleatft GATT/WTO members into
Working Parties instead of analyzing the time kiesato accede. Any country wanting
to delay accession and/or extract concessions fhenapplicant country would self-
select itself into the relevant Working Party.

The dependent variable in my empirical analysithesefore a dichotomous
one, measuring whether an existing GATT/WTO mentiaer selected itself into the
Working Party of a specific applicant country. Vhiinformation on the composition
of Working Parties and the date of their establishimis not confidential and is in
principle publicly available, it is not easily assaed as it requires sifting through a
large number of GATT/WTO documents. | am very didt® the WTO Secretariat,
which has kindly provided me with the results agttime-consuming search. Data on
the dependent variable thus stems mainly from tlzcemmunication from the WTO
Secretariat, complemented with information contdiimre Kennet, Evenett and Gage
(2005: 35f.). GATT/WTO membership information, whits needed to establish the
correct sample (logically, only existing GATT/WTCOembers can become parties to

a Working Party for new applicants), was taken ftbemWTO website.



My three variables of main interest were codedaodiewis. First, to measure
the trade dependence of existing GATT/WTO memberagplicant countries, | take
the value of bilateral trade between the applicanintry and an existing GATT/WTO
member relative to the existing GATT/WTO membersy domestic product
(GDP). Data on trade is taken from UN (2009), GE#adcome from World Bank
(2009). Second, to construct a measure of expodymt competition, an approach

suggested by Finger and Kreinin (1979) is adopted:
Similarity (ij;) = {z Min[xk(ikt), X, ( jk)]}
k

Wherei andj are two countries exporting product grdupnd X, (ik,) and X, ( jk,)

are the share of exports in product gréupf the total exports of countriésandj in
yeart. The similarity of countriesand;j is thus the sum of the minima of the shares of
a certain product group of the total exportsi @ndj, respectively. The resulting
index ranges from O to 1 and takes the value of the two countries export
completely different groups of products and theugadf 1 if both countries export an
identical basket of goods. Third, export marketikinty is constructed similar to
export product similarity. Instead d&f representing a specific commoditly,now
represents a specific export markéte resulting index again ranges from 0 to 1 and
takes the value of O if the two countries exporetdirely different markets and the
value of 1 if both countries export identical stzaocé their total exports to identical

markets. Ideally, one would want to combine expmduct and export market

® The measure covers 13 key commodity sectors. Rtediave been grouped into key commodity
sectors to mitigate the problem of missing data.

" This measure covers all markets for which datasagiable in UN (2009), which covers practically
all countries in the world.



similarity into one overall measure, but data theg both sectorally and bilaterally
dis-aggregated at the same time have too many ngis&ilues, for which it is not
clear whether they represent a value of zero &rdhceporting.

It is important to include relevant control varieblsuch that the results do not
suffer from omitted variable bias, which would riesimy main variables of interest
were correlated with omitted control variables datl an effect on the dependent
variable. | include the natural log of GDP and GPpé& capita to control for the
possibility that larger and richer countries arerenlikely to become Working Party
members. | control for the existing GATT/WTO menibegeneral trade openness
(total trade divided by GDP) to make sure that ragiable measuring bilateral trade
dependence does not simply pick up a general depeedon trade. Similarly, to
ensure that my variables of main interest do naiction as a proxy for
neighbourhood or tight relations between the twantdes, | include dummy
variables, which are set to one if the applicard aristing GATT/WTO member
countries share a common land border (or are skeyolaby sea with a distance of less
than 150 miles), share a common language, if thee deuntries are located in the
same macro-region (as per World Bank country diaasion), and if they have
established a military alliance between themselRasa on these control variables are
taken from World Bank (2009), Bennett and Stam §0@nd Leeds (2005). By
including the year of GATT/WTO accession of exigtimembers, | control for the
fact that more established members have more exmweri with past accession
processes and are therefore, all other things equade likely to select themselves
into new Working Parties. Lastly, to account foe tfact that with the increasing
complexity of GATT/WTO rules and therefore increagsstakes over time, Working

Party membership has tended to increase in sire|ude the year of Working Party



establishment into the regressions. Additionallindlude year-specific fixed effects
to control for common shocks.

Availability of data constrains the sample to theripd 1978 to 2005 and
means that not all application processes are cdVeM@pendix 2 lists the applicant
countries, the year of Working Party establishmamtl the number of countries,
which have selected themselves into membershigdi &/orking Party, included in
the sample. Given the dichotomous nature of theemiggnt variable, | use a logit
estimator. Standard errors are adjusted for thestaing of observations on

GATT/WTO members.

5. Results
Table 1 presents the results from two sets of esiims, one in which all existing
WTO members are included in the sample, the othaiich the US, Canada, the EU
countries, Japan and Australia are excluded fraensdmple, to account for the fact
that these countries are always Working Party mesibk is important to check
whether the estimation results are driven by thes. f

Starting with the sample that does not excludecthentries that always select
themselves into a Working Party (model 1), resyitevide evidence for the
hypotheses formulated in section 3 above. Exisfifi0 members are more likely to
select themselves into the Working Party of a dmeapplicant country the higher
their bilateral trade with the applicant countryateve to their GDP, the more they
compete with the applicant country in terms of famexport products and the more

they compete with the applicant country in termsiofilar export markets.

8 No new working parties were established in eit@¥4 or 2005 so that the effective end year of the
sample is 2003.

° Note that given changing membership to the EL$, titsinslates into excluding a varying number of
countries from the sample depending on the timt@efVorking Party establishment.



As concerns the control variables, larger countagsneasured by the log of
GDP are more likely to become members of a Worlitagty. Interestingly, a
country’s per capita income has a negative effeet, conditional on the other
explanatory variables included in the estimationdelppoorer countries are more
likely to select themselves into a Working Partysd®of note, general trade openness
matters, as one would expect. Its inclusion instinas the variables of main interest
do not simply pick up this general trade openndgscte A GATT/WTO member
country, which shares with the applicant the saamglage as one of the main
languages spoken, that is contiguous to the apploauntry, and that is located in the
same macro-region is more likely to become a Waglarty member. There is no
evidence that military alliances play any role.dHy | find, as expected and in line
with the trend toward larger Working Parties overe, that GATT/WTO members
are more likely to select themselves into the WugkParty of more recent applicants
than of applicants further in the past. Consisteith the expectation that older
members are more experienced and therefore maly kit select themselves into a
Working Party, | find that more recent members lass likely to become Working
Party members than countries, which have been nmmdfehe GATT/WTO for a
longer time period. Comparing the results from nhddeo model 2, in which the
groups of quasi-permanent Working Party membere lteeen excluded, shows that
not much changes if the US, Canada, the EU cosntdapan and Australia are
excluded from the sample. This suggests that thatseare not driven by this group
of countries that always form part of a Workingtiar

Logit coefficients have no intuitive meaning. Touga the substantive
importance of the main variables of interest, geafihto 3 plot the changes in the

predicted probability that an existing GATT/WTO maen joins a Working Party



together with a 95% confidence interval for releévamanges in these three variables —
from O to 1 for the export product and export madimilarity and from O to 0.1 for
the bilateral trade dependence variable (pracyicadl existing member trades more
than 10 per cent of its GDP with an applicant counbrresponding to the value of
0.1 on this variable). In all graphs, variableseotthan the focal variable are held at
mean values. Starting with export product simiar{graph 1), the predicted
probability for a WTO member to select itself irrdNorking Party is about 30 per
cent at very low levels of export product similariThis rises to just above 50 per
cent if the existing WTO member and the applicamtintry export very similar
products. The effect that competition in export kets has on the likelihood of
joining a Working Party is stronger than the effetcexport product competition (see
graph 2). At very low levels of export market corijpen, the predicted likelihood is
close to 20 per cent, rising to almost 80 per detite two countries export to very
similar markets. The strongest effect stems frotatdrial trade dependence. As an
existing GATT/WTO member becomes more trade depend® an applicant
country, the likelihood that it will select itseffto this applicant’s Working Party rises
rapidly: at a value of trade dependence of onecest relative to GDP, the likelihood
rises to 60 per cent (from just above 20 per ceaee dependence) and it becomes
almost 100 per cent at four per cent trade depemdegiative to GDP. What this
means is that a country, which trades much withaghi@icant is bound to select itself

into the applicant’'s Working Party.

6. Conclusions
If trade negotiations and the outcomes thereofméte to some extent at least, zero-

sum games and are therefore about extracting ceinossrom others whilst avoiding



to make concessions oneself, as many social ssigntncluding many geographers
and economists have argued, then accession to KETM/TO should present
existing members with an opportunity to stratedycdelay the entry of new members
as well as to extract concessions from them. Thisl& has argued that existing
GATT/WTO members will seize this opportunity if theare already relatively
dependent in their bilateral trade on the applicemtintry and if they compete
strongly in terms of export product structure orténms of export market structure
with the applicant. | have put these three thecaélfi-derived hypotheses to an
empirical test and found that they are not onlytigiaally significant, but also
substantively important determinants of the seléc®n of existing GATT/WTO
members into the Working Parties of new applicants.

Policy makers might be mistaken in their views loa benefits of unilaterally
liberalizing trade, which might well be benefictalthe liberalizing country no matter
what other countries do, but the reality of GATT/@&ccession would suggest that
they do not believe this is the case. A better tstdading of the political economy of
the GATT/WTO accession process, which is uniqguerajraxcession processes to an
international organization, therefore contributesatbroader understanding of what
trade negotiations and trade negotiation outcomegartly about, namely strategic

delaying and concessions extraction.
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Table 1. Estimation results.

1) (2)
Export product similarity 0.853*** (.794***
(0.202) (0.223)
Export market similarity 2.326%** 3.417***
(0.732) (0.780)
Bilateral trade/GDP of member 156.4*** 58.90*
(54.66) (33.23)
In GDP 0.243** 0.310***
(0.0506) (0.0613)
In GDP p.c. -0.166*** -0.157**
(0.0521) (0.0716)

Total trade/GDP of member

Military alliance

Common language

Same region

Year of Working Party establishment
Year of own GATT/WTO accession

Pseudo R-squared
Observations

0.003883*00707***
(0.00157) (0.00192)

-0.426  -0.336
(0.439)  (0.447)
1.608%* 1.778%+*
(0.480)  (0.526)
0.632%%* 1,043%**
(0.234)  (0.256)
0.0657*6,071 1%
(0.0172)  (0.0275)
-0.0459*++0.0180*
(0.0104)  (0.0102)
0.24 0.17
3806 3068

Notes: Standard errors clustered on existing GATTOAmember countries in
parentheses. Year-specific fixed effects and constaluded, but coefficients not
reported. * statistically significant at .1 lev&t at .05 level ** at .01 level.
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Graph 1. The effect of increasing export productilsirity.
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Graph 2. The effect of increasing export marketlanity.
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Graph 3. The effect of increasing dependence @teddl trade.
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Appendix 1. Participation in Working Parties oviee Period 1952 to 2004.

# of WP Year of own

GATT/WTO member memberships membership
Belgium 65 1948
Canada 65 1948
France 65 1948
Germany 65 1951
Italy 65 1950
Luxembourg 65 1948
Netherlands 65 1948
United States 65 1948
Japan 64 1955
United Kingdom 63 1948
Australia 60 1948
Denmark 60 1950
Greece 56 1950
Ireland 56 1967
Spain 53 1963
Portugal 52 1962
India 49 1948
Switzerland 47 1966
Finland 43 1950
Austria 38 1951
Sweden 38 1950
Norway 37 1948
Turkey 37 1951
Korea, Rep. 36 1967
Malaysia 36 1957
New Zealand 35 1948
Brazil 34 1948
Mexico 29 1986
Pakistan 29 1948
Argentina 26 1967
Colombia 24 1981
Hungary 24 1973
Poland 22 1967
Dominican Republic 21 1950
Egypt, Arab Rep. 21 1970
Nigeria 21 1960
Cuba 20 1948
Thailand 20 1982
Indonesia 19 1950
Chile 17 1949
El Salvador 16 1991
Honduras 16 1994
Romania 16 1971

Peru 15 1951



Sri Lanka
Uruguay

Israel

Morocco
Singapore
Czech Republic
Philippines
Slovak Republic
Kuwait

Tunisia
Bangladesh
Hong Kong, China
Iceland
Nicaragua
Paraguay

Haiti

Jamaica
Panama

South Africa
Costa Rica
Qatar
Yugoslavia
Venezuela, RB
Bahrain

Bolivia

Brunei
Mauritius
Myanmar
China

Ecuador
Guatemala
Lesotho
Madagascar
Mauritania
Oman

Rwanda
Slovenia

United Arab Emirates
Zambia
Bulgaria

Cyprus

Estonia

Ghana

Jordan

Kyrgyz Republic
Latvia

Lithuania

15
15
14
13
13
12
12
12
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1948
1953
1962
1987
1973
1993
1979
1993
1963
1990
1972
1986
1968
1950
1994
1950
1963
1997
1948
1990
1994
1966
1990
1995
1990
1993
1970
1948
2001
1996
1991
1988
1963
1963
2000
1966
1994
1994
1982
1996
1963
1999
1957
2000
1998
1999
2001



Malta

Mongolia

Senegal

Tanzania

Burkina Faso
Cameroon

Chad

Croatia

Djibouti

Gabon

Kenya

Mali

Moldova

Papua New Guinea
Trinidad and Tobago
Zimbabwe

[ -
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1964
1997
1963
1961
1963
1963
1963
2000
1994
1963
1964
1993
2001
1994
1962
1948



Appendix 2. Working Parties in sample.

# WP member Year of WP

Applicant (in sample) establishment
Albania 23 1992
Algeria 36 1987
Armenia 28 1993
Azerbaijan 18 1997
Belarus 32 1993
Bhutan 37 1999
Bolivia 26 1987
Bulgaria 29 1990
Cambodia 22 1994
China 48 1987
Costa Rica 32 1987
Croatia 26 1993
Ecuador 31 1992
El Salvador 18 1988
Estonia 29 1994
Ethiopia 33 2003
Georgia 32 1996
Guatemala 26 1990
Honduras 33 1990
Jordan 37 1994
Kazakhstan 42 1996
Kyrgyz Republic 27 1996
Lao PDR 38 1998
Latvia 32 1993
Lithuania 31 1994
Macedonia, FYR 25 1994
Mexico 33 1986
Mongolia 25 1991
Morocco 23 1985
Nepal 31 1989
Oman 40 1996
Panama 41 1991
Philippines 20 1978
Portugal 36 1986
Russian Federation 49 1993
Saudi Arabia 49 1993
Slovenia 29 1992
Spain 36 1986
Sudan 32 1994
Thailand 30 1982
Venezuela, RB 34 1989
Yemen, Rep. 44 2000



