Worldwide resort to protectionism in 2013 exceeded that seen in 2009, the
year when many G20 leaders expressed fears for the openness of the world
trading system.

•

As far as the G20’s imposition of new protectionist measures is concerned, it
jumped in 2009, never fell back to 2008 levels and has ratcheted up over
time, reaching nearly 500 new protectionist measures imposed in 2012 alone.

•

Since the St. Petersburg summit, the G20 nations have implemented 457
protectionist measures, amounting on average to one harmful act every 23
hours.

•

•

Since the crisis began, Chinese commercial interests have been harmed by
foreign protectionism on average every 29 hours. Every 18.5 hours a
protectionist measure is taken somewhere in the world that harms the G20’s
exporters, investors, and workers. The protectionist clock is ticking.
The WTO’s reports on protectionism substantially underestimate the G20’s
resort to trade barriers. On the cleanest like-for-like comparison, Global Trade
Alert finds 44% more instances of G20 protectionism.
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Foreword

Before the global economic crisis the trend was clearly towards ever greater
integration of national markets into the world economy, driven partly by
the revolution in containerisation, by improvements in information and
communication technologies that made purchasing and producing over long
distances possible, and by trade reforms at national, regional, and global levels.
Once the crisis hit, however, a recurring fear has been that governments would
turn inward, just like they did in the 1930s. Fortunately, the type of blatant,
across-the-board protectionism witnessed then has not come to pass. However,
as a succession of reports by the Global Trade Alert, a CEPR initiative, has
documented, governments have tried to shift the burden of crisis-era adjustment
from domestic to foreign firms, workers, and investors.
The latest report from the Global Trade Alert rests on an enormous data
collection effort during the past 12 months. The report revises upwards
previous estimates of the resort to protectionism and identifies three phases of
protectionism since the crisis started in 2008. Unlike the spike in protectionism
seen in the first quarter of 2009, the latest phase has seen a large number of new
harmful measures imposed quarter after quarter. A response from policymakers is
certainly called for if the world trading system is not to descend further into what
the report names the “global trade disorder.”
The Global Trade Alert is an important part of the portfolio of trade policyrelated initiatives undertaken by CEPR researchers in recent years. Other
initiatives have included dissecting WTO negotiations and the impasse over
the Doha round of multilateral trade negotiations; understanding the factors
responsible for the collapse of world trade in 2009; and analyses of proposals to
create so-called mega-regional trade agreements. These initiatives have produced
a large amount of well-regarded analysis that can be found on www.cepr.org and
on VoxEU.org
Sustained data collection initiatives such as the Global Trade Alert do not
happen without the commitment of a dedicated team. In this case, the team is led
by Simon J. Evenett, Co-Director of the CEPR’s International Trade and Regional
Economics Programme. Day-to-day management of the Global Trade Alert is
ably performed by Dr. Johannes Fritz. In addition, the following team members
contributed considerably to the major data collection effort undertaken during
the past 12 months: Nithya Anand, Frederic Bärtl, Morgan Boëffard, Andreas
Foser, Wesley van Drongelen, Craig van Graastek, Chintan Jadwani, Youngchan
vii
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Kim, Greta Krulyte, Rachel Li, Piotr Lukaszuk, Iva Mihaylova, and Adelina Selimi.
Andreas Foser also conducted another round of quality assurance checks on the
earlier entries in the GTA database. Anil Shamdasani smoothly managed the
preparation of this manuscript for publication. On behalf of CEPR, I am very
grateful to them all.
Dr. Tessa Ogden
Deputy Director, CEPR
12 November 2014

1 Executive Summary

“We will resist all forms of protectionism and keep our markets open.”
G20 Leaders’ Declaration, September 2013
Based on a massive data collection effort since the St. Petersburg G20 summit
last September, in which a further 2,001 trade-related state initiatives have been
documented, this report demonstrates that the resort to protectionism has been
substantially higher than previously thought.1 The principal findings of this
report are:
• There have been three phases of crisis-era protectionism: a surge in 2008
and 2009, a fall in the rate of new measures imposed as the prospects
for the global economy brightened in 2010 and 2011, and then an
acceleration once the slowdown in global growth became apparent in
2012 and beyond.
• Worldwide resort to protectionism in 2013 exceeded that seen in 2009,
the year when many G20 leaders expressed fears for the openness of
the world trading system. Arguments that protectionism in early 2009
was an aberration that has been subsequently contained are at odds
with the facts. If protectionism was contained, why did it return with a
vengeance?
• As far as the G20’s imposition of new protectionist measures is
concerned, it jumped in 2009, never fell back to 2008 levels and has
ratcheted up over time, reaching nearly 500 new protectionist measures
imposed in 2012 alone.
• Since the St. Petersburg summit, the G20 nations have implemented
457 protectionist measures, amounting on average to one harmful act
every 23 hours.
• Worldwide protectionist totals for 2008 and 2009 have now been
revised up by over 30%. For 2010 and 2011, the number of documented
instances of new protectionism is now 45% higher than reported two
years ago. The number of documented instances of new protectionism
during 2012 and 2013 is now 95% higher than known at time of the St.
Petersburg G20 summit.
• The number of hits to Chinese commercial interests since November
2008 is now 158% higher than reported before the St. Petersburg
1

As demonstrated in the report, this finding holds independently of the sanctions and counter-sanctions
arising from recent events in Ukraine. See point 25 on page 62.
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•

•

•

summit. In percentage terms, the upward revision in total number of
hits to the EU’s commercial interests is even higher.
Since the crisis began, Chinese commercial interests have been harmed
by foreign protectionism on average every 29 hours. Every 18.5 hours
a protectionist measure is taken somewhere in the world that harms
the G20’s exporters, investors, and workers. The protectionist clock is
ticking.
The WTO’s reports on protectionism substantially underestimate the
G20’s resort to trade barriers. On the cleanest like-for-like comparison,
Global Trade Alert (GTA) finds 44% more instances of G20 protectionism.
Widely reported WTO totals of crisis-era protectionism are now only a
third of the worldwide total found by Global Trade Alert.

Neither the G20 nor the WTO has got to grips with protectionism. The
fragmentation of global markets along national lines is much worse than
previously reported. Until G20 leaders realise what matters are actions not words,
then there is little stopping the slide towards global trade disorder, in which
competition on the merits gives way to a debased form of globalisation.

Three phases of crisis-era protectionism
A fuller picture of protectionism has resulted from the expansion of the GTA
database to include information on a total of 5,784 crisis-era state interventions.
Figure 1.1 shows, quarter-by-quarter, the number of new protectionist measures
imposed worldwide – and critically how those totals have been revised up sharply
over the past year. In the quarterly totals reported in the 10th and 11th GTA
reports (before the Cannes and Los Cabos summits, respectively), the number
of protectionist measures peaked in Q1 2009 and declined thereafter. For some
this showed that the protectionist impulse at the beginning of 2009 had been
contained.
With the evidence collected for this report, however, it has become clear that
the protectionist impulse has not abated. In fact, since Q1 2012 the number of
new protectionist measures implemented has risen, so much so that in the 2013
more new protectionism was imposed than in 2009. The latter finding is all the
more remarkable as the GTA team has had nearly six years to collect data on
developments in 2009 and less than two years to identify protectionism in 2013.
Reporting lags matter, and the initial quarterly totals for 2014 do not provide
much grounds for optimism that the protectionist impulse has abated.
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Figure 1.1. Upward revisions in total number of protectionist measures implemented
per quarter, by GTA report
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In the light of the evidence presented in Figure 1.1, three phases in crisis-era
protectionism can be identified.2 The earliest phase, from Q4 2008 through to
the end of 2009, starting from the first crisis-era G20 summit, witnessed a spike
in protectionism in Q1 2009 and then the quarterly totals of new protectionism
fell, but never below 150 new measures per quarter. The second phase relates to
2010 and 2011 and coincided with growing optimism that the world economy
would soon recover. During this intermediate phase the quarterly totals for new
protectionism were in the 140 to 160 range. After that, a third phase began in Q1
2012 when quarterly resort to new protectionism steadily rose, peaking at 200
in Q4 2012.
Protectionism creates victims and the commercial interests of the major
trading nations have been harmed much more than previously thought. Figure
1.2 summarises the extent to which the number of hits to the commercial
interests of China, the EU, Japan, and the US have been revised up since the
Los Cabos summit in June 2012. In the case of China, 698 occasions where
foreign protectionism harmed Sino commercial interests had been documented
by Los Cabos. Now that total has been revised up to 1,804, a 158% increase. The
upward revision in the incidence of harm to the EU’s commercial interests is even
larger in percentage terms. Such is the extent of crisis-era protectionism that, on
average, a Chinese commercial interest is harmed every 29 hours, an EU interest
every 32 hours, a US commercial interest every 40 hours, and a Japanese interest
every 58 hours. The protectionist clock is ticking.

2

Chapter 3 of this report reconsiders the protectionist record in light of the expanded coverage of the
GTA database.
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Figure 1.2. The commercial interests of the major trading powers have been hit much
more often than previously reported
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The G20’s record on protectionism deteriorates further
Figure 1.3 reveals the contribution of the G20’s protectionism towards the
worldwide totals for the years since 2008. Every year the G20 was responsible for
over half of new protectionist acts worldwide. What is particularly interesting
about this figure is that, unlike the sharp cut back in the number of new
protectionist measures implemented by non-G20 members during 2010 and
2011, the number implemented by the G20 increases steadily over time.
Instead of the three-phase characterisation at the global level, for the G20
the jump in protectionism seen in 2009 was not fully reversed in 2010; then the
rate at which new protectionist measures were imposed thereafter kept rising to
nearly 500 in 2012. Given inevitable reporting lags, on the basis of experience to
date, the annual total for 2013 will almost certainly exceed that for 2012. Rather
than taming protectionism, it seems the G20 members are not just adding to the
stock of protectionism each year, but are now doing so at an accelerating rate.
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Figure 1.3. Annual incidence of protectionism since 2008, by G20 group and by the
Rest of the World
100
90

700
187

600

500

270

216

240

80
247
70

156
121

50

400

40

300

200

438
360

412

438

491

30

472
390

20

100

0

60
Percent

Number of protectionist measures implemented in specified year

800

10

2008*

2009
G20 (Left axis)

2010

2011

Rest of World (Left axis)

2012

2013

2014*

0

G20 as % of World (Right axis)

Note: *Annualised rate.

The last GTA report introduced a comparison between the G20 group’s protectionist
record and that of the next ten largest trading nations that are neither members
of the G20 nor of the EU, the latter group are referred to here as the “Next 10”.3
Since the Next 10 countries did not commit to eschewing protectionism, the
purpose here is to assess whether the G20 performed better than the Next 10,
implying perhaps more restraint. Six metrics were developed relating to the share
of crisis-era measures affecting commerce that were protectionist, the share of
protectionist measures still to be unwound, the share of all product categories
affected by protectionism, and the share of protectionist measures that do not
take the traditional form of tariff increases or actions against so-called unfair
imports. To facilitate comparison these six metrics are plotted on a radar diagram
where greater distance from the centre of the radar indicates a worse protectionist
record. To compare performance over time, information on the G20 and Next 10
available now and before the St. Petersburg summit was plotted in Figure 1.4.
The expansion in the coverage of the GTA database during the past year had
little impact on the Next 10’s protectionist record – shown by the fact that lines
relating to the Next 10 in Figure 1.4 for last year and now, by and large, overlap.
Having said that, the share of state measures implemented by the Next 10 that
were protectionist is now higher, although this increase is less than the rise in
the same share for the G20. Moreover, since the St. Petersburg summit the G20
3

Data on the resort to protectionism by the following ten nations were used to create the “Next 10”
comparator group: Chile, Iran, Israel, Malaysia, Norway, Singapore, Switzerland, Thailand, the United
Arab Emirates, and Viet Nam. For more details concerning this comparison, see pages 4 and 5 of Evenett
(2013).
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has implemented a higher proportion of protectionist measures than the Next
10. Relative to the Next 10, the G20’s protectionist record has worsened, overall
and during the past year.
Figure 1.4. Other than the resort to “murky” protectionism, the G20 are more
protectionist than the Next 10 largest trading nations—and the G20’s
relative performance has worsened over the past year

The protectionist record of G20 members varies markedly. At the end of this
Executive Summary, maps indicating how often each trading partner is harmed
by a G20 member are reproduced. To facilitate comparison across maps, the
maps for each G20 member use the same scale and shading scheme. Even a
cursory examination of these maps reveals considerable differences in the global
incidence of harm by G20 members.
Radar diagrams for each G20 member are reported as well, using data available
now and at the time of St. Petersburg summit. In this regard, India and Indonesia
stand out, for their performance on all six metrics has worsened. In contrast,
little change is found in the performance on these six criteria of the four EU
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member states that are part of the G20 group.4 The latest update reveals that the
mix between protectionism and liberalisation chosen during the past year and
since November 2008 has worsened in Argentina, Brazil, Canada, China, Korea,
Mexico, South Africa, Turkey, and the US.
Figure 1.5 permits a comparison of the BRICs, a group that in 2013 and 2014
were responsible for more than half of the protectionist measures implemented
by the G20 group,5 and the old Quad group of trading powers, namely, Canada,
the EU, Japan, and the US. The pattern of protectionism adopted by each BRIC
is remarkably similar on the six metrics presented in Figure 1.4, although Brazil
has introduced proportionally more liberalising measures and resorts less often
to murky protectionism.
There is far more divergence in the pattern of protectionism among the
old Quad, with the EU resorting to protectionism that covers a larger range of
products on the one hand, and having unwound more protectionism on the
other. Japan’s extensive resort to subsidies and financial incentives accounts for
its very high share of murky protectionism. In the past year, more than 80%
of the commerce-related measures Canada introduced were protectionist, the
highest share of any of the eight countries portrayed in Figure 1.5.
In sum, the G20’s record on protectionism is worse now than it was at the
time of the St. Petersburg summit, both in absolute terms and relative to a group
of medium-sized trading nations that did not make collective pledges to eschew
protectionism. That the G20’s resort to protectionism has ratcheted up ever since
global economic growth prospects dimmed is particularly worrying given recent
IMF forecasts for the world economy.
Despite an elaborate architecture of official surveillance and the WTO’s much
vaunted Dispute Settlement procedures, year-in and year-out G20 members take
steps that harm the interests of trading partners and distort the commercial
playing field. The question arises as to how G20 governments get away with
it. Perhaps the answer lies in the expression “people who live in glass houses
shouldn’t throw stones.” Has the extent of crisis-era protectionist reached such
levels that each G20 member rarely criticises another member for fear that their
own protectionism will be attacked?

4
5

That is not to imply that these jurisdictions have implemented no new protectionism during the past
year, rather that the pattern of protectionism and the range of goods affected have not altered much.
See Figure 3.5 of this report.
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Figure 1.5. The pattern of protectionism by the EU G20 members is not that different
from the BRICs, in contrast to Canada, Japan, and the US
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WTO under-reporting of G20 protectionism
The WTO began monitoring crisis-era trade policy developments following a
request from the leaders of the G20 nations. To date the WTO has published 12
reports, the latest of which was made publicly available last week, specifically on
5 November 2014. Some of these reports have garnered significant coverage in
international media, not least because of the claim made that the trade restrictive
measures taken by the G20 cover a tiny percentage of world trade. This finding
in particular has been used by some governments and analysts to argue that
protectionism has been contained since the onset of the global economic crisis.
Crucially, this finding turns on whether the WTO has managed to document all
of the forms of protectionism relevant to business in the 21st century.
In the body of the WTO reports, particular attention is given to what the WTO
refers to as “trade-restrictive” measures.6 The WTO then calculates for “importrestrictive” measures (which presumably includes fewer policy instruments than
the “trade-restrictive” category) the share of world imports and G20 imports
covered by such protectionism. Chapter 4 of this report presents the cleanest
possible comparison between the WTO’s reporting on G20 protectionism and
that found in the GTA database.7
Figure 1.6. Total number of “trade restrictive” measures found during October
2010-October 2014 by the WTO and the GTA
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See Table 2 of WTO (2014), page 17.
The comparisons in Chapter 4 were deliberately designed to be stacked against GTA, which is what
makes the results that follow all the more surprising.
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Figure 1.6 shows the total number of trade-restrictive measures reported by
the WTO in its eight most recent reports8 and the comparable totals from the
GTA database. In the most recent reporting period, the WTO found 93 traderestrictive measures whereas GTA found a total of 98 such measures had been
implemented. In earlier reporting periods, however, the total number of traderestrictive measures found by GTA is substantially higher than that reported by
the WTO. Over the entire four-year period in question, the WTO found 855 trade
restrictive measures whereas GTA found 1,235. In sum, GTA found 44% more
trade restrictive measures were imposed by G20 nations than was recorded in
WTO reports.
When the focus shifts from trade-restrictive measures to all beggar-thyneighbour policies of contemporary relevance that have been implemented by
the G20 group since the crisis began, the total number of measures documented
by GTA rises to 2,630. The total number of protectionist measures worldwide
documented by GTA stands at 3,843, three times the headline totals reported by
the WTO for the G20 nations.
It is difficult to see how the world trading system is being well served by
the sustained under-reporting of protectionism by the WTO. Perhaps it is too
much to expect a relatively weak secretariat of an international organisation to
effectively monitor its member governments. Still, it was governments that gave
the WTO transparency and surveillance functions in the first place and, properly
executed, these functions provide a much needed public good.

Organisation of the remainder of this report
Following this Executive Summary are radar charts and maps that facilitate
assessments of the protectionist record of each G20 member. The radar charts
mentioned above – which include six measures of how far a country has departed
from a benchmark of zero protectionism – are produced using the data currently
available to GTA and from data available at the time of the St. Petersburg summit.
Comparisons of changes in policy stance over time are thus possible. As a
benchmark, the (weighted) average for the G20 is reproduced as well.
Then 24 world maps are reproduced. The first world map shows the number
of times each nation has been harmed by G20 protectionism and highlights
the latter is of global concern. The second map shows which countries are
responsible for harming the commercial interests of the G20 the most – the short
answer being that it is mainly, but not exclusively, the G20 members themselves.
The remaining world maps show, for each G20 member, how many times its
protectionism has harmed trading partners. There is considerable variation across
the G20 members in this regard.
Chapter 2 of this report, like its predecessors, summarises the key features of
the global landscape of protectionism using the data available now. In contrast,
8

The comparison was made over the last eight WTO reports because that is what data the WTO has
chosen to emphasise in its own reports on the G20. If the comparison is extended to all 12 WTO reports,
the extent of WTO under-reporting compared to GTA is approximately the same.
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Chapter 3 examines how assessments of protectionist dynamics have changed
over the past four years, starting with the Cannes G20 summit in 2011. Reflecting
on the new patterns of protectionism uncovered, this chapter advances a number
of hypotheses that could benefit from further analysis. Chapter 4 reports on an
attempt to conduct the cleanest possible comparison of the extent of reporting
on G20 protectionism by the GTA and by the WTO, going beyond the totals
mentioned above and examining the extent of reporting of different types of
policy instrument. The discussion in this chapter may help in interpreting the
published findings of both the WTO and GTA. Moreover, this chapter outlines
several possible reasons why differences exist in the amount of protectionism
documented.
Like its predecessors, Section 2 of this report provides tables on the resort to
protectionism by each G20 member and the frequency with which each member’s
commercial interests are hit by new protectionist measures imposed by others. In
this report a number of new summary statistics were included in these tables that
may help interpret the raw data.
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PART ONE
Benchmarking the G20’s Resort
to Protectionism and Trade
Liberalisation
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ARGENTINA

Argentina:
303 harmful measures imposed since November 2008

The six criteria employed here are described in the Executive Summary. Each
score lies between zero and one, with higher scores reflecting larger deviations
from G20 commitments. The extent of compliance with G20 pledges can vary
across these six criteria. Even so, the further the line is away from the centre of the
radar diagram, the lower is the compliance with G20 pledges on protectionism
and its rollback.
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Australia:
78 harmful measures imposed since November 2008

AUSTRALIA

The six criteria employed here are described in the Executive Summary. Each
score lies between zero and one, with higher scores reflecting larger deviations
from G20 commitments. The extent of compliance with G20 pledges can vary
across these six criteria. Even so, the further the line is away from the centre of the
radar diagram, the lower is the compliance with G20 pledges on protectionism
and its rollback.

16 The Global Trade Disorder: The 16th GTA Report

BRAZIL

Brazil:
232 harmful measures imposed since November 2008

The six criteria employed here are described in the Executive Summary. Each
score lies between zero and one, with higher scores reflecting larger deviations
from G20 commitments. The extent of compliance with G20 pledges can vary
across these six criteria. Even so, the further the line is away from the centre of the
radar diagram, the lower is the compliance with G20 pledges on protectionism
and its rollback.
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Canada:
79 harmful measures imposed since November 2008

CANADA

The six criteria employed here are described in the Executive Summary. Each
score lies between zero and one, with higher scores reflecting larger deviations
from G20 commitments. The extent of compliance with G20 pledges can vary
across these six criteria. Even so, the further the line is away from the centre of the
radar diagram, the lower is the compliance with G20 pledges on protectionism
and its rollback.

18 The Global Trade Disorder: The 16th GTA Report

CHINA

China:
150 harmful measures imposed since November 2008

The six criteria employed here are described in the Executive Summary. Each
score lies between zero and one, with higher scores reflecting larger deviations
from G20 commitments. The extent of compliance with G20 pledges can vary
across these six criteria. Even so, the further the line is away from the centre of the
radar diagram, the lower is the compliance with G20 pledges on protectionism
and its rollback.

Benchmarking each G20 Member’s Resort to Protectionism 19

France:
153 harmful measures imposed since November 2008

FRANCE

The six criteria employed here are described in the Executive Summary. Each
score lies between zero and one, with higher scores reflecting larger deviations
from G20 commitments. The extent of compliance with G20 pledges can vary
across these six criteria. Even so, the further the line is away from the centre of the
radar diagram, the lower is the compliance with G20 pledges on protectionism
and its rollback.

20 The Global Trade Disorder: The 16th GTA Report

GERMANY

Germany:
170 harmful measures imposed since November 2008

The six criteria employed here are described in the Executive Summary. Each
score lies between zero and one, with higher scores reflecting larger deviations
from G20 commitments. The extent of compliance with G20 pledges can vary
across these six criteria. Even so, the further the line is away from the centre of the
radar diagram, the lower is the compliance with G20 pledges on protectionism
and its rollback.
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India:
392 harmful measures imposed since November 2008

INDIA

The six criteria employed here are described in the Executive Summary. Each
score lies between zero and one, with higher scores reflecting larger deviations
from G20 commitments. The extent of compliance with G20 pledges can vary
across these six criteria. Even so, the further the line is away from the centre of the
radar diagram, the lower is the compliance with G20 pledges on protectionism
and its rollback.
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INDONESIA

Indonesia:
123 harmful measures imposed since November 2008

The six criteria employed here are described in the Executive Summary. Each
score lies between zero and one, with higher scores reflecting larger deviations
from G20 commitments. The extent of compliance with G20 pledges can vary
across these six criteria. Even so, the further the line is away from the centre of the
radar diagram, the lower is the compliance with G20 pledges on protectionism
and its rollback.
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Italy:
155 harmful measures imposed since November 2008

ITALY

The six criteria employed here are described in the Executive Summary. Each
score lies between zero and one, with higher scores reflecting larger deviations
from G20 commitments. The extent of compliance with G20 pledges can vary
across these six criteria. Even so, the further the line is away from the centre of the
radar diagram, the lower is the compliance with G20 pledges on protectionism
and its rollback.
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JAPAN

Japan:
94 harmful measures imposed since November 2008

The six criteria employed here are described in the Executive Summary. Each
score lies between zero and one, with higher scores reflecting larger deviations
from G20 commitments. The extent of compliance with G20 pledges can vary
across these six criteria. Even so, the further the line is away from the centre of the
radar diagram, the lower is the compliance with G20 pledges on protectionism
and its rollback.
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Republic of Korea:
50 harmful measures imposed since November 2008

REPUBLIC OF KOREA

The six criteria employed here are described in the Executive Summary. Each
score lies between zero and one, with higher scores reflecting larger deviations
from G20 commitments. The extent of compliance with G20 pledges can vary
across these six criteria. Even so, the further the line is away from the centre of the
radar diagram, the lower is the compliance with G20 pledges on protectionism
and its rollback.
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MEXICO

Mexico:
60 harmful measures imposed since November 2008

The six criteria employed here are described in the Executive Summary. Each
score lies between zero and one, with higher scores reflecting larger deviations
from G20 commitments. The extent of compliance with G20 pledges can vary
across these six criteria. Even so, the further the line is away from the centre of the
radar diagram, the lower is the compliance with G20 pledges on protectionism
and its rollback.
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Russian Federation:
375 harmful measures imposed since November 2008

RUSSIAN FEDERATION

The six criteria employed here are described in the Executive Summary. Each
score lies between zero and one, with higher scores reflecting larger deviations
from G20 commitments. The extent of compliance with G20 pledges can vary
across these six criteria. Even so, the further the line is away from the centre of the
radar diagram, the lower is the compliance with G20 pledges on protectionism
and its rollback.
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SAUDI ARABIA

Saudi Arabia:
18 harmful measures imposed since November 2008

The six criteria employed here are described in the Executive Summary. Each
score lies between zero and one, with higher scores reflecting larger deviations
from G20 commitments. The extent of compliance with G20 pledges can vary
across these six criteria. Even so, the further the line is away from the centre of the
radar diagram, the lower is the compliance with G20 pledges on protectionism
and its rollback.
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South Africa:
81 harmful measures imposed since November 2008

SOUTH AFRICA

The six criteria employed here are described in the Executive Summary. Each
score lies between zero and one, with higher scores reflecting larger deviations
from G20 commitments. The extent of compliance with G20 pledges can vary
across these six criteria. Even so, the further the line is away from the centre of the
radar diagram, the lower is the compliance with G20 pledges on protectionism
and its rollback.
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TURKEY

Turkey:
104 harmful measures imposed since November 2008

The six criteria employed here are described in the Executive Summary. Each
score lies between zero and one, with higher scores reflecting larger deviations
from G20 commitments. The extent of compliance with G20 pledges can vary
across these six criteria. Even so, the further the line is away from the centre of the
radar diagram, the lower is the compliance with G20 pledges on protectionism
and its rollback.
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United Kingdom:
158 harmful measures imposed since November 2008

UNITED KINGDOM

The six criteria employed here are described in the Executive Summary. Each
score lies between zero and one, with higher scores reflecting larger deviations
from G20 commitments. The extent of compliance with G20 pledges can vary
across these six criteria. Even so, the further the line is away from the centre of the
radar diagram, the lower is the compliance with G20 pledges on protectionism
and its rollback.
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

United States:
219 harmful measures imposed since November 2008

The six criteria employed here are described in the Executive Summary. Each
score lies between zero and one, with higher scores reflecting larger deviations
from G20 commitments. The extent of compliance with G20 pledges can vary
across these six criteria. Even so, the further the line is away from the centre of the
radar diagram, the lower is the compliance with G20 pledges on protectionism
and its rollback.

3 Maps of the Countries Harmed
by each G20 Member

Map 1 Worldwide incidence of harm done by all G20 protectionist measures

G20
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G20

Map 2 Worldwide incidence of protectionist measures harming G20
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Map 3 Argentina: Worldwide incidence of harm done by this G20 member’s protectionist measures

ARGENTINA
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AUSTRALIA

Map 4 Australia: Worldwide incidence of harm done by this G20 member’s protectionist measures
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Map 5 Brazil: Worldwide incidence of harm done by this G20 member’s protectionist measures

BRAZIL
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CANADA

Map 6 Canada: Worldwide incidence of harm done by this G20 member’s protectionist measures
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Map 7 China: Worldwide incidence of harm done by this G20 member’s protectionist measures

CHINA
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FRANCE

Map 8 France: Worldwide incidence of harm done by this G20 member’s protectionist measures
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Map 9 Germany: Worldwide incidence of harm done by this G20 member’s protectionist measures

GERMANY
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INDIA

Map 10 India: Worldwide incidence of harm done by this G20 member’s protectionist measures
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Map 11 Indonesia: Worldwide incidence of harm done by this G20 member’s protectionist measures

INDONESIA
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ITALY

Map 12 Italy: Worldwide incidence of harm done by this G20 member’s protectionist measures
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Map 13 Japan: Worldwide incidence of harm done by this G20 member’s protectionist measures

JAPAN
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REPUBLIC OF KOREA

Map 14 Republic of Korea: Worldwide incidence of harm done by this G20 member’s protectionist measures
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Map 15 Mexico: Worldwide incidence of harm done by this G20 member’s protectionist measures

MEXICO
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RUSSIAN FEDERATION

Map 16 Russian Federation: Worldwide incidence of harm done by this G20 member’s protectionist measures
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Map 17 Saudi Arabia: Worldwide incidence of harm done by this G20 member’s protectionist measures

SAUDI ARABIA
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SOUTH AFRICA

Map 18 South Africa: Worldwide incidence of harm done by this G20 member’s protectionist measures
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Map 19 Turkey: Worldwide incidence of harm done by this G20 member’s protectionist measures

TURKEY
52 The Global Trade Disorder: The 16th GTA Report

UNITED KINGDOM

Map 20 United Kingdom: Worldwide incidence of harm done by this G20 member’s protectionist measures
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Map 21 United States of America: Worldwide incidence of harm done by this G20 member’s protectionist measures

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
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PART TWO
Analyses of Crisis-Era Protectionism

55

2 The Global Landscape of
Protectionism

G20 protectionism does not only affect the G20. The reality is that the choices
made by these economies can affect the commercial interests of other countries,
many of whose governments have far fewer resources to cushion shocks than
the G20. Moreover, G20 commercial interests may be adversely affected by
protectionism undertaken by the governments of other nations. Finally, as noted
in the Executive Summary, G20 and non-G20 patterns of protectionism need
not coincide. The purpose of this chapter, then, is to sketch out what might be
referred to as the global landscape of crisis-era protectionism.
The remainder of the chapter comprises two sections. The first section describes
some of the lessons from the extensive data collection effort undertaken during
the past 12 months. Following that, statistics on the resort to protectionism
worldwide since November 2008 are presented and interpreted.

2.1. Lessons from the recent expansion of the GTA database
Since the St. Petersburg summit in September 2013 just over 2,000 reports on
commerce-related state initiatives were added to the GTA database. This means
that the GTA database now includes 5,784 entries. This expansion of the database
was not accomplished by altering the relative treatment standard that has been
used by the GTA team to determine if a measure is discriminatory or liberalising;
nor was there a departure from the principle, adopted at the start of GTA’s
monitoring that each government announcement is reported as a single measure.
Finally, the recent sanctions between Russia and several Western governments
does not account for the increase in measures reported either.
The expansion in the GTA database was accomplished by identifying and
evaluating additional sources of potential leads concerning crisis-era policy
choice. Such leads were then investigated further by the GTA team with the goal,
wherever possible, of finding official sources to support a report entered into the
GTA database. Leads were obtained from the websites of leading law firms, major
consulting companies, specialist sectoral news outlets, international newspapers,
as well as notifications to, reports by, and occasionally databases assembled by,
international organisations. The output of certain leading research institutes
and business associations occasionally provided leads as well, although where
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a source has a particular commercial stake in a matter special care was taken in
investigating the claims made.
One innovation, that yielded more leads than anticipated, was to repeatedly
search Twitter for over a dozen key words or phrases. In fact ‘following’ certain
ministries through Twitter proved fruitful, and often led directly to official
documentation to support an entry in the GTA database. In contrast, the use of
key search terms in Google either yielded too few leads or a too many irrelevant
leads. Further experimentation with advanced search engines is desirable.
During the summer of 2014 the first 2,000 entries in the GTA database
were systematically checked again for errors, omitted information, and other
deficiencies. Concerns about potential misclassification of the catch-all category
of “non-tariff barriers not specified elsewhere” led to checks of each such entry
and to more accurate classification of dozens of measures. Over time, additional
checks, corrections, and updates to measures entered into the database will be
conducted, employing the same template. At a minimum, such checks become
necessary as governments change official websites from time to time and concerns
arise that important supporting documentation for reports may be lost.
The important matter of updating existing GTA measures continues, not
least to avoid duplicate measures. The latter is a particular concern in the case
of trade defence investigations that can involve multiple announcements over
time by a government or official agency. In addition, an extensive list of checks
is performed before the data is assembled for reports such as this, made possible
by searching particular fields in the dataset.
Before a measure is published on the GTA website it is reviewed twice, not
only for the important matter of its substantive content but also to improve
exposition. This is particularly time consuming and a number of measures
proposed for publication are rejected at both stages.

2.2. Worldwide trends in protectionism
1.

Of the 5,784 state measures that are included in the GTA database, 3,390
almost certainly worsened the treatment of some foreign commercial
interest. To this must be added the 436 implemented state measures that
likely harmed foreign commercial interests.1 The number of liberalising
or transparency-improving measures proposed since November 2008 was
1,308. See Tables 2.1 and 2.2.

2.

The number of discriminatory measures implemented (3,390 exceeded the
number of liberalising and transparency-improving measures implemented

1

Note that there are eight almost certainly discriminatory measures that are pending implementation.
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(1,236) by nearly three to one. Restricting consideration to state measures
other than trade defence reduces this ratio to around 2.5:1.
3.

The total number of almost discriminatory and likely discriminatory
measures that are no longer in force (719) exceeds the number of unwound
liberalising and transparency-improving measures (273), again by nearly
three to one. See Table 2.1.

4.

The total number of almost certainly discriminatory measures in the GTA
database has expanded more than 53% since the last pre-summit report was
issued in September 2013. A total of 1,178 such measures have been found,
a number that falls to 771 once trade defence instruments are excluded. See
Table 2.1.

5.

Since the last G20 summit in Russia, worldwide 1,349 measures that almost
certainly discriminate or likely discriminate against foreign commercial
interests have been implemented. Of those protectionist measures, 1,027
were implemented by G20 countries. This implies that over 300 protectionist
measures were implemented by other countries. See Tables 2.2 and 2.3.

6.

Together the G20 countries have implemented 2,329 almost certainly
discriminatory measures and 299 likely discriminatory measures since
November 2008. Of the total, 857 were trade defence measures. Consequently,
32% of all protectionist measures implemented by the G20 during the crisis
era were antidumping, countervailing duties, or safeguards actions, which is
higher than in our previous reports. See Table 2.3.

7.

Since November 2008 the G20 countries have not only implemented
discriminatory measures; together these countries are responsible for
821 liberalising and transparency-improving measures. Still, for the G20
countries, the number of discriminatory measures outnumbers the latter
measures by more than three to one. See Table 2.3.

8.

The G20 countries are responsible for 68% of all protectionist measures
taken since the first crisis-era G20 summit in November 2008, up from
63.5% in the previous report. Of the protectionist measures taken worldwide
since the St Petersburg summit, however, the G20 is responsible for 76%,
up significantly from the comparable percentage in the pre-St. Petersburg
report. See Tables 2.2 and 2.3.

9.

Of the protectionist measures still in force worldwide, the G20 countries are
responsible for 70%. Computed from Table 2.4.

10. In Figure 2.1 the rate at which protectionist measures were imposed since
the November 2008 G20 summit is plotted. The quarterly totals for new
protectionist measures imposed from Q4 2012 to Q1 2014 exceed those of
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previous quarters except for the spike in Q1 2009. Chapter 3 of this report
discusses the inter-temporal variation in greater detail.
11. Figure 2.1 also contains information on the number of protectionist measures
that have been unwound. Again, Q1 2009 stands out as unusual but, in
general, the proportion of measures imposed in 2009 and subsequently
removed appears to be larger than in later years.
12. China’s commercial interests have been hit by 1,595 almost certainly
discriminatory measures and another 210 measures that are likely to be
discriminatory. No other country or group of countries (such as the EU)
has been hit so often. These statistics imply that 47% of all protectionist
measures implemented worldwide harm Chinese commercial interests, up
from 45% in the previous pre-summit report. See Tables 2.2 and 2.5.
13. Counting individual EU members separately, 20 jurisdictions have seen their
commercial interests hit more than 500 times since November 2008. Some
of these nations are not G20 members. See the statistics page of the GTA
website.
14. GTA does not calculate the amount of commerce affected by each state
measure, nor the associated welfare impact. To do so for nearly 6,000
state measures would be exceptionally resource intensive. Instead, four
intermediate metrics of harm done by a jurisdiction are reported: the number
of almost certainly discriminatory (red) measures, the number of tariff lines
affected by almost certainly discriminatory measures, the number of sectors
affected by almost certainly discriminatory measures, and the number of
trading partners harmed by a jurisdiction’s almost certainly discriminatory
measures. All the trading jurisdictions in the GTA database are ranked in
descending order on these four metrics and the top ten offenders in each
category are reported in Table 2.6. As in our previous reports, it is remarkable
how often G20 countries and the EU27 are mentioned in the lists of top ten
offending nations.
15. 15. In terms of discriminatory measures imposed and number of economic
sectors affected, the EU27 is the still worst offender. In terms of tariff lines
affected, Vietnam is ranked worst due to repeated competitive currency
devaluations. No country has harmed more trading partners’ commercial
interests than India. See Table 2.6.
16. Argentina, China, Germany, India, and Italy are still listed in three of the
four top ten lists of worst offenders. See Table 2.6.
17. With respect to the policy instruments that discriminate against foreign
commercial interests, in terms of the total number of measures implemented,
trade defence measures are used most often. In terms of measures still in
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force, trade defence measures are still most prevalent. However, as noted in
prior reports, given that antidumping and countervailing duty actions target
a limited number of specified trading partners, the number of jurisdictions
harmed by the effects of discriminatory bailouts is still double that of trade
defence instruments. As a first approximation, bailouts remain where a lot of
the action is in crisis-era protectionism. See Table 2.7 and Figure 2.1.
18. Table 2.7 also implies that there has been a marked increase in the number
of trade defence measures, local content requirements, tariff measures,
and distortionary trade finance measures documented and included in the
GTA database since the last report was published in September 2013. The
reduction in the number of non-tariff barriers reflects, as noted in Section
2.1 above, better classification of a large number of measures. See Table 2.7.
19. The traditional forms of protectionism – tariff increases and trade defence
instruments –still account for approximately 44% of the worldwide total of
almost certainly discriminatory (red) measures implemented since November
2008. In terms of measures still in force the respective percentage is 39%.
Thus, non-traditional forms of protection still constitute the majority of
cases of crisis-era protectionism. See Table 2.7.
20. The fact that so many of the top ten most used protectionist instruments
are subject to weak or no WTO rules confirms an earlier GTA finding –
namely, that governments under pressure during the crisis era have probably
circumvented the tougher, binding multilateral trade rules.
21. The substantial resort to trade defence instruments merits a closer look.
A total of 866 trade defence measures restricting imports are currently in
force, up substantially from the last pre-summit report. While another
249 investigations are under way, this is lower than the 273 ongoing
investigations reported in September 2013. See Table 2.8.
22. As shown in Figure 2.3, ongoing trade defence investigations account for
half of the policy measures that have been announced or initiated but
where, to date, no discrimination against foreign commercial interests has
been implemented.
23. Agricultural products are no longer the sector most hit by almost certainly
discriminatory (red) measures since November 2008; basic chemicals now
takes the top slot followed by basic metals. In terms of measures still in force,
the sector most hit is basic metals, although basic chemicals comes a close
second. See Table 2.9.
24. While discriminatory bailouts in the financial sector received a lot of
attention during the earlier years of the crisis, only 5.5% of the total number
of implemented protectionist measures in the GTA database affected this
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sector. Moreover, just under a fifth of the total number of discriminatory
bailouts and subsidies recorded in the GTA database relate to the financial
sector. Both findings suggest that the GTA findings are not unduly skewed by
the inclusion of the financial sector in the database. This data was extracted
using the GTA website’s advanced search function.
25. There may be concerns that the upward revisions in protectionist totals in
this report have been unduly influenced by sanctions and the like imposed
against, and by, Russia over the events in Ukraine. Since the last pre-summit
report, GTA has identified 1,349 new protectionist measures. Russia invaded
Crimea in February 2014. Since then Russia has imposed 37 new protectionist
measures and has seen its commercial interests harmed a total of 13 times by
the countries that have imposed sanctions on Moscow. These totals include
all the discriminatory measures imposed and the imposition of some of them
may probably has nothing to do with the annexation of Crimea. The upper
limit, then, on the number of measures that could be remotely associated
with the sanctions is 50, just 3.7% of the total number of new protectionist
measures identified since the last pre-summit GTA report.

Total number of measures in GTA
database
Total number of measures coded
green
of which currently in force
of which are pending
of which no longer in force
Total number of measures coded
amber
of which currently in force
of which are pending
of which no longer in force
Total number of measures coded red
of which currently in force
of which are pending
of which no longer in force

Statistic

4341
1300
956
71
273
663
351
235
77
2378
1882
7
489

5784
1308
963
72
273
1078
359
642
77
3398
2748
8
642

This report
(November 2014)
Total except unfair trade
Total
and safeguard measures

Table 2.1 Total number of state measures reported in the GTA database

120
1081
42
1180
1042
8
130

365

341
126
97

456

2001

Total

116
411
42
772
674
7
91

217

341
124
97

456

1445

Total except unfair trade
and safeguard measures

Increase from previous report (September 2013)
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5062
1236
436
3390

Statistic

Total number of measures in GTA database
Total number of measures coded green
Total number of measures coded amber
Total number of measures coded red

1772
438
162
1172

Total

1361
438
158
765

Total except unfair
trade and safeguard
measures

Increase from previous report (September 2013)

Total number of measures in GTA database
Total number of measures coded green
Total number of measures coded amber
Total number of measures coded red
Total Number of 4-digit tariff lines affected by
almost certainly discriminatory measures
Total Number of 2-digit sectors affected by
almost certainly discriminatory measures
Total number of trading partners affected by
almost certainly discriminatory measures

Statistic

2586
815
290
1481
1147
79
220

3449
821
299
2329
1154
79
221

This report
(November 2014)
Total except unfair
Total
trade and safeguard
measures

3

0

39

1383
356
123
904

3

0

42

1023
356
118
549

Increase from previous report (September
2013)
Total except unfair
Total
trade and safeguard
measures

Table 2.3		 Measures implemented by G20 countries since the first crisis related G20 summit in November 2008, totals for all G20
Jurisdictions and change since the report in September 2013

4028
1229
428
2371

This report
(November 2014)
Total except unfair
Total
trade and safeguard
measures

Table 2.2		 Measures implemented since the first crisis related G20 summit in November 2008, totals for all jurisdictions and change since
the last report was issued in September 2013
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4070
963
359
2748

Total number of measures in GTA database
Total number of measures coded green
Total number of measures coded amber
Total number of measures coded red

3189
956
351
1882

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

China
EU27
United States of America
Germany
France
Italy
United Kingdom
Republic of Korea
Japan
Spain

Number of discriminatory
(red) measures imposed on
target since November 2008
Increase from
This report
previous
(Nov. 2014)
report (Sept.
2013)
1595
642
1399
507
1104
354
957
334
841
296
832
291
819
289
785
290
744
255
716
242

Number of discriminatory
measures on target and still
in force
Increase from
This report
previous
(Nov. 2014)
report (Sept.
2013)
1338
502
1099
358
878
247
751
238
658
204
640
200
637
196
637
225
593
182
548
163

Table 2.5 Top 10 biggest targets of protectionist measures taken since November 2008

Total

Statistic

Total except unfair
trade and safeguard
measures

World

2070
621
226
1223

Number of trading partners
Number of pending measures,
imposing discriminatory
which if implemented would
measures
harm target too
Increase from
Increase from
This report
previous
This report
previous
(Nov. 2014)
report (Sept.
(Nov. 2014)
report (Sept.
2013)
2013)
100
12
305
36
110
9
209
37
96
11
133
26
83
12
137
30
77
6
109
20
76
7
110
15
82
9
111
22
82
12
139
27
86
10
116
25
73
10
88
18

2825
627
234
1964

Total

G20 only
Total except unfair
trade and safeguard
measures

Table 2.4		 Measures implemented since the first crisis-related G20 summit in November 2008 that are still in force
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Table 2.6 Which countries have inflicted harm most frequently since November 2008?

Rank

Ranked by the
Ranked by
number of tariff
number of
lines (product
(almost certainly)
categories)
discriminatory
affected by
measures
(almost certainly)
imposed
discriminatory
measures1

Ranked by
the number of
sectors affected
by (almost
certainly)
discriminatory
measures2

Ranked by
the number of
trading partners
affected by
(almost certainly)
discriminatory
measures3

1

EU27 (510)

Viet Nam (946)

EU27 (69)

India (202)

2

India (354)

Venezuela (807)

Argentina (69)

EU27 (201)

3

Russian Federation
(338)

Kazakhstan (741)

Italy (69)

China (194)

4

Argentina (278)

China (729)

Russian Federation
(60)

Italy (194)

5

United States of
America (206)

EU27 (714)

Germany (59)

Indonesia (177)

6

Brazil (186)

India (707)

Algeria (58)

Thailand (168)

7

Belarus (174)

Indonesia (634)

Ghana (56)

Germany (167)

8

Germany (148)

Nigeria (603)

United States of
America (56)

Netherlands (164)

9

United Kingdom
(134)

United States of
America (528)

China (54)

United Kingdom
(164)

10

Italy (134)

Argentina (520)

Brazil (52)

Poland (163)

Notes: 1) The maximum number of tariff lines in the 4-digit UN classification used here is 1,214. 2) The
maximum number of 2-digit sectors in the UN classification used is 69. 3) The maximum number of trading
partners affected is 233.

Trade defence measure (AD, CVD,
safeguard)
Bail out / state aid measure
Tariff measure
Local content requirement
Trade finance
Export taxes or restriction
Investment measure
Public procurement
Non tariff barrier (not otherwise
specified)
Migration measure
503
247
217
262
117
64
41
72
-56
20

1020
764
480
226
195
187
153
124
117
114

99

97

538
401
218
187
115
146
119

866

12

-67

149
189
157
111
28
37
69

390

44

63

56
76
32
24
70
48
26

70

7

-8

8
6
10
11
2
5
3

6

155

191

201
180
168
198
189
127
146

97

8

10

6
12
37
3
6
21
9

7

Number of almost certainly
Number of jurisdictions
Number of jurisdictions
Number of discriminatory
discriminatory (red)
that imposed these
harmed by these
(red) measures imposed and
discriminatory measures
discriminatory measures
measures imposed since
still in force
November 2008
since November 2008
since November 2008
Increase from
Increase from
Increase from
Increase from
This report
previous
This report
previous
This report
previous
This report
previous
(Nov. 2014) report (Sept. (Nov. 2014) report (Sept. (Nov. 2014) report (Sept. (Nov. 2014) report (Sept.
2013)
2013)
2013)
2013)

Table 2.7		 Ten most used state measures to discriminate against foreign commercial interests since November 2008 (ranked by number of
discriminatory measures imposed)
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249
866
153
157

34 (Basic chemicals)
41 (Basic metals)
01 (Products of agriculture, horticulture and
market gardening)
44 (Special purpose machinery)
49 (Transport equipment)
43 (General purpose machinery)
42 (Fabricated metal products, except
machinery and equipment)
21 (Meat, fish, fruit, vegetables, oils and fats)
35 (Other chemical products; man-made
fibres)
81 (Financial intermediation services and
auxiliary services therefor)
37 (Glass and glass products and other nonmetallic products n.e.c.)

CPC code, Affected Sector

298
302
219
265
238
204
196
163
171
129
157

325
306
286
231
225
221
205
200
186

Number of discriminatory
(red) implemented
measures affecting
specified sector and still
in force

356
340

Number of discriminatory
(red) measures affecting
commercial interests in this
sector

75

47

67

82

67

69
75
59

88

73
72

Number of jurisdictions
implementing measures
affecting specified sector
and classified as red

Number

Table 2.9 Top 20 sectors most affected by discriminatory measures since November 2008

that have been initiated and currently under investigation
where a provisional or final duty has been imposed and is in force
where a provisional or final duty has been imposed but is no longer in force
for which the investigation has ended without the implementation of any duties

Status of trade defence measure

Table 2.8 Resort to trade defence measures since November 2008

93

86

101

136

126

130
141
117

218

214
175

Number of pending
measures affecting
specified sector
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46 (Electrical machinery and apparatus)
02 (Live animals and animal products)
36 (Rubber and plastics products)
23 (Grain mill products, starches and starch
products; other food products)
26 (Yarn and thread; woven and tufted textile
fabrics)
47 (Radio, television and communication
equipment and apparatus)
38 (Furniture; other transportable goods n.e.c.)
48 (Medical appliances, precision and optical
instruments, watches and clocks)
28 (Knitted or crocheted fabrics; wearing
apparel)

CPC code, Affected Sector

168
116
155
116
130
135
128
129
112

165
163
152
149
145
135

Number of discriminatory
(red) implemented
measures affecting
specified sector and still
in force

185
181
172

Number of discriminatory
(red) measures affecting
commercial interests in this
sector

65

61

64

57

62

67

62
67
60

Number of jurisdictions
implementing measures
affecting specified sector
and classified as red

59

110

68

79

91

111

128
101
93

Number of pending
measures affecting
specified sector
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Figure 2.1		 Three phases of crisis era protectionism
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Q4 2014
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Figure 2.2		 Top 10 implemented measures used to discriminate against foreign
commercial interests since November 2008
Other; 451; 12%

Trade defence measure
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1020; 27%

Migration measure; 114;
3%
Non tariff barrier (not
otherwise specified);
117; 3%
Public procurement; 124;
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Investment measure;
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measure; 764; 20%

Export taxes or
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Local content
requirement; 226; 6%
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Figure 2.3		 Classification of pending measures that, if implemented, would almost
certainly discriminate against foreign commercial interests
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3 The Protectionist Impulse
Reconsidered

Introduction
In June 2012, at the time of the publication of the 11th GTA report in advance
of the Los Cabos G20 summit, the GTA database contained 2,430 entries. By
September 2013, when the 14th GTA report was published before the St. Petersburg
summit, there were 3,874 measures in the GTA database. Now there are 5,84
records of policy changes of potential significance for international commerce in
the GTA database. Since the St. Petersburg summit, the GTA team has added more
measures to its database than in first two-and-a-half years of reporting. Given the
substantial expansion over the past two years in the GTA database, the purpose
of this chapter is to reassess how protectionist dynamics have unfolded since the
onset of the global economic crisis.
Providing a better empirically grounded account of protectionist dynamics is
important for a number of reasons – not least of which is facilitating assessments
of compliance with G20 pledges not to engage in protectionism. New trends
in choice of protectionist instrument may be detected and may involve state
measures not covered by WTO accords or where loopholes in WTO agreements
are exploited. Such information can also support more informed deliberations
in a wide range of national, regional and international fora. Given what is at
stake, following a substantial expansion of the coverage of the GTA database,
it is appropriate to revisit the protectionist record since the onset of the global
financial crisis.
The remainder of this chapter is organised as follows. In the next section, the
changes in recorded instances of protectionism from the Cannes G20 summit in
2011 through to the Brisbane summit in 2014 are described. This section focuses
on developments at the global level. The next section revisits the record of the
G20 members over the same time frame (from Cannes to Brisbane). Concluding
remarks then follow.

An overview of developments at the global level
Although the G20 pledges to eschew protectionism do not commit other states,
monitoring developments in the world trade system is of interest and the GTA
initiative was designed to have global scope. What does the updated GTA reveal
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about the resort to protectionism worldwide since the first G20 crisis-era summit
was held in November 2008?1
Figure 3.1 shows the evolution quarter-by-quarter in the total number of
protectionist measures implemented since November 2008.2 As shown in
the quarterly totals reported in the 10th and 11th GTA reports, the number
of protectionist measures peaked in Q1 2009 and declined thereafter. Some
observers may have interpreted this as implying that the protectionist impulse
at the beginning of 2009 was contained, apparently by the numerous public
statements by government leaders condemning protectionism in the run up to
the London G20 summit in 2009, amongst others.
Figure 3.1. Upward revisions in total number of protectionist measures implemented
per quarter, by GTA report
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With the publication of the 1atest report, however, it has become clear that the
protectionist impulse has not died away. In fact, since Q1 2012 the number of
protectionist measures implemented has risen, so much so that the total number
of protectionist measures implemented worldwide in 2012 (677) has almost
reached the total number imposed in 2009 (709). Furthermore, the worldwide
total for 2013 (719) already exceeds that for 2009. The latter finding is all the
1
2

Announcements by governments since 1 November 2008 are eligible for inclusion in the GTA database.
In Figure 3.1 this implies that the total number of protectionist measures reported for Q4 2008 in fact
refers to the total number of harmful measures implemented during November and December 2008.
In this figure, as in every other figure and table in this chapter, a protectionist measure is defined as a state
measure whose implementation almost certainly or likely worsened the relative treatment of a foreign
commercial interest vis-à-vis a competing domestic interest. As such the totals in question represent
the sum of the number of implemented measures classified red (almost certainly discriminatory) and
amber (likely to discriminate) in the GTA database. For those wishing to focus only on the measures
that almost certainly discriminate against foreign commercial interests – an even more conservative
standard – please consult Chapter 2 of this report where statistics on measures categorised red in the
GTA database are separated out from those categorised amber. More generally, for an account of the
logic underlying and methods employed in GTA, see Sections 2 and 3 of Evenett (2013).
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more remarkable given the fact that the GTA team has had nearly six years
to collect data on developments in 2009 and fewer than two years to identify
protectionism in 2013. Reporting lags matter, and the initial quarterly totals for
2014 do not provide much ground for optimism that the protectionist impulse
since 2012 has abated.
In the light of the evidence in Figure 3.1, at this juncture three phases in crisisera protectionism can be identified. The earliest phase, from Q4 2008 through to
the end of Q4 2009, starts with the first crisis-era G20 summit, witnesses a spike
in protectionism in Q1 2009, and then the quarterly totals of protectionism fall,
but never below 150 measures per quarter. The second phase relates to 2010 and
2011 and coincides with growing optimism that the world economy would soon
recover. During this intermediate phase, the quarterly totals of protectionism lie in
the range 140-160. After that, a third phase begins in Q1 2012 when the quarterly
resort to protectionism steadily rises, peaking at 200 in Q4 2012. Quarterly totals
of protectionism imposed in 2013 exceed those for 2009, indicates a rise back to
a higher plateau.
Table 3.1 reports the global totals of resort to protectionism during these three
phases and the extent to which these totals have been revised up since the Los
Cabos and St. Petersburg G20 summits. With the expansion in GTA’s reporting
over the past year, the worldwide totals for protectionism imposed during the
earliest phase of the crisis – namely from Q4 2008 to end Q4 2009 – have now
been revised up by over 30%. For the middle phase of the crisis, the total number
of protectionist measures that are now known to have been implemented is 45%
higher than at the time of the Los Cabos G20 summit in June 2012.
Table 3.1. 		 Recorded worldwide protectionist totals have increased substantially
since the Los Cabos G20 summit
Early phase:
November 2008December 2009

Middle phase:
2010-2011

Latest phase:
2012-

10th Report
(Cannes Summit 2011)

559

615

n.a.

11th Report
(Los Cabos Summit 2012)

609

840

73

14th Report
(St. Petersburg Summit 2013)

613

902

592

16th Report
(Brisbane Summit 2014)

806

1222

1773

Percentage increase now over
Los Cabos Summit report

32

45

n.a.

Percentage increase now over
St. Petersburg report

31

35

95*

Worldwide protectionist
totals known by

Note: *Since the St. Petersburg report contains measures entered into the GTA database on or before 15
August 2013, the percentage increase calculated here relates to the percentage increase in measures found
for the period 1 January 2012 to 15 August 2013.
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Particular care is needed in interpreting the upward revisions in the protectionist
totals since 2012 – the third and current phase. GTA’s report before the St.
Petersburg summit included data collected up to 15 August 2013. Of course, one
reason why the protectionist total for the period 2012 and on (1,773 in Table
3.1) is now higher than in the GTA’s report before St. Petersburg summit is due to
protectionism implemented after that summit. Consequently, it makes sense to
compare the number of protectionist measures implemented between 1 January
2012 and 15 August 2013 that are found in GTA’s 14th report with those found
now. The current total is 95% higher than a year ago, implying that Q4 2012 and
Q1 2013 were not blips (as might have been inferred from the quarterly totals
reported in the 14th report and represented in Figure 3.1 as well).
That the percentage increases in the total number of protectionist measures
found in the earlier phase is smaller than the latter phases is suggestive of the
importance of reporting lags. Collecting evidence takes time, especially when
governments are slow to disclose steps they have taken and may attempt to hide
evidence on state websites, etc. The scale of these upward revisions call into
question the wisdom of making instant assessments that protectionism has been
contained. Another implication is that effective monitoring of contemporary
protectionism is an ongoing affair and totals for earlier periods may well have to
be revised considerably.3
The evidence presented here reinforces the concern that there has been a
revival of protectionism since early 2012, coinciding with deteriorating global
economic prospects, a growth slowdown in emerging markets, and stagnation
(bordering on deflation) in continental Europe. This revival in protectionism
puts laid to rest the notion that the spike in beggar-thy-neighbour activity in Q1
2009 was a one-off. If protectionism was successfully contained after Q1 2009,
then why has it returned?
Consideration now turns from revisions in our understanding of the intertemporal resort to protectionism to the implications of the choice of protectionist
policy instrument. For the ten most used protectionist policy instruments, Figure
3.2 shows how the extent to which their totals have been revised upwards over
time since the 10th GTA report published before the Cannes Summit in 2011.
As is evident, most of the upward revisions have come after the 11th report,
with substantial changes recorded since the publication of the 14th GTA
report last year. The number of implemented harmful trade defence measures
in the GTA database has nearly doubled in the past year, the number of stateprovided subsidies and financial incentives is up by nearly a half. Although less
numerous, the number of local content, discriminatory trade finance, and public
procurement measures documented during the past year has at least doubled.

3

As discussed in Chapter 4 of this report, this is not the approach taken by the WTO Secretariat. In their
reports on G20 trade-related measures, protectionist totals from each reporting period are not updated
in the summary tables presented.
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Figure 3.2. Upward revisions in top 10 most used protectionist policy instruments
since 2008, by GTA report
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That so many of the top ten most used protectionist policy instruments do not
involve trade restrictions highlights the importance of not letting the terrible
experience of the 1930s colour the definition of protectionism. Nor should the
monitoring of protectionism and debates about such matters focus on a limited
set of policies that restrict trade.
To the extent that many of the subsidies offered to firms in tradable goods
sectors have slowed down cuts in excess capacity and allowed firms to lower
prices to customers at home and abroad, then the possibility that discriminatory
trade-stabilising – if not trade-expanding – measures have been an important
feature of the current era cannot be discounted. As of now, a total of 825 bailouts,
ostensibly non-export-related subsidies, and other financial incentives have been
recorded in the GTA database. In addition, a total of 141 implemented export
subsidy schemes have been documented as well.
Protectionism creates victims, and the commercial interests of the major
trading nations have been harmed much more than previously thought. Figure
3.3 summarises the extent to which the number of hits to the commercial
interests of China, the EU, Japan, and the US have been revised up since the
Los Cabos summit in June 2012. In the case of China, by the time of Los Cabos
its commercial interests had been harmed by foreign protectionism 698 times.
By now, that total has been revised up to 1,804, a 158% increase. The upward
revision in the incidence of harm to the EU’s commercial interests is even larger.
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Number of hits to commercial interests known at the time of
specified GTA report

Figure 3.3. Substantial upward revisions in the number of hits to the commercial
interests of the major trading powers, by GTA report
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With the exception of the US, the upward revisions were in percentage terms
greater between GTA’s 16th report and the 14th report than between the 14th
report and the 11th report (implying that the upward revisions have been largest
during the past year.) These findings imply that such is the extent of crisis-era
protectionism that, on average, a Chinese commercial interest is harmed every
29 hours, an EU interest every 32 hours, a US commercial interest every 40 hours,
and a Japanese interest every 58 hours. The protectionist clock is ticking.
Table 3.2 provides information on the incidence of protectionism in sectors
that account for relatively large shares of world trade. The agricultural sector,
which in 2013 accounted for 9.5% of world merchandise trade, has seen 552
beggar-thy-neighbour measures imposed since the first crisis-era G20 summit in
November 2008. The iron and steel and chemical sectors have seen even more
protectionism imposed, with 567 and 576 harmful measures imposed since
November 2008, respectively. Together, these two sectors account for over 13% of
world merchandise trade or $2.5 trillion dollars or trade. Interestingly, the large
office and telecommunications equipment sector has seen far fewer protectionism
measures imposed. More than 100 state-provided financial incentives and
bailouts have occurred in each of the four leading sectors; together these sectors
account for 29.3% of world merchandise trade.
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Sources: Global Trade Alert and WTO (2014).
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9.5
21.8

1745
3997

Agricultural products

Percent of world
merchandise trade

Total value of trade
worldwide in 2013,
US$ billion

Type of trade/sector

170

287

258

85

576

567

114

552

Total number
of beggar-thyneighbour measures
imposed in this
sector since
November 2008

82

177

100

26

378

395

30

133

Tariff and trade
defence measures
imposed

Table 3.2. Incidence of protectionism in selected sectors that together represent a large share of world trade
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In sum, the substantial expansion in the coverage of GTA monitoring over
the past two years, and in particular over the past year, provides a gloomier
picture of protectionist developments at the global level. Three distinct phases
can be identified, with the latest phase involving a protectionism surge that is
at least as bad as in 2009 and more sustained. The frequency with which the
commercial interests of the world’s biggest trading nations have been hit by
foreign protectionism is much higher than previously thought. Given the heft of
the G20 in the world economy, attention now turns to the protectionist record
of these countries.

Protectionist dynamics in the G20
This section augments the discussion of the resort to protectionism by G20
members that was presented in the Executive Summary. Starting with intertemporal variation, Figure 3.4 plots the contribution of the G20’s protectionism
towards the global annual totals since 2008. Every year, the G20 was responsible
for over half of the recorded global protectionism.
Figure 3.4. Annual resort to protectionism since 2008, by G20 group and by the Rest
of the World
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What is particularly interesting about this figure is that, unlike the sharp cutback
in the number of protectionist measures implemented by non-G20 members
during 2010 and 2011, the number implemented by the G20 increases steadily
over time. Instead of the three-phase characterisation at the global level, for the
G20 the jump in protectionism seen in 2009 is not really reversed in 2010; then
the rate at which new protectionist measures are imposed thereafter keeps rising
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to nearly 500 in 2012. Given inevitable reporting lags, on the basis of experience
to date the annual total for 2013 will almost certainly exceed that for 2012. Rather
than taming protectionism, it seems the G20 members are not just adding to the
stock of protectionism each year, but doing so at an accelerating rate.
The contribution of different groups of countries to the G20 annual totals
is portrayed in Figure 3.5. There is interesting variation over time, with the
share of G20 protectionism imposed by the EU and its member states falling
off sharply over time to around 10% of the total in 2014. The share of the G20
protectionism accounted for by the BRICs has tended to grow over time. During
2013 and 2014 these four countries alone account for over half of the instances
of G20 protectionism. Meanwhile, G20 countries outside4 of the EU, the BRICs
group and US accounted for a third of G20 protectionism between 2011 and
2013. This variation across countries is worthy of further attention. In particular,
the hypothesis that the BRICs ramped up their resort to protectionism after the
leading western trading nations sought aggressively to shield their commercial
interests in the early years of the crisis could be examined. Whether the BRICs’
policy choices reflected copycat, tit-for-tat, or other independent factors remains
to be determined.
Figure 3.5. Substantial variation in which G20 members are responsible for crisisyear protectionism, by year
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4

This group includes Argentina, which has implemented 303 protectionist measures since the global
economic crisis began.

82 The Global Trade Disorder: The 16th GTA Report

Whether the resort to certain protectionist instruments is counter-cyclical
has long been a topic of interest. Put crudely, as far as the world economy is
concerned, economic growth since 2008 can be broken down into the initial
crisis phase (2008-2009), then a bounce back in growth (2010-2011), and a
subsequent growth slowdown. If resort to a protectionist policy by the G20 was
taken together, independent of global economic growth, then the distribution
of the use of that policy over the years 2008-14 should be even. In Figures 3.6
and 3.7, the degree to which the resort to the use of eight protectionist measures
varies over the years 2008 to 2014 is plotted. A point under the vertical axis at
value implies that the use of a policy instrument in a given year that is below
average for the crisis era.5
Figure 3.6. Resort to certain trade-restrictive measures by the G20 nations, by year
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The variation in the G20’s use over time of four trade-restrictive measures is
shown in Figure 3.6. Quite remarkably, irrespective of the health of the global
economy, the resort to trade defence measures by the G20 appears stable over
time. In contrast, resort to measures requiring the use of local parts, components,
raw materials, and staff has grown over time, which is remarkable given that,
on some readings, local content requirements are banned under the WTO’s
Agreement on Trade-Related Investment Measures. Both the resort to tariffs and
export taxes and restrictions grew from 2008 to 2011 and then fell back.

5

In short, then, the goal here is to examine the inter-temporal variation in a policy instrument’s use since
the global financial crisis began – and not before or after the crisis started.
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As shown in Figure 3.7, the G20’s resort to discriminatory public procurement
practices and investment protectionism has remained relatively stable over time,6
with the former unsurprisingly rising in 2009 when many nations implemented
expansionary fiscal policies. The resort to subsidies shows interesting countercyclical variation, being higher during the acute initial phase of the crisis and
then lower as prospects for the global economy improved in 2010 and 2011.
The more aggressive use of trade finance schemes, some of which include local
content requirements and are often masked export subsidies, was on our current
reckoning relatively low at the beginning of the crisis and then has picked up
over time, although there is considerable fluctuation.
Figure 3.7. Resort to certain beggar-thy-neighbour measures by the G20 nations, by
year
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The findings in Figures 3.6. and 3.7 may prompt a rethink as to the mix of
protectionism that the governments of the largest economies choose to deploy
during periods of systemic stress. It is noteworthy that the more traditional forms
of protectionism – namely, tariffs and trade defence – are not where the action is,
at least as far as inter-temporal variation is concerned.
Turning from the G20 members as sources of protectionism to the G20 as
the target of beggar-thy-neighbour acts, Figure 3.8 reports for each G20 member
the number of times their commercial interests have been harmed by foreign
protectionism and the extent to which other G20 countries are responsible for
the harm done. There is considerable variation across G20 members in the degree
to which their commercial interests have been harmed. That China and the US
6

This is consistent with the findings of Rose’s more sophisticated analysis of inter-temporal resort to
antidumping measures (Rose, 2012).
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have been hit the most often may not be surprising given their large shares of
the global output and exports. Still, China stands out – nearly half of the world’s
protectionism harms Chinese commercial interests.
Figure 3.8. Number of times each G20 members’ commercial interests have been
harmed since November 2008 and parties responsible
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The G20 members of the EU have now seen their commercial interests harmed
around 1,000 times. Meanwhile, the G20 members traditionally associated
with exporting commodities have tended to be hit far less often by foreign
protectionism. That there is so much variation across the G20 members in
the frequency with which their commercial interests are harmed by foreign
protectionism may partly explain why agreement among this group on how to
seriously tackle threats to the world trading system has been difficult to reach.
The records on protectionism of which G20 members need to be revised in the
light of the sizeable expansion of the GTA database over the past year? One way to
begin answering this question is to review the radar charts on each G20 member
reproduced in this report after the Executive Summary. For each G20 member,
these charts present six summary statistics on the mix between protectionism
and liberalisation adopted, unwinding of protectionism, and the number of
product categories covered. The statistics were deliberately constructed so that
zero implies no protectionism and higher values of any measure reflect more
protectionism. Of interest here are the plots for a G20 member now and before
the last G20 summit. In this regard, Indonesia and India stand out, for their
performance on all six metrics has worsened. In contrast, little change is found in

The Protectionist Impulse Reconsidered 85
the performance of the four EU member states that are part of the G20 group on
these six criteria.7 The latest update reveals that the mix between protectionism
and liberalisation chosen during the past year and since November 2008 has
worsened for Argentina, Brazil, Canada, China, Korea, Mexico, South Africa,
Turkey and the US.
In sum, the substantial expansion in the GTA database provides a firmer
foundation upon which to examine protectionist dynamics by G20 members.
Since the global economic crisis began in 2008 there has been considerable
inter-temporal variation in the resort to protectionism by different members of
the G20 and there appears to be considerable variation over time in the mix
of protectionist measures that have been employed. Such data is grist for the
mill for analysts. However, for policymakers the ratcheting up of the resort to
protectionism by the G20 members – despite making repeated pledges to the
contrary – is a source of considerable concern.

Concluding remarks
Given the substantial data collection effort by the GTA team during the past two
years, it is appropriate to update earlier assessments of the protectionist dynamics
at work during the crisis era.
Previous reports underestimated by a wide margin the resort to protectionism
globally and by the G20 group of nations.8 Worse, the resort to protectionism
by the G20 group seems to have ratcheted up over time, and did not return
to 2008 levels when prospects for the global economy brightened in 2010 and
2011. There has been a substantial upward revision in the number of times the
commercial interests of leading trading powers have been hurt. These findings
are difficult to reconcile with the claim that protectionism spiked in early 2009
and was contained thereafter.
The widespread resort to a range of non-traditional protectionist instruments
was confirmed and highlights the perils of protectionism monitoring initiatives
that focus almost exclusively on certain trade-restrictive measures, the typical
protectionism of yesteryear. Protectionist pressures seem to have been channelled
into policies that are less well regulated by multilateral trade rules.
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4 Monitoring Crisis-Era
Protectionism: Comparing the
Findings of the WTO and GTA
Introduction
The purpose of this chapter is to compare the findings of the WTO and Global
Trade Alert (GTA) reports on the amount of crisis-era protectionism. Since the
types of government policy monitored by both organisations overlap but are not
the same, here the WTO’s design choice is used to compare the number of policy
changes found by the WTO and GTA. The goal, then, is to develop the closest
possible legitimate comparison (an ‘apples-and-apples’ comparison as opposed
to an ‘apples-and-oranges’ comparison). Such a comparison will serve many
purposes, not least to inform those who may have found confusing the different
findings presented in these organisation’s reports on protectionism.
This chapter is organised as follows. The next section summarises the
relevant features of the WTO’s approach to monitoring crisis-era trade policy
developments. Then, taking the WTO’s design choices as given, the findings of
the WTO and GTA are compared. Concluding remarks follow.

WTO reporting on G20 trade measures
The WTO began monitoring crisis-era trade policy developments following a
request from the leaders of the G20 nations. To date the WTO has published 12
reports, the latest of which was made publicly available last week, specifically on
5 November 2014. Some of these reports have garnered significant coverage in
international media, not least because of the claim made that the trade restrictive
measures undertaken by the G20 countries cover a tiny percentage of world
trade. This finding in particular has been used by governments and some analysts
to argue that protectionism has been contained since the onset of the global
economic crisis (or as many refer to it, the Great Recession).
In addition to these reports, the WTO has created and made publicly available
a Trade Monitoring Database from which data on the policy responses of G20
countries can be extracted.1 The WTO has also summarised information on these
trade policy responses in an Excel file that includes worksheets for each G20

1

This database can be accessed at http://tmdb.wto.org/.
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member.2 The file contains 2,042 entries of policy changes by the G20 countries.3
In this file, the WTO organises the trade measures reported for each G20 member
into the following categories: “measures facilitating trade”, “trade remedy
measures” and “other trade and trade-related measures.”
In the body of the WTO reports, particular attention is given to what the WTO
refers to as “trade restrictive” measures.4 Such measures are classified into four
groups labelled “trade remedy”, “import”, “export” and “other.” The WTO then
calculates for “import-restrictive” measures (which presumably include fewer
trade measures than the “trade restrictive” category) the share of world imports
and G20 imports covered by such measures.
In the latest WTO report, the G20 members were found to have implemented
93 trade-restrictive measures between mid-May 2014 and mid-October 2014. The
import-restrictive measures implemented by the G20 nations during that period
were found to cover 0.6% of world imports and 0.8% of the total imports of the
G20 nations.
The WTO Trade Monitoring Database does include some entries where the
policy change is not a trade restrictive border measure. Inspection of this database
reveals that local content requirements, public procurement initiatives that
discriminate against foreign bidders for state contracts, and certain trade-related
financial incentives have been recorded by the WTO. However, in its latest report
the WTO notes in its Executive Summary that:
“…adequate information on behind-the-border measures, including regulatory
measures and subsidies is still lacking. Non-tariff measures applied by a number of
G20 countries have been the subject of recent debate in various WTO bodies. Some
consider that these types of measures have become more prominent in recent years,
compared to conventional border measures, and therefore the need to increase
the quality of information available is paramount. To deliver on this and enhance
our understanding of the operation and effects of non-tariff barriers to trade, G20
members should look to provide greater transparency in this area” (WTO, 2014, p. 4).

The latest WTO report presents information, in an easy-to-read table, on the
number of trade-restrictive measures found in each of its last eight reports, which
cover a period from mid-October 2010 to mid-October 2014. Previous versions
of the WTO’s trade monitoring report have been consulted and it appears that
the total number of trade restrictive measures imposed by the G20 in a given
reporting period have not been revised in subsequent reports.5 This implies that
if a G20 measure implemented during a particular reporting period is discovered

2
3
4
5

The latest version of that Excel file can be downloaded from http://www.wto.org/english/news_e/
news14_e/trdev_05nov14_e.htm.
Table 4.2 (see below) provides the breakdown of this total across G20 member and type of policy
instrument.
See Table 2 of WTO (2014), page 17.
Compare, for example, Table 2 of the November 2014 report (on page 17) with Table 2 of the June 2014
report (on page 16).
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after that period, it is not included in the totals reported in subsequent WTO
reports on trade policy developments.6
The authors of the latest WTO report are aware of the consequences of underreporting so-called behind-the-border policy changes for the interpretation of
the protectionist record since the onset of the global economic crisis, as the
following remark makes clear:
“It should be noted that, as suggested by several commentators, governments may
have resorted to alternative forms of protection, particularly in the form of industrial
policy and other types of behind-the-border measures, and that the data gathered for
purposes of the G20 monitoring may not fully capture such measures” (WTO, 2014,
p. 21).

Nevertheless, the conclusion of the latest WTO report, as expressed in its
Executive Summary, is that
“Overall, this report supports the conclusion that despite the continuing increase
in the stock of new trade-restrictive measures recorded since 2008, the trade policy
reaction to the 2008 global economic and financial crisis has been more muted than
expected based on previous crises. This shows that the multilateral trading system has
acted as an effective backstop against protectionism” (WTO, 2014, p. 4).

Taking the WTO’s approach to reporting data on trade policy developments, the
remainder of this chapter is devoted to comparing the findings of the WTO’s
reports with those of Global Trade Alert.

Comparing the incidence of protectionism found by the WTO and
GTA
The first comparison performed concerns the number of trade-restrictive
measures found during the period mid-October 2010 to mid-October 2014.7 This
period covers the eight most recent WTO reports. The GTA database contains
6

In this regard the following remarks by WTO Deputy Director-General Agah, made when presenting the
findings of the June 2014 report on trade policy developments, on the process employed by the WTO
Secretariat and the role played by WTO members in the information verification process are telling:
“As has been the case in the past, information on the measures included in this report has
been collected from inputs submitted by Members and Observers, as well as from other official
and public sources. I am pleased to note that the rate of reply to the DG’s initial request for
information for this report is up slightly from last year’s edition and now stands at 37% of the
membership. The WTO Secretariat has drawn on these replies, as well as on a variety of other
public and official sources, to collect information to be included in the report. All recorded
country-specific information on trade measures was sent for verification to the delegations
concerned. Requests for verification of information were sent to 50 delegations (counting the
EU as one) and 56% of them provided replies in time for the finalization of the report. This
represents a welcome ten per cent increase compared to the last report. As with previous reports,
where it has not been possible to confirm the information, this is noted in the annexes.”
Mr Agah’s remarks can be accessed at http://www.wto.org/english/news_e/news14_e/ddgra_10jul14_e.htm.
7

To be precise, from 16 October 2010 to 15 October 2014.
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the date a government measure comes into force and so only those measures
that came into force during this four-year period are used to compute the totals
for GTA that follow. This has the disadvantage that measures that have been
announced, but do not yet affect the relative treatment of domestic commercial
interests vis-à-vis their foreign rivals will not count towards the GTA totals, but
may well count towards the WTO totals. However, the fact that GTA continues
to collect information on measures from earlier reporting periods implies that
the GTA totals below reflect what was known in mid-October 2014 about policies
implemented during the previous four years.
The WTO does not provide an explicit definition of what policy changes it
takes to be “trade-restrictive” measures. The Excel file published along with the
WTO reports definitely includes trade remedy measures (or “trade defence”, as
they are referred to in the GTA reports). For the purpose of constructing the
comparable totals from the GTA database for the period mid-October 2010 and
mid-October 2014, “trade-restrictive” measures were taken to include only the
following policy instruments: trade defence measures that resulted preliminary
or final duties being imposed, tariff increases, import bans, more restrictive tariffrate quotas, tighter import quotas, export taxes and restrictions, and measures to
promote local content. The latter measure type constitutes the “other” category
in the statistics reported for the GTA in the paragraph that follows, the remaining
measures being sorted as appropriate into the “trade remedies”, “import” and
“export” categories. Given that the WTO’s Excel file includes some public
procurement measures and subsidies, then restricting the definition of “other”
only to local content is particularly conservative. The latter restriction may bias
the GTA totals downwards, ultimately stacking the comparison against GTA.
Figure 4.1 shows the total number of trade-restrictive measures reported by the
WTO in its eight most recent reports and the comparable totals from the GTA
database in each of the reporting periods. In the most recent reporting period,
the WTO found 93 trade-restrictive measures whereas GTA found a total of 98
such measures had been implemented. In earlier reporting periods, however, the
total number of trade-restrictive measures found by GTA is substantially higher
than that reported by the WTO. Over the entire four-year period, the WTO found
855 trade restrictive measures whereas GTA found 1,235. GTA found 44% more
trade restrictive measures than those recorded in WTO reports.
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Figure 4.1. Total number of “trade restrictive” measures found during October
2010-October 2014 by the WTO and the GTA
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It is also possible to compare the WTO and GTA’s reporting across categories of
trade-restrictive measure, as shown in Table 4.1. In each of the four categories,
GTA reported more measures. Only in the case of export taxes and restrictions
did GTA find slightly more measures than the WTO. In contrast in the “other”
category, which as noted earlier is defined in a more restrictive manner for GTA,
the total number of measures found by the GTA exceeded those by the WTO by
a margin exceeding four to one.
In addition to contrasting the total number of “trade-restrictive” measures
recorded between October 2010 and October 2014, given that the Excel file
circulated with the WTO’s report includes measures since 2008, breaking the
information reported down by year, by jurisdiction, and into three types of trade
measure, other comparisons are possible. Specifically, the WTO’s Excel file assigns
each reported measure to “measures facilitating trade”, “trade remedies” or “other
trade and trade-related measures.” It is evident from consulting this Excel file that
the “trade remedies” grouping includes trade defence investigations that resulted
in duties being imposed as well as those that did not, plus the termination of
trade defence duties. Consequently, the “trade remedies” grouping does not only
include policy changes that restrict trade.
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The first comparison performed was between the total number of measures of
all types found in the WTO’s Excel file and those in the GTA database, giving an
indication of the overall coverage of one source relative to the other. For each
G20 member and across all G20 members, the totals for each source and GTA’s
total expressed as a percentage of the WTO total are reported in columns 2 to 4
of Table 4.2. For no G20 member was the number of entries in the GTA database
less than that in the WTO source. On average there were 69% more entries on
G20 members in the GTA database than in the WTO source. There is a substantial
difference in the degree to which the number of GTA entries exceeds that of the
WTO, with Mexico at low end (where GTA has only 4% more measures) and
Japan at the upper end (where GTA has more than 12 times as many recorded
measures as the WTO).
To assess the total number of “measures facilitating trade” recorded by the
WTO, data from GTA was assembled on all of the measures in the GTA database
that improved the relative treatment of foreign commercial interests, improved
the transparency of national commercial policies, or were neutral towards foreign
commercial interests. For each G20 member in the WTO’s Excel file, the total
number of entries in the WTO’s file was compared with the total number of
measures in the GTA database that meet the above criteria and the relevant data
is reported in columns 5 to 7 of Table 4.2. Both data sources report the same
very small (three) number of liberalising measures by Saudi Arabia. At the other
extreme, the GTA reports 11 times more liberalising measures by the US than
the WTO source. On average, GTA reports more than twice as many liberalising
measures for the G20 members than the WTO.
The next comparison concerns the number of “trade remedies” in each
database. Columns 8 to 10 of Table 4.2 record the number of such remedies
recorded in each source. Here the WTO and GTA databases report approximately
the same total number of trade remedy measures. At first glance, GTA reports
fewer trade remedy measures than the WTO for Australia, Canada, the EU,
Indonesia, Mexico, Saudi Arabia and South Africa.
Only in the case of EU and South Africa is the discrepancy sizeable and, upon
further investigation of the WTO Excel file, it was found that the WTO totals
were increased by the inclusion of numerous records of the termination of
duties on trade remedies often first imposed before the global economic crisis.
The GTA includes only three such terminations in its database for the entire
G20, corresponding to cases where duties were withdrawn early (and, therefore,
may constitute an unexpected improvement in the relative treatment of certain
foreign firms.) One of those three terminations in the GTA database relates to
South Africa, none relates to the EU. In fact, 66 of the 159 recorded entries in the
WTO source on trade remedy actions taken by the EU relate to the termination
of duties. If those measures are excluded, then the GTA total again exceeds that
of the WTO.
The final comparison is between the number of “other” measures in the
WTO source and those in the GTA database. The measures listed in the WTO
source cover a wide range of policy interventions and no definition is provided.
Inspection of the WTO source reveals that “other” measures do not include
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trade remedies. Perhaps the least arbitrary approach, therefore, is to compare the
catch-all “other” WTO category with the records in the GTA database that relate
to implemented state measures that discriminate against foreign commercial
interests and that are not trade remedies. This comparison may be stacked
against GTA, as the WTO source may contain non-implemented protectionist
measures as well as liberalising measures that are not trade-related, whereas the
GTA totals reported here do not. The final three columns of Table 4.2 present
this comparison across the sources for each G20 nation. For no G20 country
is the number of recorded measures in the WTO source larger than in the GTA
database. On average, GTA includes more than three times as many reports on
such policies as the WTO source.
In this section, comparisons were presented between the coverage of the GTA
database and that found in WTO reports (where the headline numbers focus
on trade-restrictive measures) and in an Excel file of WTO records that is made
available with the publication of WTO reports on G20 trade measures (a file
containing a broader range of policy instruments than those plausibly considered
trade restrictive.) With a few exceptions, the coverage of GTA along every other
dimension is not just larger, it is much larger. Given that the financial resources
used to support GTA are modest, this begs the question as to what other factors
could be responsible for the lower amount of protectionism found in official
reports.

Implications for policy
Some have concluded – and some may have found it convenient to conclude
– on the basis of the information contained in the WTO’s periodic reports on
trade measures taken by the G20 that protectionism has been limited since the
onset of the global economic crisis. If its reports are anything to go by, the WTO
Secretariat has reached this conclusion. But how satisfactory is the evidential
basis to support this significant finding?
The WTO Secretariat notes in its latest report that, in its view, information
on many policies that tilt the playing field against foreign commercial interests
is not available and, rather than taking steps to collect this data on a systematic
basis, it calls upon G20 members to be more transparent in their policymaking.
Leaving aside doubts that the G20 members would actively report their own
murky protectionism, it is difficult to reconcile the WTO’s concerns about the
paucity of potentially relevant information about policies taken by the G20 with
the loudly proclaimed conclusions that protectionism has been contained and
that it only affects a tiny share of cross-border commerce. Moreover, the fact that
the latter calculations are based on a very narrow set of policies could mislead
policymakers, analysts and journalists.
The evidence presented in this chapter, however, suggests that there are
concerns about the official monitoring of trade measures by the G20; that is,
that the coverage of the WTO’s monitoring effort falls short along almost every
dimension of that of an alternative surveillance initiative. Even when the closest
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possible comparisons are made – confining comparisons to the same jurisdictions,
the same time periods and, as far as is possible, similar policy instruments – the
WTO’s monitoring of policy measures falls short at this critical moment for the
world trading system.
In this chapter, statistics summarising the frequency with which G20
governments have resorted to protectionism and to measures that liberalise
cross-border commerce were compiled from the WTO’s and GTA’s monitoring
initiatives. Earlier in the crisis, Wolfe (2010) attempted to compare the extent of
reporting by the WTO and GTA, coming out in favour of the former. The findings
of this chapter point in the opposite direction: over the longer run, the GTA
has recorded many more commerce-liberalising as well as protectionist measures
taken by G20 nations.
Since neither GTA nor the WTO reports the impact of crisis-era policy
changes, a comparison on that basis is not possible – and no doubt could be
the subject of future research. Furthermore, while the WTO does compute the
trade covered by a limited range of import restrictions, GTA does not, thereby
making comprehensive comparisons on this basis impossible. The estimates
of trade coverage using the GTA database have tended to focus on the impact
of state-provided financial incentives almost certainly affecting trade (see
Evenett and Fritz, 2011a,b; Evenett et al., 2012), and those estimates dwarf the
highly publicised trade coverage findings of the WTO Secretariat. Still, a clean
(comparing apples-to-apples) and up-to-date comparison of the trade coverage of
protectionist measures found by both initiatives has yet to be conducted.
The question arises as to why the WTO’s monitoring has fallen short of that of
an independent alternative. Several explanations can be set aside. First, as noted
above, it is not a matter of scope, as GTA finds more measures when attention
is confined to the jurisdictions and trade-restrictive measures of the WTO’s
choosing.
Second, it is unlikely to be a matter of resources, as the annual ongoing costs
of running GTA are modest. Third, GTA does not have privileged access to
information on public policy choices. If anything, the WTO has an advantage
here in that its membership is supposed to make notifications on many policy
changes and the Trade Policy Review Mechanism (TPRM) receives a lot of
information on national policy choice.
Furthermore, once account is taken of the fact that GTA updates its website
often, that those updates are made publicly available and therefore can be seen
by the WTO Secretariat, then the latter could have used the official sources
identified by GTA as one of the starting points for its investigations. In contrast,
the WTO updates its publicly available database infrequently (only twice this year,
for example). The WTO Secretariat could have built upon, and augmented from
its own sources, the findings of GTA, leading plausibly to the expectation that
official monitoring of protectionism should report a higher number of measures
than the independent alternative. Yet, the opposite has in fact happened.
Attention shifts, then, to other reasons for the WTO’s limited reporting on crisisera protectionism.
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The incentives and constraints on the WTO Secretariat in monitoring the
actions of its own member governments in the context of a global economic
crisis are worth further exploration. Given that the IMF and other international
organisations seek to monitor their respective members, then there may be lessons
from their experience. If limits exist, then these could inform the benchmarks
against which the performance of official and independent monitors could be
judged.
In sum, strengthening the WTO’s monitoring function with more resources,
a higher internal profile and the like are obvious policy recommendations that
follow from the comparison presented here. However, just as turkeys don’t vote
for Christmas, what is the incentive for the monitored to bolster the monitor? It
is a worrying thought that protectionism might have to get much worse before
G20 members and other states see the need to strengthen the transparency
functions of the WTO.
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Argentina
Table 5.1. Foreign state measures affecting Argentina’s commercial interests

ALL MEASURES
Total number of measures affecting Argentina’s commercial interests

731

693

Total number of foreign measures found to benefit, or involve no change
in the treatment of, Argentina's commercial interests

244

243

Total number of announced, currently unimplemented foreign measures
that would almost certainly harm Argentina's interests

61

46

Total number of foreign implemented measures that likely harm
Argentina's commercial interests

90

90

Total number of foreign measures that have been implemented and which
almost certainly discriminate against Argentina’s interests

336

314

Percentage of foreign measures that benefited or were neutral towards
Argentina’s commercial interests

33.4

35.1

Percentage of foreign measures that harm Argentina’s commercial interests

58.3

58.3

MEASURES STILL IN FORCE
Total number of implemented foreign measures still affecting Argentina’s
commercial interests

489

475

Total number of implemented measures that likely harmed or almost
certainly harmed Argentina's commercial interests

323

310

Total number of implemented measures that almost certainly harmed
Argentina's commercial interests

251

238

Percentage of foreign measures still in force that harm Argentina’s
commercial interests

66.1

65.3

PENDING MEASURES
Total number of pending measures that might affect Argentina’s
commercial interests

70

55

Total number of pending measures that, if implemented, are likely to harm
Argentina's commercial interests

61

46

Percentage of pending foreign measures that threaten Argentina’s
commercial interests

87.1

83.6

MEASURES NO LONGER IN FORCE
Total number of implemented measures that affected Argentina’s
commercial interests and are no longer in force

169

160

Total number of implemented measures that likely harmed or almost
certainly harmed Argentina's interests which are no longer in force

100

91

Total number of implemented measures that almost certainly harmed
Argentina's commercial interests which are no longer in force

85

76

23.5

22.5

79

79

Summary statistic of foreign state measures
affecting Argentina’s commercial interests

Percentage of crisis-era foreign measures that harmed Argentina’s
commercial interests which have been unwound
TRADING PARTNERS RESPONSIBLE
Total number of trading partners that have imposed measures that are
currently in force and that harm Argentina’s commercial interests

Note: As the Global Trade Alert database is updated frequently, the above data will change. Updates on the
numbers in this table can be found by going to http://www.globaltradealert.org/site-statistics, and selecting
“Argentina” in the “Affecting Trading Partner” and clicking the button “Get Stats”.

ARGENTINA

All
measures

All measures
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actions
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Table 5.2. 		 Argentina’s state measures affecting other jurisdictions’ commercial
interests.

All
measures

All measures
except antidumping,
anti-subsidy,
and safe-guard
actions

ALL MEASURES
Total number of announced or implemented measures by
Argentina

362

279

Total number of Argentina’s measures found to benefit or
involve no change in the treatment of other jurisdictions’
commercial interests

35

35

Total number of announced measures by Argentina that if
implemented would almost certainly harm foreign interests

24

3

Total number of implemented measures by Argentina that likely
harm foreign interests

25

25

Total number of Argentina’s measures that have been
implemented and which almost certainly discriminate against
foreign commercial interests

278

216

Percentage of Argentina’s measures that harm foreign
commercial interests

83.7

86.4

MEASURES STILL IN FORCE
Total number of Argentina’s measures found to benefit or
involve no change in the treatment of other jurisdictions’
commercial interests

26

26

Total number of Argentina’s measures that have been
implemented and are likely to harm foreign commercial
interests

12

12

Total number of Argentina’s measures that have been
implemented and which almost certainly discriminate against
foreign commercial interests

224

180

Percentage of Argentina’s measures still in force that harm
foreign commercial interests

90.1

88.1

COMMERCE AFFECTED
Total number of 4-digit tariff lines affected by measures
implemented by Argentina that harm foreign interests
(maximum 1214)

541

541

Total number of 2-digit sectors affected by measures
implemented by Argentina that harm foreign commercial
interests (maximum 69)

69

69

Total number of trading partners affected by measures
implemented by Argentina that harm foreign commercial
interests

162

162

ARGENTINA

Summary statistic of foreign state measures
affecting Argentina’s commercial interests

Note: As the Global Trade Alert database is updated frequently, the above data will change. Updates on the
numbers in this table can be found by going to http://www.globaltradealert.org/site-statistics, and selecting
“Argentina” in the “Affecting Trading Partner” and clicking the button “Get Stats”.
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Australia
Table 5.3. Foreign state measures affecting Australia’s commercial interests

ALL MEASURES
Total number of measures affecting Australia’s commercial interests

954

921

Total number of foreign measures found to benefit, or involve no change
in the treatment of, Australia's commercial interests

328

327

Total number of announced, currently unimplemented foreign measures
that would almost certainly harm Australia's interests

63

46

Total number of foreign implemented measures that likely harm Australia's
commercial interests

137

137

Total number of foreign measures that have been implemented and which
almost certainly discriminate against Australia’s interests

426

411

Percentage of foreign measures that benefited or were neutral towards
Australia’s commercial interests

34.4

35.5

Percentage of foreign measures that harm Australia’s commercial interests

59

59.5

MEASURES STILL IN FORCE
Total number of implemented foreign measures still affecting Australia’s
commercial interests

662

654

Total number of implemented measures that likely harmed or almost
certainly harmed Australia's commercial interests

451

444

Total number of implemented measures that almost certainly harmed
Australia's commercial interests

341

334

Percentage of foreign measures still in force that harm Australia’s
commercial interests

68.1

67.9

PENDING MEASURES
Total number of pending measures that might affect Australia’s
commercial interests

79

62

Total number of pending measures that, if implemented, are likely to harm
Australia's commercial interests

63

46

Percentage of pending foreign measures that threaten Australia’s
commercial interests

79.7

74.2

MEASURES NO LONGER IN FORCE
Total number of implemented measures that affected Australia’s
commercial interests and are no longer in force

209

201

Total number of implemented measures that likely harmed or almost
certainly harmed Australia's interests which are no longer in force

108

100

Total number of implemented measures that almost certainly harmed
Australia's commercial interests which are no longer in force

83

75

19.2

18.2

77

77

Summary statistic of foreign state measures
affecting Australia’s commercial interests

Percentage of crisis-era foreign measures that harmed Australia’s
commercial interests which have been unwound
TRADING PARTNERS RESPONSIBLE
Total number of trading partners that have imposed measures that are
currently in force and that harm Australia’s commercial interests

Note: As the Global Trade Alert database is updated frequently, the above data will change. Updates on the
numbers in this table can be found by going to http://www.globaltradealert.org/site-statistics, and selecting
“Australia” in the “Affecting Trading Partner” and clicking the button “Get Stats”.
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All
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Table 5.4. Australia’s state measures affecting other jurisdictions’ commercial interests

All
measures

All measures
except antidumping,
anti-subsidy,
and safe-guard
actions

ALL MEASURES
Total number of announced or implemented measures by
Australia

120

61

Total number of Australia’s measures found to benefit or involve
no change in the treatment of other jurisdictions’ commercial
interests

16

16

Total number of announced measures by Australia that if
implemented would almost certainly harm foreign interests

26

4

Total number of implemented measures by Australia that likely
harm foreign interests

6

3

Total number of Australia’s measures that have been
implemented and which almost certainly discriminate against
foreign commercial interests

72

38

Percentage of Australia’s measures that harm foreign
commercial interests

65

67.2

MEASURES STILL IN FORCE
Total number of Australia’s measures found to benefit or involve
no change in the treatment of other jurisdictions’ commercial
interests

14

14

Total number of Australia’s measures that have been
implemented and are likely to harm foreign commercial
interests

6

3

Total number of Australia’s measures that have been
implemented and which almost certainly discriminate against
foreign commercial interests

69

38

84.3

74.5

COMMERCE AFFECTED
Total number of 4-digit tariff lines affected by measures
implemented by Australia that harm foreign interests (maximum
1214)

67

67

Total number of 2-digit sectors affected by measures
implemented by Australia that harm foreign commercial
interests (maximum 69)

41

41

Total number of trading partners affected by measures
implemented by Australia that harm foreign commercial
interests

79

78

Summary statistic of foreign state measures
affecting Australia’s commercial interests

AUSTRALIA

Percentage of Australia’s measures still in force that harm
foreign commercial interests

Note: As the Global Trade Alert database is updated frequently, the above data will change. Updates on the
numbers in this table can be found by going to http://www.globaltradealert.org/site-statistics, and selecting
“Australia” in the “Affecting Trading Partner” and clicking the button “Get Stats”.

The G20’s Resort to Protectionism: Country Tables 105

Brazil
Table 5.5. Foreign state measures affecting Brazil’s commercial interests

ALL MEASURES
Total number of measures affecting Brazil’s commercial interests

1100

1023

Total number of foreign measures found to benefit, or involve no change
in the treatment of, Brazil's commercial interests

305

303

Total number of announced, currently unimplemented foreign measures
that would almost certainly harm Brazil's interests

88

56

Total number of foreign implemented measures that likely harm Brazil's
commercial interests

133

133

Total number of foreign measures that have been implemented and which
almost certainly discriminate against Brazil’s interests

574

531

Percentage of foreign measures that benefited or were neutral towards
Brazil’s commercial interests

27.7

29.6

Percentage of foreign measures that harm Brazil’s commercial interests

64.3

64.9

MEASURES STILL IN FORCE
Total number of implemented foreign measures still affecting Brazil’s
commercial interests

742

708

Total number of implemented measures that likely harmed or almost
certainly harmed Brazil's commercial interests

539

507

Total number of implemented measures that almost certainly harmed
Brazil's commercial interests

441

409

Percentage of foreign measures still in force that harm Brazil’s commercial
interests

72.6

71.6

PENDING MEASURES
Total number of pending measures that might affect Brazil’s commercial
interests

105

73

Total number of pending measures that, if implemented, are likely to harm
Brazil's commercial interests

88

56

Percentage of pending foreign measures that threaten Brazil’s commercial
interests

83.8

76.7

MEASURES NO LONGER IN FORCE
Total number of implemented measures that affected Brazil’s commercial
interests and are no longer in force

249

238

Total number of implemented measures that likely harmed or almost
certainly harmed Brazil's interests which are no longer in force

164

153

Total number of implemented measures that almost certainly harmed
Brazil's commercial interests which are no longer in force

132

121

Percentage of crisis-era foreign measures that harmed Brazil’s commercial
interests which have been unwound

23.2

23

90

90

Summary statistic of foreign state measures
affecting Brazil’s commercial interests

TRADING PARTNERS RESPONSIBLE
Total number of trading partners that have imposed measures that are
currently in force and that harm Brazil’s commercial interests

Note: As the Global Trade Alert database is updated frequently, the above data will change. Updates on the
numbers in this table can be found by going to http://www.globaltradealert.org/site-statistics, and selecting
“Brazil” in the “Affecting Trading Partner” and clicking the button “Get Stats”.
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Table 5.6. Brazil’s state measures affecting other jurisdictions’ commercial interests

All
measures

All measures
except antidumping,
anti-subsidy,
and safe-guard
actions

ALL MEASURES
Total number of announced or implemented measures by Brazil

464

341

Total number of Brazil’s measures found to benefit or involve
no change in the treatment of other jurisdictions’ commercial
interests

191

188

Total number of announced measures by Brazil that if
implemented would almost certainly harm foreign interests

41

1

Total number of implemented measures by Brazil that likely
harm foreign interests

46

46

Total number of Brazil’s measures that have been implemented
and which almost certainly discriminate against foreign
commercial interests

186

106

Percentage of Brazil’s measures that harm foreign commercial
interests

50

44.6

MEASURES STILL IN FORCE
Total number of Brazil’s measures found to benefit or involve
no change in the treatment of other jurisdictions’ commercial
interests

104

102

Total number of Brazil’s measures that have been implemented
and are likely to harm foreign commercial interests

28

28

Total number of Brazil’s measures that have been implemented
and which almost certainly discriminate against foreign
commercial interests

164

88

Percentage of Brazil’s measures still in force that harm foreign
commercial interests

64.9

53.2

COMMERCE AFFECTED
Total number of 4-digit tariff lines affected by measures
implemented by Brazil that harm foreign interests (maximum
1214)

1001

1001

Total number of 2-digit sectors affected by measures
implemented by Brazil that harm foreign commercial interests
(maximum 69)

54

54

Total number of trading partners affected by measures
implemented by Brazil that harm foreign commercial interests

190

189

BRAZIL

Summary statistic of foreign state measures
affecting Brazil’s commercial interests

Note: As the Global Trade Alert database is updated frequently, the above data will change. Updates on the
numbers in this table can be found by going to http://www.globaltradealert.org/site-statistics, and selecting
“Brazil” in the “Affecting Trading Partner” and clicking the button “Get Stats”.
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Canada
Table 5.7. Foreign state measures affecting Canada’s commercial interests

ALL MEASURES
Total number of measures affecting Canada’s commercial interests

1185

1150

Total number of foreign measures found to benefit, or involve no change
in the treatment of, Canada's commercial interests

404

403

Total number of announced, currently unimplemented foreign measures
that would almost certainly harm Canada's interests

79

65

Total number of foreign implemented measures that likely harm Canada's
commercial interests

142

142

Total number of foreign measures that have been implemented and which
almost certainly discriminate against Canada’s interests

560

540

Percentage of foreign measures that benefited or were neutral towards
Canada’s commercial interests

34.1

35

Percentage of foreign measures that harm Canada’s commercial interests

59.2

59.3

MEASURES STILL IN FORCE
Total number of implemented foreign measures still affecting Canada’s
commercial interests

800

787

Total number of implemented measures that likely harmed or almost
certainly harmed Canada's commercial interests

542

530

Total number of implemented measures that almost certainly harmed
Canada's commercial interests

432

420

Percentage of foreign measures still in force that harm Canada’s
commercial interests

67.8

67.3

PENDING MEASURES
Total number of pending measures that might affect Canada’s commercial
interests

94

80

Total number of pending measures that, if implemented, are likely to harm
Canada's commercial interests

79

65

Percentage of pending foreign measures that threaten Canada’s
commercial interests

84

81.2

MEASURES NO LONGER IN FORCE
Total number of implemented measures that affected Canada’s
commercial interests and are no longer in force

288

280

Total number of implemented measures that likely harmed or almost
certainly harmed Canada's interests which are no longer in force

157

149

Total number of implemented measures that almost certainly harmed
Canada's commercial interests which are no longer in force

126

118

Percentage of crisis-era foreign measures that harmed Canada’s
commercial interests which have been unwound

22.4

21.8

89

89

Summary statistic of foreign state measures
affecting Canada’s commercial interests

TRADING PARTNERS RESPONSIBLE
Total number of trading partners that have imposed measures that are
currently in force and that harm Canada’s commercial interests

Note: As the Global Trade Alert database is updated frequently, the above data will change. Updates on the
numbers in this table can be found by going to http://www.globaltradealert.org/site-statistics, and selecting
“Canada” in the “Affecting Trading Partner” and clicking the button “Get Stats”.
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Table 5.8. Canada’s state measures affecting other jurisdictions’ commercial interests

All
measures

All measures
except antidumping,
anti-subsidy,
and safe-guard
actions

ALL MEASURES
Total number of announced or implemented measures by
Canada

137

93

Total number of Canada’s measures found to benefit or involve
no change in the treatment of other jurisdictions’ commercial
interests

34

34

Total number of announced measures by Canada that if
implemented would almost certainly harm foreign interests

24

16

Total number of implemented measures by Canada that likely
harm foreign interests

12

12

Total number of Canada’s measures that have been
implemented and which almost certainly discriminate against
foreign commercial interests

67

31

Percentage of Canada’s measures that harm foreign commercial
interests

57.7

46.2

MEASURES STILL IN FORCE
Total number of Canada’s measures found to benefit or involve
no change in the treatment of other jurisdictions’ commercial
interests

24

24

Total number of Canada’s measures that have been
implemented and are likely to harm foreign commercial
interests

11

11

Total number of Canada’s measures that have been
implemented and which almost certainly discriminate against
foreign commercial interests

58

26

Percentage of Canada’s measures still in force that harm foreign
commercial interests

74.2

60.7

COMMERCE AFFECTED
Total number of 4-digit tariff lines affected by measures
implemented by Canada that harm foreign interests (maximum
1214)

143

143

Total number of 2-digit sectors affected by measures
implemented by Canada that harm foreign commercial interests
(maximum 69)

36

36

Total number of trading partners affected by measures
implemented by Canada that harm foreign commercial interests

138

136

CANADA

Summary statistic of foreign state measures
affecting Canada’s commercial interests

Note: As the Global Trade Alert database is updated frequently, the above data will change. Updates on the
numbers in this table can be found by going to http://www.globaltradealert.org/site-statistics, and selecting
“Canada” in the “Affecting Trading Partner” and clicking the button “Get Stats”.
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China
Table 5.9. Foreign state measures affecting China’s commercial interests

ALL MEASURES
Total number of measures affecting China’s commercial interests

2758

1929

Total number of foreign measures found to benefit, or involve no change
in the treatment of, China's commercial interests

640

637

Total number of announced, currently unimplemented foreign measures
that would almost certainly harm China's interests

313

90

Total number of foreign implemented measures that likely harm China's
commercial interests

210

208

Total number of foreign measures that have been implemented and which
almost certainly discriminate against China’s interests

1595

994

Percentage of foreign measures that benefited or were neutral towards
China’s commercial interests

23.2

33

Percentage of foreign measures that harm China’s commercial interests

65.4

62.3

MEASURES STILL IN FORCE
Total number of implemented foreign measures still affecting China’s
commercial interests

1942

1426

Total number of implemented measures that likely harmed or almost
certainly harmed China's commercial interests

1509

995

Total number of implemented measures that almost certainly harmed
China's commercial interests

1338

826

Percentage of foreign measures still in force that harm China’s commercial
interests

77.7

69.8

PENDING MEASURES
Total number of pending measures that might affect China’s commercial
interests

341

117

Total number of pending measures that, if implemented, are likely to harm
China's commercial interests

313

90

Percentage of pending foreign measures that threaten China’s commercial
interests

91.8

76.9

MEASURES NO LONGER IN FORCE
Total number of implemented measures that affected China’s commercial
interests and are no longer in force

469

381

Total number of implemented measures that likely harmed or almost
certainly harmed China's interests which are no longer in force

290

202

Total number of implemented measures that almost certainly harmed
China's commercial interests which are no longer in force

254

166

Percentage of crisis-era foreign measures that harmed China’s commercial
interests which have been unwound

16.1

16.8

TRADING PARTNERS RESPONSIBLE
Total number of trading partners that have imposed measures that are
currently in force and that harm China’s commercial interests

114

108

Summary statistic of foreign state measures
affecting China’s commercial interests

Note: As the Global Trade Alert database is updated frequently, the above data will change. Updates on the
numbers in this table can be found by going to http://www.globaltradealert.org/site-statistics, and selecting
“China” in the “Affecting Trading Partner” and clicking the button “Get Stats”.

CHINA

All
measures

All measures
except antidumping,
anti-subsidy,
and safeguard
actions

110 The Global Trade Disorder: The 16th GTA Report
Table 5.10. China’s state measures affecting other jurisdictions’ commercial interests

All
measures

All measures
except antidumping,
anti-subsidy,
and safe-guard
actions

ALL MEASURES
Total number of announced or implemented measures by China

232

169

Total number of China’s measures found to benefit or involve
no change in the treatment of other jurisdictions’ commercial
interests

65

65

Total number of announced measures by China that if
implemented would almost certainly harm foreign interests

17

5

Total number of implemented measures by China that likely
harm foreign interests

36

36

Total number of China’s measures that have been implemented
and which almost certainly discriminate against foreign
commercial interests

114

63

Percentage of China’s measures that harm foreign commercial
interests

64.7

58.6

MEASURES STILL IN FORCE
Total number of China’s measures found to benefit or involve
no change in the treatment of other jurisdictions’ commercial
interests

57

57

Total number of China’s measures that have been implemented
and are likely to harm foreign commercial interests

28

28

Total number of China’s measures that have been implemented
and which almost certainly discriminate against foreign
commercial interests

99

56

Percentage of China’s measures still in force that harm foreign
commercial interests

69

59.6

COMMERCE AFFECTED
Total number of 4-digit tariff lines affected by measures
implemented by China that harm foreign interests (maximum
1214)

895

895

Total number of 2-digit sectors affected by measures
implemented by China that harm foreign commercial interests
(maximum 69)

56

56

Total number of trading partners affected by measures
implemented by China that harm foreign commercial interests

196

195

CHINA

Summary statistic of foreign state measures
affecting China’s commercial interests

Note: As the Global Trade Alert database is updated frequently, the above data will change. Updates on the
numbers in this table can be found by going to http://www.globaltradealert.org/site-statistics, and selecting
“China” in the “Affecting Trading Partner” and clicking the button “Get Stats”.
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France
Table 5.11. Foreign state measures affecting France’s commercial interests

ALL MEASURES
Total number of measures affecting France’s commercial interests

1638

1513

Total number of foreign measures found to benefit, or involve no change
in the treatment of, France's commercial interests

518

517

Total number of announced, currently unimplemented foreign measures
that would almost certainly harm France's interests

113

66

Total number of foreign implemented measures that likely harm France's
commercial interests

166

166

Total number of foreign measures that have been implemented and which
almost certainly discriminate against France’s interests

841

764

Percentage of foreign measures that benefited or were neutral towards
France’s commercial interests

31.6

34.2

Percentage of foreign measures that harm France’s commercial interests

61.5

61.5

MEASURES STILL IN FORCE
Total number of implemented foreign measures still affecting France’s
commercial interests

1129

1074

Total number of implemented measures that likely harmed or almost
certainly harmed France's commercial interests

784

730

Total number of implemented measures that almost certainly harmed
France's commercial interests

658

604

Percentage of foreign measures still in force that harm France’s
commercial interests

69.4

68

PENDING MEASURES
Total number of pending measures that might affect France’s commercial
interests

132

85

Total number of pending measures that, if implemented, are likely to harm
France's commercial interests

113

66

Percentage of pending foreign measures that threaten France’s commercial
interests

85.6

77.6

MEASURES NO LONGER IN FORCE
Total number of implemented measures that affected France’s commercial
interests and are no longer in force

373

350

Total number of implemented measures that likely harmed or almost
certainly harmed France's interests which are no longer in force

219

196

Total number of implemented measures that almost certainly harmed
France's commercial interests which are no longer in force

181

158

Percentage of crisis-era foreign measures that harmed France’s commercial
interests which have been unwound

21.7

21.1

TRADING PARTNERS RESPONSIBLE
Total number of trading partners that have imposed measures that are
currently in force and that harm France’s commercial interests

102

102

Summary statistic of foreign state measures
affecting France’s commercial interests

Note: As the Global Trade Alert database is updated frequently, the above data will change. Updates on the
numbers in this table can be found by going to http://www.globaltradealert.org/site-statistics, and selecting
“France” in the “Affecting Trading Partner” and clicking the button “Get Stats”.
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Table 5.12. France’s state measures affecting other jurisdictions’ commercial interests

All
measures

All measures
except antidumping,
anti-subsidy,
and safe-guard
actions

ALL MEASURES
Total number of announced or implemented measures by
France

244

132

Total number of France’s measures found to benefit or involve
no change in the treatment of other jurisdictions’ commercial
interests

46

45

Total number of announced measures by France that if
implemented would almost certainly harm foreign interests

45

7

Total number of implemented measures by France that likely
harm foreign interests

24

24

Total number of France’s measures that have been implemented
and which almost certainly discriminate against foreign
commercial interests

129

56

Percentage of France’s measures that harm foreign commercial
interests

62.7

60.6

MEASURES STILL IN FORCE
Total number of France’s measures found to benefit or involve
no change in the treatment of other jurisdictions’ commercial
interests

30

29

Total number of France’s measures that have been implemented
and are likely to harm foreign commercial interests

14

14

Total number of France’s measures that have been implemented
and which almost certainly discriminate against foreign
commercial interests

101

35

Percentage of France’s measures still in force that harm foreign
commercial interests

79.3

62.8

COMMERCE AFFECTED
Total number of 4-digit tariff lines affected by measures
implemented by France that harm foreign interests (maximum
1214)

1067

1067

Total number of 2-digit sectors affected by measures
implemented by France that harm foreign commercial interests
(maximum 69)

49

49

Total number of trading partners affected by measures
implemented by France that harm foreign commercial interests

196

195

FRANCE

Summary statistic of foreign state measures
affecting France’s commercial interests

Note: As the Global Trade Alert database is updated frequently, the above data will change. Updates on the
numbers in this table can be found by going to http://www.globaltradealert.org/site-statistics, and selecting
“France” in the “Affecting Trading Partner” and clicking the button “Get Stats”.
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Germany
Table 5.13. Foreign state measures affecting Germany’s commercial interests

ALL MEASURES
Total number of measures affecting Germany’s commercial interests

1885

1708

Total number of foreign measures found to benefit, or involve no change
in the treatment of, Germany's commercial interests

596

595

Total number of announced, currently unimplemented foreign measures
that would almost certainly harm Germany's interests

143

71

Total number of foreign implemented measures that likely harm
Germany's commercial interests

189

189

Total number of foreign measures that have been implemented and which
almost certainly discriminate against Germany’s interests

957

853

Percentage of foreign measures that benefited or were neutral towards
Germany’s commercial interests

31.6

34.8

Percentage of foreign measures that harm Germany’s commercial interests

60.8

61

MEASURES STILL IN FORCE
Total number of implemented foreign measures still affecting Germany’s
commercial interests

1302

1232

Total number of implemented measures that likely harmed or almost
certainly harmed Germany's commercial interests

899

830

Total number of implemented measures that almost certainly harmed
Germany's commercial interests

751

682

Percentage of foreign measures still in force that harm Germany’s
commercial interests

69

67.4

PENDING MEASURES
Total number of pending measures that might affect Germany’s
commercial interests

162

90

Total number of pending measures that, if implemented, are likely to harm
Germany's commercial interests

143

71

Percentage of pending foreign measures that threaten Germany’s
commercial interests

88.3

78.9

MEASURES NO LONGER IN FORCE
Total number of implemented measures that affected Germany’s
commercial interests and are no longer in force

417

382

Total number of implemented measures that likely harmed or almost
certainly harmed Germany's interests which are no longer in force

243

208

Total number of implemented measures that almost certainly harmed
Germany's commercial interests which are no longer in force

204

169

Percentage of crisis-era foreign measures that harmed Germany’s
commercial interests which have been unwound

21.2

20

TRADING PARTNERS RESPONSIBLE
Total number of trading partners that have imposed measures that are
currently in force and that harm Germany’s commercial interests

102

102

Summary statistic of foreign state measures
affecting Germany’s commercial interests

Note: As the Global Trade Alert database is updated frequently, the above data will change. Updates on the
numbers in this table can be found by going to http://www.globaltradealert.org/site-statistics, and selecting
“Germany” in the “Affecting Trading Partner” and clicking the button “Get Stats”.
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Table 5.14. Germany’s state measures affecting other jurisdictions’ commercial
interests

All
measures

All measures
except antidumping,
anti-subsidy,
and safe-guard
actions

ALL MEASURES
Total number of announced or implemented measures by
Germany

264

152

Total number of Germany’s measures found to benefit or involve
no change in the treatment of other jurisdictions’ commercial
interests

50

49

Total number of announced measures by Germany that if
implemented would almost certainly harm foreign interests

44

6

Total number of implemented measures by Germany that likely
harm foreign interests

22

22

Total number of Germany’s measures that have been
implemented and which almost certainly discriminate against
foreign commercial interests

148

75

Percentage of Germany’s measures that harm foreign
commercial interests

64.4

63.8

MEASURES STILL IN FORCE
Total number of Germany’s measures found to benefit or involve
no change in the treatment of other jurisdictions’ commercial
interests

34

33

Total number of Germany’s measures that have been
implemented and are likely to harm foreign commercial
interests

11

11

Total number of Germany’s measures that have been
implemented and which almost certainly discriminate against
foreign commercial interests

117

51

Percentage of Germany’s measures still in force that harm
foreign commercial interests

79

65.3

1043

1043

Total number of 2-digit sectors affected by measures
implemented by Germany that harm foreign commercial
interests (maximum 69)

62

62

Total number of trading partners affected by measures
implemented by Germany that harm foreign commercial
interests

199

199

Summary statistic of foreign state measures
affecting Germany’s commercial interests

GERMANY

COMMERCE AFFECTED
Total number of 4-digit tariff lines affected by measures
implemented by Germany that harm foreign interests (maximum
1214)

Note: As the Global Trade Alert database is updated frequently, the above data will change. Updates on the
numbers in this table can be found by going to http://www.globaltradealert.org/site-statistics, and selecting
“Germany” in the “Affecting Trading Partner” and clicking the button “Get Stats”.
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India
Table 5.15. Foreign state measures affecting India’s commercial interests

ALL MEASURES
Total number of measures affecting India’s commercial interests

1382

1243

Total number of foreign measures found to benefit, or involve no change
in the treatment of, India's commercial interests

429

427

Total number of announced, currently unimplemented foreign measures
that would almost certainly harm India's interests

117

68

Total number of foreign implemented measures that likely harm India's
commercial interests

165

165

Total number of foreign measures that have been implemented and which
almost certainly discriminate against India’s interests

671

583

Percentage of foreign measures that benefited or were neutral towards
India’s commercial interests

31

34.4

Percentage of foreign measures that harm India’s commercial interests

60.5

60.2

MEASURES STILL IN FORCE
Total number of implemented foreign measures still affecting India’s
commercial interests

964

894

Total number of implemented measures that likely harmed or almost
certainly harmed India's commercial interests

684

615

Total number of implemented measures that almost certainly harmed
India's commercial interests

556

487

Percentage of foreign measures still in force that harm India’s commercial
interests

71

68.8

PENDING MEASURES
Total number of pending measures that might affect India’s commercial
interests

137

87

Total number of pending measures that, if implemented, are likely to harm
India's commercial interests

117

68

Percentage of pending foreign measures that threaten India’s commercial
interests

85.4

78.2

MEASURES NO LONGER IN FORCE
Total number of implemented measures that affected India’s commercial
interests and are no longer in force

276

257

Total number of implemented measures that likely harmed or almost
certainly harmed India's interests which are no longer in force

147

128

Total number of implemented measures that almost certainly harmed
India's commercial interests which are no longer in force

113

94

Percentage of crisis-era foreign measures that harmed India’s commercial
interests which have been unwound

17.6

17.1

96

96

Summary statistic of foreign state measures
affecting India’s commercial interests

TRADING PARTNERS RESPONSIBLE
Total number of trading partners that have imposed measures that are
currently in force and that harm India’s commercial interests

Note: As the Global Trade Alert database is updated frequently, the above data will change. Updates on the
numbers in this table can be found by going to http://www.globaltradealert.org/site-statistics, and selecting
“India” in the “Affecting Trading Partner” and clicking the button “Get Stats”.
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Table 5.16. India’s state measures affecting other jurisdictions’ commercial interests

All
measures

All measures
except antidumping,
anti-subsidy,
and safe-guard
actions

ALL MEASURES
Total number of announced or implemented measures by India

586

400

Total number of India’s measures found to benefit or involve
no change in the treatment of other jurisdictions’ commercial
interests

146

145

Total number of announced measures by India that if
implemented would almost certainly harm foreign interests

48

2

Total number of implemented measures by India that likely
harm foreign interests

38

38

Total number of India’s measures that have been implemented
and which almost certainly discriminate against foreign
commercial interests

354

215

Percentage of India’s measures that harm foreign commercial
interests

66.9

63.2

MEASURES STILL IN FORCE
Total number of India’s measures found to benefit or involve
no change in the treatment of other jurisdictions’ commercial
interests

127

126

Total number of India’s measures that have been implemented
and are likely to harm foreign commercial interests

35

35

Total number of India’s measures that have been implemented
and which almost certainly discriminate against foreign
commercial interests

317

191

Percentage of India’s measures still in force that harm foreign
commercial interests

73.5

64.2

COMMERCE AFFECTED
Total number of 4-digit tariff lines affected by measures
implemented by India that harm foreign interests (maximum
1214)

870

870

Total number of 2-digit sectors affected by measures
implemented by India that harm foreign commercial interests
(maximum 69)

51

51

Total number of trading partners affected by measures
implemented by India that harm foreign commercial interests

202

201

INDIA

Summary statistic of foreign state measures
affecting India’s commercial interests

Note: As the Global Trade Alert database is updated frequently, the above data will change. Updates on the
numbers in this table can be found by going to http://www.globaltradealert.org/site-statistics, and selecting
“India” in the “Affecting Trading Partner” and clicking the button “Get Stats”.
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Indonesia
Table 5.17. Foreign state measures affecting Indonesia’s commercial interests

ALL MEASURES
Total number of measures affecting Indonesia’s commercial interests

1031

909

Total number of foreign measures found to benefit, or involve no change
in the treatment of, Indonesia's commercial interests

315

313

Total number of announced, currently unimplemented foreign measures
that would almost certainly harm Indonesia's interests

81

43

Total number of foreign implemented measures that likely harm
Indonesia's commercial interests

135

134

Total number of foreign measures that have been implemented and which
almost certainly discriminate against Indonesia’s interests

500

419

Percentage of foreign measures that benefited or were neutral towards
Indonesia’s commercial interests

30.6

34.4

Percentage of foreign measures that harm Indonesia’s commercial interests

61.6

60.8

MEASURES STILL IN FORCE
Total number of implemented foreign measures still affecting Indonesia’s
commercial interests

717

652

Total number of implemented measures that likely harmed or almost
certainly harmed Indonesia's commercial interests

514

451

Total number of implemented measures that almost certainly harmed
Indonesia's commercial interests

406

344

Percentage of foreign measures still in force that harm Indonesia’s
commercial interests

71.7

69.2

PENDING MEASURES
Total number of pending measures that might affect Indonesia’s
commercial interests

94

56

Total number of pending measures that, if implemented, are likely to harm
Indonesia's commercial interests

81

43

Percentage of pending foreign measures that threaten Indonesia’s
commercial interests

86.2

76.8

MEASURES NO LONGER IN FORCE
Total number of implemented measures that affected Indonesia’s
commercial interests and are no longer in force

217

198

Total number of implemented measures that likely harmed or almost
certainly harmed Indonesia's interests which are no longer in force

118

99

Total number of implemented measures that almost certainly harmed
Indonesia's commercial interests which are no longer in force

92

73

18.6

17.9

86

82

Summary statistic of foreign state measures
affecting Indonesia’s commercial interests

Percentage of crisis-era foreign measures that harmed Indonesia’s
commercial interests which have been unwound
TRADING PARTNERS RESPONSIBLE
Total number of trading partners that have imposed measures that are
currently in force and that harm Indonesia’s commercial interests

Note: As the Global Trade Alert database is updated frequently, the above data will change. Updates on the
numbers in this table can be found by going to http://www.globaltradealert.org/site-statistics, and selecting
“Indonesia” in the “Affecting Trading Partner” and clicking the button “Get Stats”.
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Table 5.18. Indonesia’s state measures affecting other jurisdictions’ commercial
interests

All
measures

All measures
except antidumping,
anti-subsidy,
and safe-guard
actions

ALL MEASURES
Total number of announced or implemented measures by
Indonesia

189

145

Total number of Indonesia’s measures found to benefit or
involve no change in the treatment of other jurisdictions’
commercial interests

41

41

Total number of announced measures by Indonesia that if
implemented would almost certainly harm foreign interests

25

6

Total number of implemented measures by Indonesia that likely
harm foreign interests

11

11

Total number of Indonesia’s measures that have been
implemented and which almost certainly discriminate against
foreign commercial interests

112

87

Percentage of Indonesia’s measures that harm foreign
commercial interests

65.1

67.6

MEASURES STILL IN FORCE
Total number of Indonesia’s measures found to benefit or
involve no change in the treatment of other jurisdictions’
commercial interests

16

16

Total number of Indonesia’s measures that have been
implemented and are likely to harm foreign commercial
interests

7

7

Total number of Indonesia’s measures that have been
implemented and which almost certainly discriminate against
foreign commercial interests

90

74

Percentage of Indonesia’s measures still in force that harm
foreign commercial interests

85.8

83.5

COMMERCE AFFECTED
Total number of 4-digit tariff lines affected by measures
implemented by Indonesia that harm foreign interests
(maximum 1214)

644

644

Total number of 2-digit sectors affected by measures
implemented by Indonesia that harm foreign commercial
interests (maximum 69)

49

49

Total number of trading partners affected by measures
implemented by Indonesia that harm foreign commercial
interests

183

183

INDONESIA

Summary statistic of foreign state measures
affecting Indonesia’s commercial interests

Note: As the Global Trade Alert database is updated frequently, the above data will change. Updates on the
numbers in this table can be found by going to http://www.globaltradealert.org/site-statistics, and selecting
“Indonesia” in the “Affecting Trading Partner” and clicking the button “Get Stats”.
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Italy
Table 5.19. Foreign state measures affecting Italy’s commercial interests

ALL MEASURES
Total number of measures affecting Italy’s commercial interests

1631

1487

Total number of foreign measures found to benefit, or involve no change
in the treatment of, Italy's commercial interests

516

515

Total number of announced, currently unimplemented foreign measures
that would almost certainly harm Italy's interests

114

61

Total number of foreign implemented measures that likely harm Italy's
commercial interests

169

169

Total number of foreign measures that have been implemented and which
almost certainly discriminate against Italy’s interests

832

742

Percentage of foreign measures that benefited or were neutral towards
Italy’s commercial interests

31.6

34.6

Percentage of foreign measures that harm Italy’s commercial interests

61.4

61.3

MEASURES STILL IN FORCE
Total number of implemented foreign measures still affecting Italy’s
commercial interests

1117

1055

Total number of implemented measures that likely harmed or almost
certainly harmed Italy's commercial interests

771

710

Total number of implemented measures that almost certainly harmed
Italy's commercial interests

640

579

Percentage of foreign measures still in force that harm Italy’s commercial
interests

69

67.3

PENDING MEASURES
Total number of pending measures that might affect Italy’s commercial
interests

130

77

Total number of pending measures that, if implemented, are likely to harm
Italy's commercial interests

114

61

Percentage of pending foreign measures that threaten Italy’s commercial
interests

87.7

79.2

MEASURES NO LONGER IN FORCE
Total number of implemented measures that affected Italy’s commercial
interests and are no longer in force

381

352

Total number of implemented measures that likely harmed or almost
certainly harmed Italy's interests which are no longer in force

227

198

Total number of implemented measures that almost certainly harmed
Italy's commercial interests which are no longer in force

190

161

Percentage of crisis-era foreign measures that harmed Italy’s commercial
interests which have been unwound

22.7

21.7

94

94

Summary statistic of foreign state measures
affecting Italy’s commercial interests

TRADING PARTNERS RESPONSIBLE
Total number of trading partners that have imposed measures that are
currently in force and that harm Italy’s commercial interests

Note: As the Global Trade Alert database is updated frequently, the above data will change. Updates on the
numbers in this table can be found by going to http://www.globaltradealert.org/site-statistics, and selecting
“Italy” in the “Affecting Trading Partner” and clicking the button “Get Stats”.
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Table 5.20. Italy’s state measures affecting other jurisdictions’ commercial interests

All
measures

All measures
except antidumping,
anti-subsidy,
and safe-guard
actions

ALL MEASURES
Total number of announced or implemented measures by Italy

243

131

Total number of Italy’s measures found to benefit or involve
no change in the treatment of other jurisdictions’ commercial
interests

45

44

Total number of announced measures by Italy that if
implemented would almost certainly harm foreign interests

43

5

Total number of implemented measures by Italy that likely harm
foreign interests

21

21

Total number of Italy’s measures that have been implemented
and which almost certainly discriminate against foreign
commercial interests

134

61

Percentage of Italy’s measures that harm foreign commercial
interests

63.8

62.6

MEASURES STILL IN FORCE
Total number of Italy’s measures found to benefit or involve
no change in the treatment of other jurisdictions’ commercial
interests

31

30

Total number of Italy’s measures that have been implemented
and are likely to harm foreign commercial interests

12

12

Total number of Italy’s measures that have been implemented
and which almost certainly discriminate against foreign
commercial interests

106

40

Percentage of Italy’s measures still in force that harm foreign
commercial interests

79.2

63.4

COMMERCE AFFECTED
Total number of 4-digit tariff lines affected by measures
implemented by Italy that harm foreign interests (maximum
1214)

1034

1034

Total number of 2-digit sectors affected by measures
implemented by Italy that harm foreign commercial interests
(maximum 69)

69

69

Total number of trading partners affected by measures
implemented by Italy that harm foreign commercial interests

209

208

Summary statistic of foreign state measures
affecting Italy’s commercial interests

ITALY

Note: As the Global Trade Alert database is updated frequently, the above data will change. Updates on the
numbers in this table can be found by going to http://www.globaltradealert.org/site-statistics, and selecting
“Italy” in the “Affecting Trading Partner” and clicking the button “Get Stats”.
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Japan
Table 5.21. Foreign state measures affecting Japan’s commercial interests

ALL MEASURES
Total number of measures affecting Japan’s commercial interests

1554

1407

Total number of foreign measures found to benefit, or involve no change
in the treatment of, Japan's commercial interests

519

518

Total number of announced, currently unimplemented foreign measures
that would almost certainly harm Japan's interests

122

63

Total number of foreign implemented measures that likely harm Japan's
commercial interests

169

169

Total number of foreign measures that have been implemented and which
almost certainly discriminate against Japan’s interests

744

657

Percentage of foreign measures that benefited or were neutral towards
Japan’s commercial interests

33.4

36.8

Percentage of foreign measures that harm Japan’s commercial interests

58.8

58.7

MEASURES STILL IN FORCE
Total number of implemented foreign measures still affecting Japan’s
commercial interests

1087

1023

Total number of implemented measures that likely harmed or almost
certainly harmed Japan's commercial interests

733

670

Total number of implemented measures that almost certainly harmed
Japan's commercial interests

593

530

Percentage of foreign measures still in force that harm Japan’s commercial
interests

67.4

65.5

PENDING MEASURES
Total number of pending measures that might affect Japan’s commercial
interests

143

84

Total number of pending measures that, if implemented, are likely to harm
Japan's commercial interests

122

63

Percentage of pending foreign measures that threaten Japan’s commercial
interests

85.3

75

MEASURES NO LONGER IN FORCE
Total number of implemented measures that affected Japan’s commercial
interests and are no longer in force

320

297

Total number of implemented measures that likely harmed or almost
certainly harmed Japan's interests which are no longer in force

176

153

Total number of implemented measures that almost certainly harmed
Japan's commercial interests which are no longer in force

147

124

Percentage of crisis-era foreign measures that harmed Japan’s commercial
interests which have been unwound

19.3

18.5

99

99

Summary statistic of foreign state measures
affecting Japan’s commercial interests

TRADING PARTNERS RESPONSIBLE
Total number of trading partners that have imposed measures that are
currently in force and that harm Japan’s commercial interests

Note: As the Global Trade Alert database is updated frequently, the above data will change. Updates on the
numbers in this table can be found by going to http://www.globaltradealert.org/site-statistics, and selecting
“Japan” in the “Affecting Trading Partner” and clicking the button “Get Stats”.
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Table 5.22. Japan’s state measures affecting other jurisdictions’ commercial interests

All
measures

All measures
except antidumping,
anti-subsidy,
and safe-guard
actions

ALL MEASURES
Total number of announced or implemented measures by Japan

109

99

Total number of Japan’s measures found to benefit or involve
no change in the treatment of other jurisdictions’ commercial
interests

10

10

Total number of announced measures by Japan that if
implemented would almost certainly harm foreign interests

5

3

Total number of implemented measures by Japan that likely
harm foreign interests

20

20

Total number of Japan’s measures that have been implemented
and which almost certainly discriminate against foreign
commercial interests

74

66

Percentage of Japan’s measures that harm foreign commercial
interests

86.2

86.9

MEASURES STILL IN FORCE
Total number of Japan’s measures found to benefit or involve
no change in the treatment of other jurisdictions’ commercial
interests

6

6

Total number of Japan’s measures that have been implemented
and are likely to harm foreign commercial interests

19

19

Total number of Japan’s measures that have been implemented
and which almost certainly discriminate against foreign
commercial interests

68

64

Percentage of Japan’s measures still in force that harm foreign
commercial interests

93.5

93.3

COMMERCE AFFECTED
Total number of 4-digit tariff lines affected by measures
implemented by Japan that harm foreign interests (maximum
1214)

227

227

Total number of 2-digit sectors affected by measures
implemented by Japan that harm foreign commercial interests
(maximum 69)

37

37

Total number of trading partners affected by measures
implemented by Japan that harm foreign commercial interests

142

141

JAPAN

Summary statistic of foreign state measures
affecting Japan’s commercial interests

Note: As the Global Trade Alert database is updated frequently, the above data will change. Updates on the
numbers in this table can be found by going to http://www.globaltradealert.org/site-statistics, and selecting
“Japan” in the “Affecting Trading Partner” and clicking the button “Get Stats”.
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Republic of Korea
Table 5.25. Foreign state measures affecting Rep. of Korea’s commercial interests

ALL MEASURES
Total number of measures affecting Rep. of Korea’s commercial interests

1603

1383

Total number of foreign measures found to benefit, or involve no change
in the treatment of, Rep. of Korea's commercial interests

501

499

Total number of announced, currently unimplemented foreign measures
that would almost certainly harm Rep. of Korea's interests

145

61

Total number of foreign implemented measures that likely harm Rep. of
Korea's commercial interests

172

172

Total number of foreign measures that have been implemented and which
almost certainly discriminate against Rep. of Korea’s interests

785

651

Percentage of foreign measures that benefited or were neutral towards
Rep. of Korea’s commercial interests

31.3

36.1

Percentage of foreign measures that harm Rep. of Korea’s commercial
interests

59.7

59.5

MEASURES STILL IN FORCE
Total number of implemented foreign measures still affecting Rep. of
Korea’s commercial interests

1109

1001

Total number of implemented measures that likely harmed or almost
certainly harmed Rep. of Korea's commercial interests

774

667

Total number of implemented measures that almost certainly harmed Rep.
of Korea's commercial interests

637

530

Percentage of foreign measures still in force that harm Rep. of Korea’s
commercial interests

69.8

66.6

PENDING MEASURES
Total number of pending measures that might affect Rep. of Korea’s
commercial interests

162

77

Total number of pending measures that, if implemented, are likely to harm
Rep. of Korea's commercial interests

145

61

Percentage of pending foreign measures that threaten Rep. of Korea’s
commercial interests

89.5

79.2

MEASURES NO LONGER IN FORCE
Total number of implemented measures that affected Rep. of Korea’s
commercial interests and are no longer in force

328

301

Total number of implemented measures that likely harmed or almost
certainly harmed Rep. of Korea's interests which are no longer in force

179

152

Total number of implemented measures that almost certainly harmed Rep.
of Korea's commercial interests which are no longer in force

146

119

Percentage of crisis-era foreign measures that harmed Rep. of Korea’s
commercial interests which have been unwound

18.7

18.5

TRADING PARTNERS RESPONSIBLE
Total number of trading partners that have imposed measures that are
currently in force and that harm Rep. of Korea’s commercial interests

96

95

Summary statistic of foreign state measures
affecting Rep. of Korea’s commercial interests

Note: As the Global Trade Alert database is updated frequently, the above data will change. Updates on the
numbers in this table can be found by going to http://www.globaltradealert.org/site-statistics, and selecting
“Republic of Korea” in the “Affecting Trading Partner” and clicking the button “Get Stats”.
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Table 5.26. Republic of Korea’s state measures affecting other jurisdictions’
commercial interests

All
measures

All measures
except antidumping,
anti-subsidy,
and safe-guard
actions

ALL MEASURES
Total number of announced or implemented measures by Rep.
of Korea

89

67

Total number of Rep. of Korea’s measures found to benefit
or involve no change in the treatment of other jurisdictions’
commercial interests

27

27

Total number of announced measures by Rep. of Korea that if
implemented would almost certainly harm foreign interests

12

6

Total number of implemented measures by Rep. of Korea that
likely harm foreign interests

9

9

Total number of Rep. of Korea’s measures that have been
implemented and which almost certainly discriminate against
foreign commercial interests

41

25

56.2

50.7

MEASURES STILL IN FORCE
Total number of Rep. of Korea’s measures found to benefit
or involve no change in the treatment of other jurisdictions’
commercial interests

18

18

Total number of Rep. of Korea’s measures that have been
implemented and are likely to harm foreign commercial
interests

9

9

Total number of Rep. of Korea’s measures that have been
implemented and which almost certainly discriminate against
foreign commercial interests

35

21

Percentage of Rep. of Korea’s measures still in force that harm
foreign commercial interests

71

62.5

COMMERCE AFFECTED
Total number of 4-digit tariff lines affected by measures
implemented by Rep. of Korea that harm foreign interests
(maximum 1214)

215

215

Total number of 2-digit sectors affected by measures
implemented by Rep. of Korea that harm foreign commercial
interests (maximum 69)

37

37

Total number of trading partners affected by measures
implemented by Rep. of Korea that harm foreign commercial
interests

123

123

Summary statistic of foreign state measures
affecting Rep. of Korea’s commercial interests

REPUBLIC OF KOREA

Percentage of Rep. of Korea’s measures that harm foreign
commercial interests

Note: As the Global Trade Alert database is updated frequently, the above data will change. Updates on the
numbers in this table can be found by going to http://www.globaltradealert.org/site-statistics, and selecting
“Republic of Korea” in the “Affecting Trading Partner” and clicking the button “Get Stats”.
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Mexico
Table 5.23. Foreign state measures affecting Mexico’s commercial interests

ALL MEASURES
Total number of measures affecting Mexico’s commercial interests

1060

1006

Total number of foreign measures found to benefit, or involve no change
in the treatment of, Mexico's commercial interests

376

371

Total number of announced, currently unimplemented foreign measures
that would almost certainly harm Mexico's interests

78

55

Total number of foreign implemented measures that likely harm Mexico's
commercial interests

132

132

Total number of foreign measures that have been implemented and which
almost certainly discriminate against Mexico’s interests

474

448

Percentage of foreign measures that benefited or were neutral towards
Mexico’s commercial interests

35.5

36.9

Percentage of foreign measures that harm Mexico’s commercial interests

57.2

57.7

MEASURES STILL IN FORCE
Total number of implemented foreign measures still affecting Mexico’s
commercial interests

699

677

Total number of implemented measures that likely harmed or almost
certainly harmed Mexico's commercial interests

473

455

Total number of implemented measures that almost certainly harmed
Mexico's commercial interests

379

361

Percentage of foreign measures still in force that harm Mexico’s
commercial interests

67.7

67.2

PENDING MEASURES
Total number of pending measures that might affect Mexico’s commercial
interests

93

69

Total number of pending measures that, if implemented, are likely to harm
Mexico's commercial interests

78

55

Percentage of pending foreign measures that threaten Mexico’s
commercial interests

83.9

79.7

MEASURES NO LONGER IN FORCE
Total number of implemented measures that affected Mexico’s
commercial interests and are no longer in force

265

257

Total number of implemented measures that likely harmed or almost
certainly harmed Mexico's interests which are no longer in force

130

122

Total number of implemented measures that almost certainly harmed
Mexico's commercial interests which are no longer in force

94

86

21.5

21

74

74

Summary statistic of foreign state measures
affecting Mexico’s commercial interests

Percentage of crisis-era foreign measures that harmed Mexico’s
commercial interests which have been unwound
TRADING PARTNERS RESPONSIBLE
Total number of trading partners that have imposed measures that are
currently in force and that harm Mexico’s commercial interests

Note: As the Global Trade Alert database is updated frequently, the above data will change. Updates on the
numbers in this table can be found by going to http://www.globaltradealert.org/site-statistics, and selecting
“Mexico” in the “Affecting Trading Partner” and clicking the button “Get Stats”.

MEXICO

All
measures

All measures
except antidumping,
anti-subsidy,
and safeguard
actions
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Table 5.24. Mexico’s state measures affecting other jurisdictions’ commercial interests

All
measures

All measures
except antidumping,
anti-subsidy,
and safe-guard
actions

ALL MEASURES
Total number of announced or implemented measures by
Mexico

96

38

Total number of Mexico’s measures found to benefit or involve
no change in the treatment of other jurisdictions’ commercial
interests

20

19

Total number of announced measures by Mexico that if
implemented would almost certainly harm foreign interests

15

1

Total number of implemented measures by Mexico that likely
harm foreign interests

7

7

Total number of Mexico’s measures that have been
implemented and which almost certainly discriminate against
foreign commercial interests

54

11

Percentage of Mexico’s measures that harm foreign commercial
interests

63.5

47.4

MEASURES STILL IN FORCE
Total number of Mexico’s measures found to benefit or involve
no change in the treatment of other jurisdictions’ commercial
interests

17

16

Total number of Mexico’s measures that have been
implemented and are likely to harm foreign commercial
interests

7

7

Total number of Mexico’s measures that have been
implemented and which almost certainly discriminate against
foreign commercial interests

48

7

Percentage of Mexico’s measures still in force that harm foreign
commercial interests

76.4

46.7

COMMERCE AFFECTED
Total number of 4-digit tariff lines affected by measures
implemented by Mexico that harm foreign interests (maximum
1214)

190

190

Total number of 2-digit sectors affected by measures
implemented by Mexico that harm foreign commercial interests
(maximum 69)

32

32

Total number of trading partners affected by measures
implemented by Mexico that harm foreign commercial interests

88

86

MEXICO

Summary statistic of foreign state measures
affecting Mexico’s commercial interests

Note: As the Global Trade Alert database is updated frequently, the above data will change. Updates on the
numbers in this table can be found by going to http://www.globaltradealert.org/site-statistics, and selecting
“Mexico” in the “Affecting Trading Partner” and clicking the button “Get Stats”.
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Russian Federation
Table 5.27. Foreign state measures affecting Russian Fed.’s commercial interests

ALL MEASURES
Total number of measures affecting Russia’s commercial interests

923

832

Total number of foreign measures found to benefit, or involve no change
in the treatment of, Russia's commercial interests

267

267

Total number of announced, currently unimplemented foreign measures
that would almost certainly harm Russia's interests

78

36

Total number of foreign implemented measures that likely harm Russia's
commercial interests

110

110

Total number of foreign measures that have been implemented and which
almost certainly discriminate against Russia’s interests

468

419

Percentage of foreign measures that benefited or were neutral towards
Russia’s commercial interests

28.9

32.1

Percentage of foreign measures that harm Russia’s commercial interests

62.6

63.6

MEASURES STILL IN FORCE
Total number of implemented foreign measures still affecting Russia’s
commercial interests

649

605

Total number of implemented measures that likely harmed or almost
certainly harmed Russia's commercial interests

463

419

Total number of implemented measures that almost certainly harmed
Russia's commercial interests

374

330

Percentage of foreign measures still in force that harm Russia’s commercial
interests

71.3

69.3

PENDING MEASURES
Total number of pending measures that might affect Russia’s commercial
interests

87

45

Total number of pending measures that, if implemented, are likely to harm
Russia's commercial interests

78

36

Percentage of pending foreign measures that threaten Russia’s commercial
interests

89.7

80

MEASURES NO LONGER IN FORCE
Total number of implemented measures that affected Russia’s commercial
interests and are no longer in force

183

178

Total number of implemented measures that likely harmed or almost
certainly harmed Russia's interests which are no longer in force

111

106

Total number of implemented measures that almost certainly harmed
Russia's commercial interests which are no longer in force

93

88

19.2

20

89

89

Summary statistic of foreign state measures
affecting Russia’s commercial interests

Percentage of crisis-era foreign measures that harmed Russia’s commercial
interests which have been unwound
TRADING PARTNERS RESPONSIBLE
Total number of trading partners that have imposed measures that are
currently in force and that harm Russia’s commercial interests

Note: As the Global Trade Alert database is updated frequently, the above data will change. Updates on the
numbers in this table can be found by going to http://www.globaltradealert.org/site-statistics, and selecting
“Russian Federation” in the “Affecting Trading Partner” and clicking the button “Get Stats”.

RUSSIAN FEDERATION

All
measures

All measures
except antidumping,
anti-subsidy,
and safeguard
actions
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Table 5.28. Russian Fed.’s state measures affecting other jurisdictions’ commercial
interests

All
measures

All measures
except antidumping,
anti-subsidy,
and safe-guard
actions

ALL MEASURES
Total number of announced or implemented measures by
Russia

546

503

Total number of Russia’s measures found to benefit or involve
no change in the treatment of other jurisdictions’ commercial
interests

134

134

Total number of announced measures by Russia that if
implemented would almost certainly harm foreign interests

37

25

Total number of implemented measures by Russia that likely
harm foreign interests

37

37

Total number of Russia’s measures that have been implemented
and which almost certainly discriminate against foreign
commercial interests

338

307

Percentage of Russia’s measures that harm foreign commercial
interests

68.7

68.4

MEASURES STILL IN FORCE
Total number of Russia’s measures found to benefit or involve
no change in the treatment of other jurisdictions’ commercial
interests

100

100

Total number of Russia’s measures that have been implemented
and are likely to harm foreign commercial interests

35

35

Total number of Russia’s measures that have been implemented
and which almost certainly discriminate against foreign
commercial interests

241

232

Percentage of Russia’s measures still in force that harm foreign
commercial interests

73.4

72.8

COMMERCE AFFECTED
Total number of 4-digit tariff lines affected by measures
implemented by Russia that harm foreign interests (maximum
1214)

693

693

Total number of 2-digit sectors affected by measures
implemented by Russia that harm foreign commercial interests
(maximum 69)

63

63

Total number of trading partners affected by measures
implemented by Russia that harm foreign commercial interests

155

153

RUSSIAN FEDERATION

Summary statistic of foreign state measures
affecting Russia’s commercial interests

Note: As the Global Trade Alert database is updated frequently, the above data will change. Updates on the
numbers in this table can be found by going to http://www.globaltradealert.org/site-statistics, and selecting
“Russian Federation” in the “Affecting Trading Partner” and clicking the button “Get Stats”.
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Saudi Arabia
Table 5.29. Foreign state measures affecting Saudi Arabia’s commercial interests

ALL MEASURES
Total number of measures affecting Saudi Arabia’s commercial interests

469

431

Total number of foreign measures found to benefit, or involve no change
in the treatment of, Saudi Arabia's commercial interests

146

144

Total number of announced, currently unimplemented foreign measures
that would almost certainly harm Saudi Arabia's interests

42

24

Total number of foreign implemented measures that likely harm Saudi
Arabia's commercial interests

69

69

Total number of foreign measures that have been implemented and which
almost certainly discriminate against Saudi Arabia’s interests

212

194

Percentage of foreign measures that benefited or were neutral towards
Saudi Arabia’s commercial interests

31.1

33.4

Percentage of foreign measures that harm Saudi Arabia’s commercial
interests

59.9

61

MEASURES STILL IN FORCE
Total number of implemented foreign measures still affecting Saudi
Arabia’s commercial interests

317

303

Total number of implemented measures that likely harmed or almost
certainly harmed Saudi Arabia's commercial interests

211

198

Total number of implemented measures that almost certainly harmed
Saudi Arabia's commercial interests

161

148

Percentage of foreign measures still in force that harm Saudi Arabia’s
commercial interests

66.6

65.3

PENDING MEASURES
Total number of pending measures that might affect Saudi Arabia’s
commercial interests

45

26

Total number of pending measures that, if implemented, are likely to harm
Saudi Arabia's commercial interests

42

24

Percentage of pending foreign measures that threaten Saudi Arabia’s
commercial interests

93.3

92.3

MEASURES NO LONGER IN FORCE
Total number of implemented measures that affected Saudi Arabia’s
commercial interests and are no longer in force

106

101

Total number of implemented measures that likely harmed or almost
certainly harmed Saudi Arabia's interests which are no longer in force

69

64

Total number of implemented measures that almost certainly harmed
Saudi Arabia's commercial interests which are no longer in force

51

46

Percentage of crisis-era foreign measures that harmed Saudi Arabia’s
commercial interests which have been unwound

24.6

24.3

TRADING PARTNERS RESPONSIBLE
Total number of trading partners that have imposed measures that are
currently in force and that harm Saudi Arabia’s commercial interests

72

72

Summary statistic of foreign state measures
affecting Saudi Arabia’s commercial interests

Note: As the Global Trade Alert database is updated frequently, the above data will change. Updates on the
numbers in this table can be found by going to http://www.globaltradealert.org/site-statistics, and selecting
“Saudi Arabia” in the “Affecting Trading Partner” and clicking the button “Get Stats”.

SAUDI ARABIA

All
measures

All measures
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actions
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Table 5.30. Saudi Arabia’s state measures affecting other jurisdictions’ commercial
interests

All
measures

All measures
except antidumping,
anti-subsidy,
and safe-guard
actions

ALL MEASURES
Total number of announced or implemented measures by Saudi
Arabia

24

24

Total number of Saudi Arabia’s measures found to benefit
or involve no change in the treatment of other jurisdictions’
commercial interests

4

4

Total number of announced measures by Saudi Arabia that if
implemented would almost certainly harm foreign interests

2

2

Total number of implemented measures by Saudi Arabia that
likely harm foreign interests

1

1

Total number of Saudi Arabia’s measures that have been
implemented and which almost certainly discriminate against
foreign commercial interests

17

17

Percentage of Saudi Arabia’s measures that harm foreign
commercial interests

75

75

MEASURES STILL IN FORCE
Total number of Saudi Arabia’s measures found to benefit
or involve no change in the treatment of other jurisdictions’
commercial interests

3

3

Total number of Saudi Arabia’s measures that have been
implemented and are likely to harm foreign commercial
interests

1

1

Total number of Saudi Arabia’s measures that have been
implemented and which almost certainly discriminate against
foreign commercial interests

17

17

Percentage of Saudi Arabia’s measures still in force that harm
foreign commercial interests

85.7

85.7

COMMERCE AFFECTED
Total number of 4-digit tariff lines affected by measures
implemented by Saudi Arabia that harm foreign interests
(maximum 1214)

38

38

Total number of 2-digit sectors affected by measures
implemented by Saudi Arabia that harm foreign commercial
interests (maximum 69)

20

20

Total number of trading partners affected by measures
implemented by Saudi Arabia that harm foreign commercial
interests

52

52

SAUDI ARABIA

Summary statistic of foreign state measures
affecting Saudi Arabia’s commercial interests

Note: As the Global Trade Alert database is updated frequently, the above data will change. Updates on the
numbers in this table can be found by going to http://www.globaltradealert.org/site-statistics, and selecting
“Saudi Arabia” in the “Affecting Trading Partner” and clicking the button “Get Stats”.
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South Africa
Table 5.31. Foreign state measures affecting South Africa’s commercial interests

ALL MEASURES
Total number of measures affecting South Africa’s commercial interests

830

787

Total number of foreign measures found to benefit, or involve no change
in the treatment of, South Africa's commercial interests

257

256

Total number of announced, currently unimplemented foreign measures
that would almost certainly harm South Africa's interests

65

48

Total number of foreign implemented measures that likely harm South
Africa's commercial interests

119

119

Total number of foreign measures that have been implemented and which
almost certainly discriminate against South Africa’s interests

389

364

Percentage of foreign measures that benefited or were neutral towards
South Africa’s commercial interests

31

32.5

Percentage of foreign measures that harm South Africa’s commercial
interests

61.2

61.4

MEASURES STILL IN FORCE
Total number of implemented foreign measures still affecting South
Africa’s commercial interests

580

559

Total number of implemented measures that likely harmed or almost
certainly harmed South Africa's commercial interests

417

397

Total number of implemented measures that almost certainly harmed
South Africa's commercial interests

321

301

Percentage of foreign measures still in force that harm South Africa’s
commercial interests

71.9

71

PENDING MEASURES
Total number of pending measures that might affect South Africa’s
commercial interests

78

61

Total number of pending measures that, if implemented, are likely to harm
South Africa's commercial interests

65

48

Percentage of pending foreign measures that threaten South Africa’s
commercial interests

83.3

78.7

MEASURES NO LONGER IN FORCE
Total number of implemented measures that affected South Africa’s
commercial interests and are no longer in force

171

166

Total number of implemented measures that likely harmed or almost
certainly harmed South Africa's interests which are no longer in force

90

85

Total number of implemented measures that almost certainly harmed
South Africa's commercial interests which are no longer in force

68

63

Percentage of crisis-era foreign measures that harmed South Africa’s
commercial interests which have been unwound

17.7

17.6

86

86

Summary statistic of foreign state measures
affecting South Africa’s commercial interests

TRADING PARTNERS RESPONSIBLE
Total number of trading partners that have imposed measures that are
currently in force and that harm South Africa’s commercial interests

Note: As the Global Trade Alert database is updated frequently, the above data will change. Updates on the
numbers in this table can be found by going to http://www.globaltradealert.org/site-statistics, and selecting
“South Africa” in the “Affecting Trading Partner” and clicking the button “Get Stats”.

SOUTH AFRICA

All
measures
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Table 5.32. South Africa’s state measures affecting other jurisdictions’ commercial
interests

All
measures

All measures
except antidumping,
anti-subsidy,
and safe-guard
actions

ALL MEASURES
Total number of announced or implemented measures by South
Africa

142

106

Total number of South Africa’s measures found to benefit or
involve no change in the treatment of other jurisdictions’
commercial interests

48

47

Total number of announced measures by South Africa that if
implemented would almost certainly harm foreign interests

13

5

Total number of implemented measures by South Africa that
likely harm foreign interests

5

5

Total number of South Africa’s measures that have been
implemented and which almost certainly discriminate against
foreign commercial interests

76

49

Percentage of South Africa’s measures that harm foreign
commercial interests

57

50.9

MEASURES STILL IN FORCE
Total number of South Africa’s measures found to benefit or
involve no change in the treatment of other jurisdictions’
commercial interests

47

46

Total number of South Africa’s measures that have been
implemented and are likely to harm foreign commercial
interests

5

5

Total number of South Africa’s measures that have been
implemented and which almost certainly discriminate against
foreign commercial interests

72

48

Percentage of South Africa’s measures still in force that harm
foreign commercial interests

62.1

53.5

COMMERCE AFFECTED
Total number of 4-digit tariff lines affected by measures
implemented by South Africa that harm foreign interests
(maximum 1214)

155

155

Total number of 2-digit sectors affected by measures
implemented by South Africa that harm foreign commercial
interests (maximum 69)

34

34

Total number of trading partners affected by measures
implemented by South Africa that harm foreign commercial
interests

152

152

SOUTH AFRICA

Summary statistic of foreign state measures
affecting South Africa’s commercial interests

Note: As the Global Trade Alert database is updated frequently, the above data will change. Updates on the
numbers in this table can be found by going to http://www.globaltradealert.org/site-statistics, and selecting
“South Africa” in the “Affecting Trading Partner” and clicking the button “Get Stats”.
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Turkey
Table 5.33. Foreign state measures affecting Turkey’s commercial interests

ALL MEASURES
Total number of measures affecting Turkey’s commercial interests

1099

1022

Total number of foreign measures found to benefit, or involve no change
in the treatment of, Turkey's commercial interests

328

327

Total number of announced, currently unimplemented foreign measures
that would almost certainly harm Turkey's interests

98

57

Total number of foreign implemented measures that likely harm Turkey's
commercial interests

138

138

Total number of foreign measures that have been implemented and which
almost certainly discriminate against Turkey’s interests

535

500

Percentage of foreign measures that benefited or were neutral towards
Turkey’s commercial interests

29.8

32

Percentage of foreign measures that harm Turkey’s commercial interests

61.2

62.4

MEASURES STILL IN FORCE
Total number of implemented foreign measures still affecting Turkey’s
commercial interests

742

718

Total number of implemented measures that likely harmed or almost
certainly harmed Turkey's commercial interests

522

499

Total number of implemented measures that almost certainly harmed
Turkey's commercial interests

412

389

Percentage of foreign measures still in force that harm Turkey’s
commercial interests

70.4

69.5

PENDING MEASURES
Total number of pending measures that might affect Turkey’s commercial
interests

109

68

Total number of pending measures that, if implemented, are likely to harm
Turkey's commercial interests

98

57

Percentage of pending foreign measures that threaten Turkey’s commercial
interests

89.9

83.8

MEASURES NO LONGER IN FORCE
Total number of implemented measures that affected Turkey’s commercial
interests and are no longer in force

245

233

Total number of implemented measures that likely harmed or almost
certainly harmed Turkey's interests which are no longer in force

148

136

Total number of implemented measures that almost certainly harmed
Turkey's commercial interests which are no longer in force

122

110

Percentage of crisis-era foreign measures that harmed Turkey’s commercial
interests which have been unwound

22

21.3

TRADING PARTNERS RESPONSIBLE
Total number of trading partners that have imposed measures that are
currently in force and that harm Turkey’s commercial interests

87

86

Summary statistic of foreign state measures
affecting Turkey’s commercial interests

Note: As the Global Trade Alert database is updated frequently, the above data will change. Updates on the
numbers in this table can be found by going to http://www.globaltradealert.org/site-statistics, and selecting
“Turkey” in the “Affecting Trading Partner” and clicking the button “Get Stats”.
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measures
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Table 5.34. Turkey’s state measures affecting other jurisdictions’ commercial interests

All
measures

All measures
except antidumping,
anti-subsidy,
and safe-guard
actions

ALL MEASURES
Total number of announced or implemented measures by
Turkey

124

29

Total number of Turkey’s measures found to benefit or involve
no change in the treatment of other jurisdictions’ commercial
interests

10

10

Total number of announced measures by Turkey that if
implemented would almost certainly harm foreign interests

10

1

Total number of implemented measures by Turkey that likely
harm foreign interests

1

1

Total number of Turkey’s measures that have been implemented
and which almost certainly discriminate against foreign
commercial interests

103

17

Percentage of Turkey’s measures that harm foreign commercial
interests

83.9

62.1

MEASURES STILL IN FORCE
Total number of Turkey’s measures found to benefit or involve
no change in the treatment of other jurisdictions’ commercial
interests

10

10

Total number of Turkey’s measures that have been implemented
and are likely to harm foreign commercial interests

1

1

Total number of Turkey’s measures that have been implemented
and which almost certainly discriminate against foreign
commercial interests

95

17

Percentage of Turkey’s measures still in force that harm foreign
commercial interests

90.6

64.3

COMMERCE AFFECTED
Total number of 4-digit tariff lines affected by measures
implemented by Turkey that harm foreign interests (maximum
1214)

142

142

Total number of 2-digit sectors affected by measures
implemented by Turkey that harm foreign commercial interests
(maximum 69)

22

22

Total number of trading partners affected by measures
implemented by Turkey that harm foreign commercial interests

84

78

TURKEY

Summary statistic of foreign state measures
affecting Turkey’s commercial interests

Note: As the Global Trade Alert database is updated frequently, the above data will change. Updates on the
numbers in this table can be found by going to http://www.globaltradealert.org/site-statistics, and selecting
“Turkey” in the “Affecting Trading Partner” and clicking the button “Get Stats”.
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United Kingdom
Table 5.35. Foreign state measures affecting the UK’s commercial interests

ALL MEASURES
Total number of measures affecting the UK’s commercial interests

1615

1497

Total number of foreign measures found to benefit, or involve no change
in the treatment of, the UK's commercial interests

504

503

Total number of announced, currently unimplemented foreign measures
that would almost certainly harm the UK's interests

116

71

Total number of foreign implemented measures that likely harm the UK's
commercial interests

176

176

Total number of foreign measures that have been implemented and which
almost certainly discriminate against the UK’s interests

819

747

Percentage of foreign measures that benefited or were neutral towards the
UK’s commercial interests

31.2

33.6

Percentage of foreign measures that harm the UK’s commercial interests

61.6

61.7

MEASURES STILL IN FORCE
Total number of implemented foreign measures still affecting the UK’s
commercial interests

1131

1081

Total number of implemented measures that likely harmed or almost
certainly harmed the UK's commercial interests

777

728

Total number of implemented measures that almost certainly harmed the
UK's commercial interests

637

588

Percentage of foreign measures still in force that harm the UK’s
commercial interests

68.7

67.3

PENDING MEASURES
Total number of pending measures that might affect the UK’s commercial
interests

138

93

Total number of pending measures that, if implemented, are likely to harm
the UK's commercial interests

116

71

Percentage of pending foreign measures that threaten the UK’s
commercial interests

84.1

76.3

MEASURES NO LONGER IN FORCE
Total number of implemented measures that affected the UK’s commercial
interests and are no longer in force

341

318

Total number of implemented measures that likely harmed or almost
certainly harmed the UK's interests which are no longer in force

213

190

Total number of implemented measures that almost certainly harmed the
UK's commercial interests which are no longer in force

179

156

Percentage of crisis-era foreign measures that harmed the UK’s
commercial interests which have been unwound

21.4

20.6

TRADING PARTNERS RESPONSIBLE
Total number of trading partners that have imposed measures that are
currently in force and that harm the UK’s commercial interests

103

102

Summary statistic of foreign state measures
affecting The UK’s commercial interests

Note: As the Global Trade Alert database is updated frequently, the above data will change. Updates on the
numbers in this table can be found by going to http://www.globaltradealert.org/site-statistics, and selecting
“United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland” in the “Affecting Trading Partner” and clicking
the button “Get Stats”.

UNITED KINGDOM

All
measures

All measures
except antidumping,
anti-subsidy,
and safeguard
actions

136 The Global Trade Disorder: The 16th GTA Report
Table 5.36. The UK’s state measures affecting other jurisdictions’ commercial interests

All
measures

All measures
except antidumping,
anti-subsidy,
and safe-guard
actions

ALL MEASURES
Total number of announced or implemented measures by the
UK

250

138

Total number of the UK’s measures found to benefit or involve
no change in the treatment of other jurisdictions’ commercial
interests

49

48

Total number of announced measures by the UK that if
implemented would almost certainly harm foreign interests

43

5

Total number of implemented measures by the UK that likely
harm foreign interests

24

24

Total number of the UK’s measures that have been implemented
and which almost certainly discriminate against foreign
commercial interests

134

61

Percentage of the UK’s measures that harm foreign commercial
interests

63.2

61.6

MEASURES STILL IN FORCE
Total number of the UK’s measures found to benefit or involve
no change in the treatment of other jurisdictions’ commercial
interests

34

33

Total number of the UK’s measures that have been implemented
and are likely to harm foreign commercial interests

13

13

Total number of the UK’s measures that have been implemented
and which almost certainly discriminate against foreign
commercial interests

106

40

Percentage of the UK’s measures still in force that harm foreign
commercial interests

77.8

61.6

COMMERCE AFFECTED
Total number of 4-digit tariff lines affected by measures
implemented by the UK that harm foreign interests (maximum
1214)

1034

1034

Total number of 2-digit sectors affected by measures
implemented by the UK that harm foreign commercial interests
(maximum 69)

45

45

Total number of trading partners affected by measures
implemented by the UK that harm foreign commercial interests

200

200

UNITED KINGDOM

Summary statistic of foreign state measures
affecting the UK’s commercial interests

Note: As the Global Trade Alert database is updated frequently, the above data will change. Updates on the
numbers in this table can be found by going to http://www.globaltradealert.org/site-statistics, and selecting
“United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland” in the “Affecting Trading Partner” and clicking
the button “Get Stats”.
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United States of America
Table 5.37. Foreign state measures affecting the US’s commercial interests

ALL MEASURES
Total number of measures affecting the US’s commercial interests

2155

1946

Total number of foreign measures found to benefit, or involve no change
in the treatment of, the US's commercial interests

694

691

Total number of announced, currently unimplemented foreign measures
that would almost certainly harm the US's interests

141

57

Total number of foreign implemented measures that likely harm the US's
commercial interests

216

216

Total number of foreign measures that have been implemented and which
almost certainly discriminate against the US’s interests

1104

982

Percentage of foreign measures that benefited or were neutral towards the
US’s commercial interests

32.2

35.5

Percentage of foreign measures that harm the US’s commercial interests

61.3

61.6

MEASURES STILL IN FORCE
Total number of implemented foreign measures still affecting the US’s
commercial interests

1521

1426

Total number of implemented measures that likely harmed or almost
certainly harmed the US's commercial interests

1042

950

Total number of implemented measures that almost certainly harmed the
US's commercial interests

878

786

Percentage of foreign measures still in force that harm the US’s
commercial interests

68.5

66.6

PENDING MEASURES
Total number of pending measures that might affect the US’s commercial
interests

162

78

Total number of pending measures that, if implemented, are likely to harm
the US's commercial interests

141

57

Percentage of pending foreign measures that threaten the US’s commercial
interests

87

73.1

MEASURES NO LONGER IN FORCE
Total number of implemented measures that affected the US’s commercial
interests and are no longer in force

465

435

Total number of implemented measures that likely harmed or almost
certainly harmed the US's interests which are no longer in force

271

241

Total number of implemented measures that almost certainly harmed the
US's commercial interests which are no longer in force

221

191

Percentage of crisis-era foreign measures that harmed the US’s commercial
interests which have been unwound

20.5

20.1

TRADING PARTNERS RESPONSIBLE
Total number of trading partners that have imposed measures that are
currently in force and that harm the US’s commercial interests

114

110

Summary statistic of foreign state measures
affecting the US’s commercial interests

Note: As the Global Trade Alert database is updated frequently, the above data will change. Updates on the
numbers in this table can be found by going to http://www.globaltradealert.org/site-statistics, and selecting
“United States of America” in the “Affecting Trading Partner” and clicking the button “Get Stats”.

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

All
measures

All measures
except antidumping,
anti-subsidy,
and safeguard
actions
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Table 5.38. The US’s state measures affecting other jurisdictions’ commercial interests

All
measures

All measures
except antidumping,
anti-subsidy,
and safe-guard
actions

ALL MEASURES
Total number of announced or implemented measures by the
US

420

238

Total number of the US’s measures found to benefit or involve
no change in the treatment of other jurisdictions’ commercial
interests

61

61

Total number of announced measures by the US that if
implemented would almost certainly harm foreign interests

139

91

Total number of implemented measures by the US that likely
harm foreign interests

14

13

Total number of the US’s measures that have been implemented
and which almost certainly discriminate against foreign
commercial interests

206

73

Percentage of the US’s measures that harm foreign commercial
interests

52.4

36.1

MEASURES STILL IN FORCE
Total number of the US’s measures found to benefit or involve
no change in the treatment of other jurisdictions’ commercial
interests

32

32

Total number of the US’s measures that have been implemented
and are likely to harm foreign commercial interests

12

11

Total number of the US’s measures that have been implemented
and which almost certainly discriminate against foreign
commercial interests

199

67

Percentage of the US’s measures still in force that harm foreign
commercial interests

86.8

70.9

COMMERCE AFFECTED
Total number of 4-digit tariff lines affected by measures
implemented by the US that harm foreign interests (maximum
1214)

630

630

Total number of 2-digit sectors affected by measures
implemented by the US that harm foreign commercial interests
(maximum 69)

58

58

Total number of trading partners affected by measures
implemented by the US that harm foreign commercial interests

155

154

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

Summary statistic of foreign state measures
affecting the US’s commercial interests

Note: As the Global Trade Alert database is updated frequently, the above data will change. Updates on the
numbers in this table can be found by going to http://www.globaltradealert.org/site-statistics, and selecting
“United States of America” in the “Affecting Trading Partner” and clicking the button “Get Stats”.

Worldwide resort to protectionism in 2013 exceeded that imposed in 2009,
the year when many G20 leaders expressed fears for the openness of the
world trading system.

•

As far as the G20’s imposition of new protectionist measures is concerned, it
jumped in 2009, never fell back to 2008 levels and has ratcheted up over
time, reaching nearly 500 new protectionist measures imposed in 2012 alone.

•

Since the St. Petersburg summit, the G20 nations have implemented 457
protectionist measures, amounting on average to one harmful act every 23
hours.

•

•

Since the crisis began, Chinese commercial interests have been harmed by
foreign protectionism on average every 29 hours. Every 18.5 hours a
protectionist measure is taken somewhere in the world that harms the G20’s
exporters, investors, and workers. The protectionist clock is ticking.
The WTO’s reports on protectionism substantially underestimate the G20’s
resort to trade barriers. On the cleanest like-for-like comparison, Global Trade
Alert finds 44% more instances of G20 protectionism.

The 16th GTA Report

•

The Global Trade Disorder
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There have been three phases of crisis-era protectionism: a surge in 2008 and
2009, a fall in the rate of new measures imposed as the prospects for the
global economy brightened in 2010 and 2011, and then acceleration once
the slowdown in global growth became apparent in 2012 and beyond.

Number of protectionist measures implemented
by the G20

•

The Global Trade Disorder

Based on a 50% expansion in the coverage of the Global Trade Alert database
since last year's G20 summit in St. Petersburg, this report provides the most
comprehensive assessment to date of the resort to protectionism and liberalisation
worldwide and by the G20 group of nations. The principal findings are:
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