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Abstract

This article empirically investigates the impact of trade barriers on the world wine trade; focusing
on trade costs impeding exports, including transport, tariffs, technical barriers and sanitary and
phytosanitarystandards. A gravity model is estimatedusing data from the main importing and
exporting countries for the years 1997 to 2010. The Poison Pseudo-Maximum Likelihoo&FRML)
estimator accounts for heteroskedasticity and the presence of zero trade flows. Our results identify
which regulations can adversely affect trade; providing useful information to policy-makers
involved in negotiations on trade frictions. While sanitary and phytosanitary measures do not seem
to obstruct exports, technical barriers have a varying impact on trade. A decreasing trend for tariffs
has largely been compensated by more stringent technical barriers. The overall result is that

frictions in the world wine trade have not changed during the past fifteen years.
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1. Introduction

A decade has passed since Kym Anderson studieeffinets of globalization on the world
wine market: “Globalization is not new to the wadslavine markets, but its influence over the past

decade or so has increased significantly” (AndeesahGolin, 2004).

The wine sector is increasingly becoming an expadnted industry. Half of world
production is concentrated in three countries, tvhaccount for less than a third of global
consumption, while the declining consumption initlid®mestic markets is pushing the industry to
export to distant markets. The rapid and dynamawgn of the world wine trade and the rise of
new exporters and importers have largely contribute rendering wine one of the most global

drinks consumed worldwide (Anderson and Nelgen1201

During recent decades, world wine trade growth baen driven by a number of
complementary factofs including technological improvements and politidaterventions. The
former tightened transport costs, bringing distamintries ever closer, the latter aimed to reduce
price mark-ups on imported goods. At the same tinesy regulations have slackened trade. In
general terms, Sanitary and Phyto-Sanitary (SP@sures and Technical Barriers to Trade (TBT)
have been introduced to guarantee safety and tmdhsiandards, and correct market failures
(Mahé, 1997). A vast majority of scholars have ahthat non-tariff barriers have simply been put
in place to protect domestic industries from impmpetition (Vousden,1990; Yue and Beghin,
2009), raising international political concern (8lex et al., 2008). The world wine market has been
over regulated and, as repeatedly argued (Voudd®f,; Foster and Spencer, 2002), it is likely that
the effective level of protectionism has not chahge all: wine is perceived by consumers as a
luxury good, and is regulated by governments adoglhyg as a source of additional revenue. It is

hard to contest the noble objective of reducingatigg externalities from consuming alcohol,

! Aizenman and Brooks (2008) suggest that this cbalthe result of larger phenomena: the increassignation and tourism flows,
as well as a cultural revolution that, via globalian, is generating a new cultural collective ititgn
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although revenue seeking is the real, less nobdgivation for taxing wine consumption (Fogarty,

2010). As a result, the rate of taxation on winkig.

An extensive academic literature on the effectdradle regulations analyzed the role of
tariffs and non-tariff barriers and their impactaaonomic terms. Leamer (1990) showed how trade
barriers largely reduce trade, while Harrigan ()9&hcluded that trade between OECD members
is limited by tariffs and transport costs rathearttby non-tariff barriers. More recently, Heien and
Sims (2000) found that the removal of tariffs amahtariff barriers due to the establishment of the
Canada—United States Free Trade Agreement incregsbs between Canada and the USA by 10
and 19%, respectively. Similarly, Otsudtial. (2001) demonstrated that the European standards on
aflatoxins are the main barrier to imports of AfticGroundnuts. Fontagméal. (2005) concluded
that SPS and TBT in fresh and processed foods peodte not very restrictive. On the contrary,
Henry de Fraham and Vancauteren (2006) statedtibabtarmonization of regulations in the food
industry have largely increased intra-EU tradet lbag not least, Jayasingkeal. (2010) analyzed
trade frictions in world demand for US corn seedsd concluded that “tariffs matter most,
followed by distance and SPS measures”. Needlesaypthe relative importance of tariffs and
non-tariff barriers is still not clear cut, and ithenpacts on trade are necessarily case spedific.
contrast, several scholars have reconsidered thatime effects of non-tariff barriers on trade
flows. Harrigan (1993) showed that trade betweenCDEmembers is limited by tariffs and

transport costs rather than by non-tariff barfiers

The global nature of the wine sector, the compleix o existing trade regulations, and
increasing trade volumes, are the key elements atlang for a better understanding of trade

barriers. These are the elements we focus on.

2 Similarly, Fontagné&t al. (2005) stated that SPS and TBTs in fresh and psede®ods are not very restrictive, Santeramo and
Cioffi (2012) found that a price ceiling is not dfeetive as tariffs for imported products in the Eud Henson and Jaffee (2008)
examined the concept of ‘standards as catalystsidrcontext of food safety standards in intermatidrade, highlighting the need
for careful analysis when considering the tradectéf of TBTSs.
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The paper has a twofold objective. Firstly, we dégscand analyze the structure of the
world wine trade frictions in terms of tariffs andn-tariff barriers; secondly, we assess the ingpact
of trade barriers by means of an econometric aizalybe study is conducted on the main exporters
and importers in the world wine trade, analysintadan bilateral trade flows from the 1997 to the

most recent available.

The remainder of the paper is organized as folldiwes:next section details the state of the
art of country-specific tariffs and non-tariff rdgtions; the third and fourth sections describe the

methodology and empirical results. We concludelyising up the results.



2. Tradefrictionsin thewinetrade

This section explores the structure and developroéntade frictions between the main bottled
wine importers and exportes. In the choice of tteaig of countries to analyze the intention was to

create a group representative of world supply ardanhd.

The wine-growing sector has been distinguisheceaemt years by dynamic trade at international
level, which has mainly transpired following thdlfan consumption in traditional producing
countries, mainly France, Italy and Spain. Durihg 1990s, European countries had to tackle an
important decline in internal demand, being forteéxport an increasing production quota. On the
other hand, exports were a driving force for thedpicing countries of the New World, which have
therefore increased their production potential abs$y the new demand. This process was made
possible thanks to a geographical redistributionwmiie consumption (Aizenman and Brooks,

2008), in particular towards North America and Asia

During the last decade, the New World countriesehaotably increased exports, quadrupling the
exported quantities in the last 15 years, which gowntribute 27% of the exports from the 11 major
world wine producers, against 16% in 1997. Desfits, in absolute terms, the export gap that
separates the big European producers from courtfige New World has increased, passing from
68 to 107 million hectolitres. The volumes of wieeported have therefore almost doubled in the
last 15 years, topping ten million litres in 20Ehd today almost half of the wine is consumed

outside the country of production (figure 1).

In the analysis proposed here, it was wisheddlude on the one hand all the principal world wine
producers and on the other the principal importiagjons. The set of countries chosen therefore

covers more than two thirds of the import world aachost 90% of exports, considering the



average of the period 1997-2010 for bottled winerdspecifically, we considered trade among

France, Italy, Spain, Germany, UK, USA, Canada.eftma, Chile, Australia, China and Japan.
21 Tariff Barriers

Tariff barriers were calculated taking into accotust Favoured Nation (MFN) tariffs, chosen as
reference for national tariff levels, and Free Eradgreements (FTAs), if any. If the importer
applied specific tariffs, these have been converielAd Valorem Equivalent (AVE), utilizing the
average import price as reference. AVE calculatiomge done in order to aggregate the different
HS&’ codes in the same country and compare tariffssaadifferent countriés When an importer
implemented many duty lines, Bureaual. (2000) and Jankt al. (2002) suggest to utilize the
average price calculated considering the averagjgedfist three years on the HS8 code. According
to Cipollina and Salvatici (2008) this approachnfuenced by tariff peaks that may be present in
the products constituting the HS code with 6 nurmbéhere is therefore the problem of identifying
a methodology that is robust but at the same tiloe/a to distinguish between the peculiarities and
differences of the individual nations. The solutmuld be represented by the median, which also
allows a central value to be obtained at the le¥&lS codes with 8 numbers and over, minimizing
the influence of tariff peaks as recommended byolliia and Salvatici (2008), Anderson and

Neary (2003), Bouédt al. (2008)

Table 1 presents a rough picture of trade openoketige principal world actors as regards
transactions in bottled wine, with a comparisonweein two different periods to understand its

evolution over time. The columns top importer anyl €xporter indicate the position of the country

% The Harmonized Commodity Description and Coding &ysfHS) of tariff nomenclature is an internatiopaftandardized system
of names and numbers for classifying traded praddetveloped and maintained by the World Customsu@zgtion (WCO). HS
2204 corresponds to “Wine Of Fresh Grapes, Inclydiortified Wines; Grape Must (Having An Alcohol8trength By Volume
Exceeding 0.5% Vol.)".

4 The most common methodology to aggregate thedasifthe utilization of their weighted averageingsas weight the respective
quota of imports valuated at the frontier. Thisetygd aggregation is criticized for its endogeneigince the higher the tariff is, the
greater its effect will be on restricting trade,aafinction of the price elasticity of the demaAatderson and Neary, 2003; Bouabt
al., 2008). Leamer (1974) therefore proposes theofifee import world as weighting measure, while Bosiél. (2008) utilize the
imports of a group of countries of reference foe theighting. Unfortunately, this approach cannotubed with an HS8 level of
detail because, varying from country to countrys ihot possible to use common weights.
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considered in the ranking of the major world impostexporters of bottled wine (in value). The
column MFN tariff indicates the MFN tariff in forder the country in the respective year, while the
column average tariff indicates the real averagg ohaposed on the other countries in the dataset,

therefore also considering all the FTAs that ergagduction in the MFN duty.

[TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE]

As regards the MFN tariff, a clear differentiatioray be noted on the basis of geographical
area: the countries of North America operate theeki protection of the domestic market through
tariffs, while the countries of Latin America angpecially those in Asia have the highest import

duties among the set of countries considered.

Thanks to the WTO policies aimed at encouraging frade, during the period considered
all the countries have reduced the MFN tariff agugplio imported bottled wine. Nevertheless, in the
particular case of the European Union, the AVE wWaked indicates the contrary; this apparent
contradiction is due to the fact that the EU appbeecific tariffs, and a diminution of thése
followed by a more than proportional diminutiontbé unit value of imported wine. Consequently
the percentage of the duty calculated on the bafstee unit value of the imported product has

increased.

The average diminution of the MFN tariff betweer8@%nd 2010 was nonetheless 22.7%,
driven by China and Canada, both with a more tloarnféld diminution, and also by Chile that has
reduced its MFN tariff by 40%. China is the countnyh the highest reduction of the tariff applied

in both absolute and relative terms, but this ahewas certainly dictated by its entry into the WTO

5 Duty modifications introduced by Regulations R1B84/R2086/97, R2261/98, R2204/99, RO 948/09.



in 2007, given that the tariff began to reduce the follegviyear, passing from 65% to 14% in only

three years.

The position is different for Canada and Chile, mhthe diminution appears to be more
linked to an effective willingness to open up te thternational market, reinforced in the case of

the South American country also by the large nunobergned FTAs.

It is also very interesting to extend the reasonismg the average duty tariff as reference,
which can consider the influence of the FTAs signith the various trading partners. If in 1999
there was no difference between these two parasméte2010 all the nations considetgdesented
differences between the MFN tariff and the tarfifén actually appli€d In particular, it was Chile
that made most use of this type of trade agreenssm,in 2010 the average tariff applied on
imported wines was 90% lower than the MFN one, mgkChile the nation with the lowest duty

applied among those considered in the dataset.

[TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE]

2.2 Non-tariff barriers
As tariffs have been lowered, demands for protadim have induced new technical
barriers; among these, SPS and TBT are of incrgasiportance (Disdieet al., 2008; Moenius,

2004).

Hillman (1991) described TBT as “any governmentbide or practice other than a tariff
which directly impedes the entry of imports intoauntry and which discriminates against imports,

but does not apply with equal force on domesti@dpation or distribution.”; more recently Beghin

5 China officially joined the WTO on 11 November 20€drmalized by access protocol WT/L/432.

" Considering the States of the European Union jaintl

8 In reality even the country that has not showriagimns, the USA, has signed various FTAs overyeérs. However these have not
led to a more than 0.01% lowering in the averadgg.du
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(2008), and Liu and Beghin (2011) defined TBT aswhde and heterogeneous set of intervention
measures, different from custom duties, that imftigeand distort the commerce of goods, services

and production factors.

Another definitio of TBT appeared over the years] ¢his has progressively been used to
distinguish between measures that have as primaryhe protection of national products and the
others that have not. Following this approach taendion of a TBT is linked to its legitimacy, so
the term “barrier” should not be used if the meashas a collateral effect on trade, but its primary
aim is to correct some market inefficiency. Estiohg in an impartial way if a standard has a
legitimate basis is not a simple task; for thisssmaMaskuset al. (2000), and Fischer and Serra
(2000) evaluated the protectionist nature of addeshset by a government comparing it to those the

same government would have set for the domestikehar

Also in the case of wine there has been a growsegaf TBT by governments in order to
protect domestic markets (Anderson and Golin, 2084)shown in table 3, there is a big difference
among countries in the amount of protectionistriréation, quantified on the basis of the number

of TBT settled.

Regarding wine there are three countries with a \egh resort of TBT. The first is
Argentina, which, although it was one of the lastirttries to implement this type of regulation, by
the end of 2010 it had issued a total of 18 TBTulaigng wine. It is followed by the USA with a
total of 14, which have instead had a more requédtern over time, while the EU has stopped at 10

and only began to properly exploit these instrumenthe beginning of the new millennium.

China is in fourth position, which, after havingned the WTO in 2002, was forced to lower
its import duties, but has apparently pursued ptmte through TBT, producing new notifications
at regular intervals, until there were 7 relatingmine at the end of 2010. The other countries have
made less use of these instruments, at least dolattng wine: Australia has 5, Chile 4, Japan 3
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and Canada only 2. Some nations stand out forgheifgcity with which they have regulated the
wine sector: the EU, for example, of the ten TB3ued 8 were specifically created for products
belonging to code HS2204 (Wine of fresh grapesyleitina has also demonstrated great attention
to the wine sector, given that, out of a total 8f BT, 9 are specific to this product. The other
importing countries have not shown such zeal inicuktusly regulating the sector, and wine is

generally included in notifications that regulateride range of products.

According to the classification proposed by the WWhich separates non-tariff barriers on
the basis of what they regulate, the technicali®&@rare used in particular to set labelling (66 @%
the total) and food standards (25.4%)n the contrary there is almost nil recourseatitary and
phytosanitary measures, since only Argentina, Alistr China, USA and the EU have produced

one SPS notification, while none have been foumafloer countries.

Currently, the WTO inserts the TBT pertinent to avin 6 classes: namely, Food Standard,
Labelling, Conformity Assessment, Packaging, Foaat@iners and Human Health. Utilizing this
same classification shows that the class relatiieabelling is the only one to have been utilized a
least once by all the countries considered. In ¢lass, among the subjects most legislated is the
requirement to declare the presence of substahaesiight cause allergic reactidhsrotection of
designations or specific nant&sregulating of the wording regarding the countnbesignation of
Origin®?, the presence of obligatory information like braattohol content, vintage, €tt. Some
TBT have also been inserted to discourage the oopison of alcoholic beverages, including wine,
covering the impossibility of mentioning any hedténefits from wine, the obligation for warnings

about possible repercussions on human health, @métsnes to regulate sales to young pedple

® According to WTO classification of TBT.

O TBT/N/EEC/11, TBT/N/USA/205, TBT/N/CAN/248, TBT/N/ARGE2, TBT/N/CHL/95, TBT/N/JPN/123.

Y TBT/N/EEC/15, TBT/N/EEC/57, TBT/N/USA/158, TBT/N/USA/S9BBT/N/ARG/18, TBT/N/ARG/107. TBT/N/CHN/72,
TBT/N/CHN/197, TBT/N/CHN/733.

2 TBT/N/EEC/191, TBT/N/EEC/254, TBT/N/EEC/264, TBT/N/EECEBABT/Notif.95/348, TBT/N/CHL/33, TBT/NOTIF.95/155.
13 TBT/N/USA/110, TBT/N/USA/126, TBT/N/USA/290, TBT/N/CAM, TBT/N/ARG/64, TBT/N/ARG/65, TBT/N/ARG/130,
TBT/N/ARG/164, TBT/NOTIF.99/235, TBT/NOTIF.98/272, TBN/CHN/33.

14 TBT/Notif.99/541, TBT/N/USA/6, TBT/NOTIF.96/221.
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“Food Standard”, the second most frequent claggjlages the technical requisites of the product
like acidificatior®, production methods in genefaland the maximum contents of some particular
substances. Some TBT that regulate sectors, asrajlgnnot strict regulations in the case of wine:
in particular this is true for regulations belorgito the classes PackagihgFood Containef¥,
Conformity Assessmetitand Human Healffl. Each of these classes has been utilized by arey o

of the countries studied, so these TBT can be denstl country-specific.

[TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE]

The SPS measures generally have a big importante ifiesh product trade, but their field
of application also considers bottled products kkiee. Of the eight countries analyzed, in fact,
only half have issued just one SPS relating to ywvigle no notification presented to the WTO was
found for the others. Argentina made use of thesriment to stipulate the maximum limit of lead,
arsenic and zinc in wifié China, by means of SPS/N/CHN/P/133 of April 206&garding all
alcoholic beverages, has formalized the requisates supervision and inspection procedures of
alcoholic beverages at ports and on the domestikeanaThe USA also has a sanitary barrier
regarding wine, the G/SPS/N/USA/196 of Novemberdl9khis document regulates the labelling
of alcoholic beverages, prohibiting, on labels wradvertising, any claim regarding the health
benefits deriving from the consumption of any aldah beverage, unless that statement is

gualified, objective, sufficiently detailed and spie. Lastly the EU issued G/SPS/N/EEC/247 on

S TBT/N/EEC/19.

16 TBT/N/EEC/158, TBT/Notif.00/423, TBT/N/ARG/93, TBT/NOFI97/317.
17 GITBT/Notif.99/89

18 TBT/N/USA/509

19 G/TBT/Notif.99.255, G/TBT/Notif.99.375.

20 TBT/N/CHN/2

21 G/SPS/N/ARG/140
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1st September 2004, which sets the maximum linmitofdratoxin A in different foods, including

wine.

[TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE]
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3. Empirical framework

In order to quantify the impact of trade barrierstbe world wine trade we augmented the
standard gravity equation (Tinbergen, 1962) linkiragle flows to economic masses and distances
with tariffs, technical barriers, and sanitary gid/tosanitary regulations. Scholars have reached a
consensus on the proxies for economic masses, ynaneetountries’ GDP, and distances, proxied
by the physical distancesf(. Head and Mayer, 2013). In our model, we refirteal pproxy for the
exporter’'s economic mass Y by replacing GDP in tguinwith wine supply in country in yeart.

A standard CES specification was adopted:
(1) Xyje = pYLYED;?
whereY;; represents the exporter’s supply (namely the kbeiroduction for countryi) at timet,

Y;; stands for importer's GDP at tinteD;; proxies geographical distance, afg stands for wine
trade flows at time. In analogy with previous studiesfr(. Jayasinghet al., 2010), we modelled
trade resistance induced by trade regulations diredutariffs and non-tariff barriers by assuming a
multiplicative form:

(2) D = (1 + D)% (1 + ;)% (1 + B;y)%

whereD;; proxies the “economic” distance, including phybidstance and trade regulations, and
81, 8,, 85 replace the parametérof equation 1D;; represents the pair-wise geographical distance
betweeni andj; t; stands for the j-specific tarif§; collects j-specific non-tariff barriers (e.g.

regulations on labelling, food standards, and s® ke expect a negative and statistically

N L 3Xy . I
significant coefﬂment§< 0), for the “economic” distance.
ij

After log-linearization the gravity model becomes:

(3) InX;jr = u + alnY; + plnY;, + 61ln(1 + Dl-j) + 62ln(1 + t]-t) + 63ln(1 + B]-t) + &

13



where the additive errors;;, is assumed to be identically and independengiyituted.

In order to control for home bias effetétsAnderson and Van Wincoop, 2003), we
introduced total wine supply in countryas explanatory covariate. Evidence of trade r&st&t due
to home bias would be supported by a negative aatistically significant coefficient of the
variable Production for countryj. Moreover, we controlled for another covariatet thas been
widely adopted in analyses of trade flows: a comiamguage dummy variable, assuming a value
of one if countryi and country] share the same official language. The resultingci§pation
includes thirteen covariates and country-specified effects (Table 5}:

(4) InXij = p + pi+ay InYy + a, InProduction;, + B InProduction;; + 5lln(1 + Dl-j) +
8yn(1+ ¢jc) + M1 83 In(1 + Bj) + A Language;; + &;;
whereB;; stands for the TBT (label, food standards, conityymassessments, food containers,

human health and packaging) and SPS measuresmigpin yeart.

[TABLE 5 ABOUT HERE]

Data in our model were collected from the Globaider Atlas (GTA) databa&for export values,

the CEPII databa$&for distance, WTO, WITS, and from national customs offices for tariffs and
non-tariff barriers as described in the previougtisa. Supply data were collected from StatOIV
Extracts. Data on tariffs were obtained from the QV®fficial database. It reports the Most

Favoured Nation (MFN) tariffs applied by importesge computed thé\d Valorem Equivalent

22 \We considered “home bias” in the context of threnirade as the resistance to importing foreigdyets due to the supply of
national products.

3 We tested for significance of time-varying fixeffeets. Results were not affected, while time-vagyifixed effects were
statistically not significant.

24 GTA database is based on official customs datleated from reporting countries. Products are dfiassat eight digit level
according to the Harmonized System (HS) codes. Braavailable for most countries since 1997.

% n the CEPII database the calculation is basedilatetal distance between cities, weighted by there of the city in the overall
population in the country.

2 WITS (World Integrated Trade Solution) is a dasebprovided by the World Bank. It provides the A\4fts for each country,
starting from 1996.

14



(AVE) tariffs (see appendix for further details). For non-tariff barriers we considered the most
widely adopted trade regulations (Masketsal., 2000): we included both technical regulations
(TBT) and sanitary and phytosanitary measures (SP&rmation to model count variables on
TBT and SPS were extracted from thBe¢hnical Barriers to Trade Information Management
System” database and théPS Information Management System” database, respectively.

Several econometric issues need to be considered tmrrect estimation of the gravity
equation. Firstly, Anderson and van Wincoop (2083) Feenstra (2004) suggest that the standard
gravity equation is incorrectly specified as it dawt include the multilateral resistance termse On
of the suggested solutions to solve this probleto isiclude exporter and importer fixed effects in
order to account for the multilateral resistaneente(Baier and Bergstrand, 2007; Subramanian and
Wei, 2007). Fixed effects are able to eliminatebpgms arising from incorrect deflation of trade
(Baldwin and Taglioni, 2006). Secondly, as has bexavidely recognized in recent years, the
presence of zero flows and heteroskedasticity eneitior term affect the gravity-type estimations
(Silva and Tenreyro, 2006). In particular, leastags estimates tend to be biased by the presence
of zero trade flows. Two naive approaches cons$isgacing zero trade flows with small numbers
or dropping observations with zero flows. The formeglects the intrinsic information conveyed
by zero trade flows; the latter discards an evegelaproportion of information contained in the
dataset. A further solution consists in estima@n@obit model. However, there is a consensus on
the necessity to model the presence of zero tlades f(Jayasinghet al., 2010; Xiong and Beghin,
2012) to correct for bias: the larger the percemtagros the larger the bias is likely to be. The
Heckman (1979) specification can handle samplegefteinduced by zero flows. In our setting the
limited portion of zero flows and the heteroskemtdtst disfavour the adoption of the Heckman
estimation. We followed the approach proposed bya%ind Tenreyro (2006) and widely supported
in recent studies (Jayasingbeal., 2010; Xiong and Beghin, 2012; Raimondi and Ql@€11,

among others). It consists of assuming an addeiver in specification (1) and estimating the

15



model by a pseudo-Poisson Maximum Likelihood estom@PML), with the following set of first-
order conditions:

(4) Ty (X — exp (Zxk@)) =0

whereX represents trade flowg, is the full vector of explanatory covariatesp (Z,Q@) is the
expected value ofj,conditional on covariates (i.€[Xy|Z,]). Wooldridge (2002, p. 676) argues
that PPMLZ, is consistent if the conditional mean is corredpecified, that is iE[X,|Z;] =

exp (Z, @) holds. The property applies regardless of the tdata adopted.

16



4. Modd resultsand discussion

The results for different estimation methods aporeed in table 6. We considered four estimation
alternatives. The first column reports OLS estimaite log form.By adding a constant to the
dependent variable we could also estimate the nfodebservations with zero bilateral trade. The
second column presents Tobit estimates, based tmm Bad Tamura (1994). The third and fourth
columns report Heckman and PPML estimates, resdgtiCountry fixed effects are included to
account for unobserved heterogeneity: they proxgrage country-specific frictions in trading with
other trading partners (Cardamome, 2011). Estimaitsfixed effects are a valid tool to consider
“multilateral resistance” (Baier and Bergstrand,020 Subramanian and Wei, 2007), and to

eliminate problems arising from incorrect deflatmfrtrade (Baldwin and Taglioni, 2006).

[TABLE 6 ABOUT HERE]

While OLS, Tobit and Heckman estimated coefficieares quite similar, most coefficients obtained
with PPML differ significantly from those obtainedth other models (exceptions are estimates on
GDP and Language). This suggests that heteroskgtiagrather than truncation) is responsible
for the differences between PPML results and tlobsgher models (Silva and Tenreyro, 2006).
P-values from the heteroskedasticity-robust RESESt {Ramsey, 1969) on OLS, Tobit and
Heckman models fail to reject the null-hypothesikiler we may reject the null-hypothesis of
misspecifications for the PPML model. We concludat tPPML modelling has to be preferféd

Moreover it allows to deal with sample selectiorasbithat may result from excluding zero

2 A limitation of PPML, pointed by Martin and Phar@008), is that estimates tend to underestimateficimefts
relative to other estimators when they work withv feero-trade flows, while they overestimate whea tlumber of
zero-trade flows is substantial. In our analydig, limited number of zero-trade flows implies thatimates might be
slightly biased downwards.
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observations. Although selection bias rarely affebe sign of the variable, it often influences the
magnitude, statistical significance and economierpretation of the marginal effects (Heigal.,
2013). In the following, unless specified otherwise refer to the estimates from PPML.

Estimates on GDP and distance are statisticallyifsignt and have the expected signs: positive and
negative respectively. The estimated elasticity @P is almost 1.5 in all specifications. This
result is supported by Silva and Tenreyro (200&gytargue that the coefficients on importer’'s and
exporter's GDPs should not be close to unity. Tole of geographical distance is significantly
larger under OLS and Heckman. The estimated eligsiscnegative and close to 0.4, whereas the
PPML estimate is much lower (-0.17). Compared #litierature on the gravity model (Disdier and
Head, 2008), we found that physical distance hiamited impact on the wine trade. This result is
not surprising since exported wine is highly prieedl has long storage. Furthermore, variable costs
account for a small share of total transport cdataddition we have to consider that, as undedline
by Silva and Tenreyro (2006), OLS estimation exagigs the role of geographical proximity. We
conclude that transport costs have a limited rolethe determination of trade patterns. Our
explanation for this result is that product diffeiiation plays an important role in the wine trade.
Imported wines cannot be perfectly substitutedefoee distant importers do not substitute imports
from distant markets by trading with closer parsner

The results on wine supply deserve attention. Tdréakile “Production” in country (exporter) is
statistically significant (at 5% level) and poséivit captures the stimulus of domestic supply on
exports. On the contrary, “Production” in counjryimporter) is negative and significant at 1%
level: we conclude that trade resistance is duleotoe bias. The elasticity of the former variable
(0.48) is twice that of the latter (-0.19). “Lang@d is statistically significant: its impact is tg
and positive (1.73). These results are well sugpdoty previous studies (Disdietral., 2008, Grant

and Boys, 2012; Kandilov and Grennes, 2012).
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The coefficients on “Tariffs” are negative in alpexifications. PPML estimates indicate an
elasticity of trade to tariffs of -0.474eteris paribus, a 1% increase in tariffs would decrease trade
by 0.47%.

Technical barriers are revealed as being strorggirictive, and this result is in line with those o
several authors (Heien and Sims, 2000; Olper anidnétali, 2008; Liu and Yue, 2009). In
particular we found that sanitary and phytosanitagasures do not inhibit trade, while technical
barriers are relevant frictions to exports. As etee, coefficients on country-specific technical
barriers, if statistically significant, are nega&tivThe coefficients on “Food Containers” are
statistically not significant. We argue that sucbaarier is non-prohibitive. “Human Health” and
“Conformity Assessment” are statistically signifitaat 5% and 1% respectively. “Label” is also
statistically significant (at 10%) and negative.

Barriers due to “Food Standard”, despite being Wyidelopted, do not seem to be prohibitive: in all
specifications coefficients are statistically n@ngficant. Our interpretation for this result isat,
while standards on wine are motivated by food gagé&juments to protect consumers, modern
techniques and innovations in the wine industrgvalinternational standards to be easily satisfied.
The results on equivalent tariff (ET) for technidelrriers are reported in table 7. The estimates
represent the change in tariff that would be edaivato the imposition of TB¥. Moreover, we
evaluated the actual impact of both tariffs and -tasiif barriers on the world wine trade by

computing the marginal effect of trade frictionslahe actual impact on expdits

[TABLE 7 ABOUT HERE]

[FIGS. 2 and 3 ABOUT HERE]

E[0X/Bp]

% The formula for the equivalent tariff (ET) for tbeh TBT is as follows: Ef = Ex/31]

2 The formula isY; (aE[X"] . Bbj).
aBbj

19



The “Conformity Assessment” and “Human Health” aquivalent to 2.77 and 1.56 tariffs
respectively. We conclude that the barriers ardipitive given that the weighted average tarftfs

in 2010 were close to 5.04. Being country-specifftese technical barriers tend to be very
prohibitive as they raise the average transacti@tsancurred by exporters.

The tariff equivalent for “Packaging”, adopted obly the USA, is assessed as being close to unity.
Some considerations deserve attention. Firstly,UB& system of protectionism is complex and
includes a variety of technical barriers: the maagicontribution of each measure is relatively low.
Moreover, the USA, the main world market, can exeaitket power in order to protect the growing
domestic market (e.g. Californian supply). Figursh®dws the dynamics of the total trade frictions
per year, as composed by the two components, dgatveariffs for technical barriers and AVE
tariffs trade. It is worth noting that while AVErifis show a declining trend over the years, and
equivalent tariffs an increasing trend, the totadtions pattern is quite steady and does not ahang
significantly during the period 1997-2010 (weiglgtithe measures according to actual trade flow).
The result provides statistical and quantitativelence of the real immutability of overall friction
in the world wine trade. Moreover, Figure 3 bredls total impact of the TBT down into the
different and prohibitive components, providing aasure of the frictions in terms of real export
values. While “Conformity Assessment” and “Humanalde& TBT showed the greatest marginal
impact on trade, they only have a potential and anoéal impact on the trade given their low
diffusion to date. On the contrary, notificationa tLabelling”, since their diffusion, seem to
represent the first non-tariff force slowing dowwond wine trade. The graph also shows that the
impacts on trade of tariffs and technical barriease been converging over the last decades: in

2010 the relative impacts of tariffs, regulatiomslabels and standards for packaging are equal.

%0 For computation we excluded intra-EU trade.
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5. Conclusions

The expansion of the wine trade over the last detadlue to many factors. These include
the Uruguay Round/WTO agreements, which have led fwogressive lowering of the import
duties on agricultural products. As reported by émsdn and Golin (2004), various countries have
attempted to maintain some level of protection hed domestic market by stipulating technical
requisites that the imported products must sati$fyis new instrument has spread rapidly, as
testified by the WTO notifications issued. The impace of the evaluation of its impact has been
stressed more than onaeg( Deardorff and Stern, 1997; Cipollina and Salvat&08; Raimondi
and Olper, 2011). This paper has verified how ttwecfpal wine importing countries are behaving,
and in particular if there has been an effectivplementation of the WTO Directive aimed at a
progressive liberalization of trade. More specificausing an extended version of the gravity
model we studied the impacts of tariffs and noifftiarriers. With our application, based on a
panel dataset which captures more than two thifdgobal trade from 1997 to 2010, we measured
the impact of technical barriers and sanitary ahgtgsanitary measures. In order to focus on the
economic aspects and avoid cumbersome notationedbrometric formulation was admittedly
simple. Exploring the econometric issues in estimgagjravity-type models is beyond the scope of
this article. However, in order to consider therent advances in econometric estimation, we

adopted different estimators, including the PPMggasted by Silva and Tenreyro (2006).

The study involved two innovations. Firstly, to ckmowledge, it is a novel econometric
approach to investigathe impacts of tariffs on the world wine trade. &adly, using a modified
gravity-type model to account for trade frictiotise equivalence of technical barriers and sanitary
and phytosanitary measures with respect to tahiffs been obtained. This type of analysis is

especially useful for identifying which regulatiofmeore) efficiently achieve protectionist goals.
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The econometric estimation of the gravity equasbows a negative impact on imports for
most technical barriers. Moreover, our deeper amlghows that in some cases TBT are not
prohibitive. This is an important result, sincestl@nalysis on international trade barriers might
justify the removal of inefficient technical stamdgs on imported wine. This application also
illustrates the danger of treating technical basrees equivalent to tariffs aiming at restrictingde.

In particular, our results show thiahde costs do matter considerably in the worldevitade: tariffs
have the largest impact, followed by the cost famtflecting geographical distance. Regulations on
SPS are the least relevant. Our findings are mwith previous studies on trade costs (Jayasinghe
et al., 2010) and the wine trade (Raimondi and Olpef,020Jayasinghet al. (2010) found that
world demand for corn seeds is mainly inhibitedtéyffs and distance, and only in a limited way
by sanitary and phytosanitary measures. We fountlasi evidence in the world wine trade.
Moreover, we show that the decreasing trend foff¢dras in most part been compensated by more
stringent technical barriers. The overall reswteteen by Anderson and Golin (2004) ten years

ago, is that frictions in the world wine trade han changed during the past fifteen years.

For policy-makers who are often interested in theacts of standards and regulations on
international trade and competitiveness, the ctiraealysis provides clearly quantified results as
measured by tariff equivalency. Rather than beingtéd to making broad statements about the
impacts of technical barriers, policy-makers cagatiate bilateral reductions in trade frictionstwit

a more precise idea of the expected gain in trade.

Our analysis is not exempt from potential improvatee Firstly, our dataset includes only trade
observed among twelve countries during the peri@@712010. Although we capture more than
90% of world wine exports and two thirds of glolraport flows, our results cannot explain trade
dynamics between small traders. Indeed, our firelarg worthwhile for the policy debate on trade
liberalization in the world wine trade. Secondlyr @omparison of the impacts on trade of tariffs

and non-tariff barriers, challenged by the compaisting regulations on technical barriers — and
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by challenges in its econometric modelling - migbt be entirely satisfactory and invite further
research. Empirical work on technical barriershia tvorld wine trade represents a promising area

of research.
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Appendix - Data sour ces and methodology:

Tariff barriers

For the analysis of tariff barriers related to teorting of products subject to code HS 220421,
reference was made to the official WTO databasaesidering the MFN! tariff of the various
importing countries for the period 1995-2010. Theewaacy of the data was supported by a
crosscheck with the duties reported in the WITSloase, and with those of the respective national
customs authorities, where possible. This procedorapensated for the initial lack of data on
Chinese tariffs for 1998, 1999, 2000, 2009 and 2@h@d made a clearer distinction on the basis of
the HS code with 6 numbers for the European UnWandata interpolation was therefore necessary
nor the use of “extreme” values to complete thasktt

The MFN tariff was taken as base value indicatiéhe duty imposed by each importing country
on all the other WTO members, but the various peefial agreements (FTA) already in force were
also considered, as well as those instituted dutiegperiod considered. When there was a tariff
deriving from an FTA for a given year and towardgivgen exporting country, this was substituted
for the MFN. For the calculation of the tariffs demg from preferential agreements reliance was
initially placed on the WITS and WTO databases;, yellowing a more thorough revision, it
emerged that they were partially inaccurate, du¢helack of various preferential agreements,
errors in the duties indicated and sometimes inyt#a they came into force. For this reason, the
SICE portal? (Sistema de Informacion Sobre Comercio Extericas wised for the analysis of all
the official documents of the FTAs signed betweke various countries, thus improving the
information inserted in the dataset.

The tariffs were inserted in the datase®dsvaluem Equivalent (AVE) data, representative of the

average import duty imposed on products subjethéacode HS 220421. This operation overcame

3! Most Favoured Nation
32 http://www.Ssice.oas.org/agreements_s.asp
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two methodological problems: on the one hand it masessary to do an aggregation of the tariff
profiles, in the case where the code HS6 incluaeiffs (HS8 or lower) with different duties. On
the other, when the tariffs did not directly afféioe value of the imported good, but were instead
expressed aSpecific Tariffs, a transformation into AVE data became necessgrgnéans of the
division of the duty by the value of the importeabd.
The first step was therefore the transformatioalbthe specific tariffs into AVE data, at the léve
of codes HS6 or HS8 when present. The choice ofefegence unit value of the imported good has
been tackled in different ways in the past. Theieaf specific imports of the State in question is
usually utilized for this operation, which has be#iown to be entirely valid. It allows a qualita&tiv
distinction to be made of the imported goods, bsuifers from estimation errors and is often not
significant where trade is limited.To overcome th@soblems Gibson (2001) proposed the use of
the import world as reference. This provides mateust data but does not permit any qualitative
distinction to be made of the imports. Boaetl. (2008) further developed this methodology by
proposing the use of the average importation valua group of reference countries, i.e. a set of
countries with similar characteristics. This apptoas classified midway between the two
previously described, and has been shown to bestadnd able to partly take into account the
qualitative differences. However, given that wisea widely differentiated product, and that to
minimize the estimation errors the dataset was toected inserting the major exporters and
importers, in this study it was preferred to uélithe value of specific imports of the State as
reference.
The specific Tariffs were therefore transformea iAVE using the following methodology:
1) where the tariff was expressed on the basis ofhalccontent (e.g. 10 €/%vol/hl), an alcohol
content of 12% on volume was adopted, which cacomsidered an average value for the wine

produced at world level, as suggested by the WHO,;
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2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

where the tariff was a fixed sum on the volume ing (e.g. 1 €/L), the average importing
price from each exporter country in the respectygar was used as reference for the
conversion;

where the tariff included a fixed sum on the volumevhich a variable quota was added based
on alcohol content (e.g. 1 €/L + 1 €/% vol/hl), theerage price of specific imports per
exporting country in the respective year was useckterence for the fixed sum, to which the
variable quota was added calculated considerirganol content of 12%;

where the tariff included a percentage on the vallws a quota based on volume/alcohol
content (e.g. 15% on the value + 1 €/L, or 15% e value + 1 €/% vol/hl), this quota was
transformed as indicated in points 1 and 2, and #ugled to thad valuem tariff;

where the tariff included the lowest or highesteleamong the different possible options (e.g.
15% on the value or 125 yen/L), the two optionseneglculated with the methodology of the
preceding points, then choosing the one indicayeithd regulation in force;

where the importing country imposed a maximum andimimum limit to the tariff, the
average tariff calculated by each exporter and gaah was maintained if within the set limits,

otherwise the set minimum/maximum limit was adosdiuty.

In response to the second methodological problesnaggregation of the different tariffs in code

HS6, the different methodologies indicated inclutle simple average, weighted average and

median. The simple average has been criticizedusecthe tariffs have an irregular distribution

(Cipollina and Salvatici, 2008), and it has no tle¢écal basis (Anderson and Neary, 2003; Batet

al., 2008). The weighted average is instead validdnds to underestimate the effect of high tariffs

(Bouetet al., 2008), as high duties generally lead to a rednadn the quantities imported. The

median is generally indicated as more robust ahdbie, so was used for the aggregation of the

tariffs in this paper.
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The calculation method was used for each impontiaigon towards all the exporters and all years,
to obtain a picture as clear and detailed as plessit the evolution of customs duty during the
considered period. In order to obtain the maximwrueacy of the data the official values were
used, expressed in the local currency of the diffeccustoms authorities, therefore without any
conversion into US dollars.

Non- tariff barriers

In this study the non-tariff barriers that interagth the international trade in wine were idemtfi
through an analysis of all the TBT and SPS docuserdgsent in the WTO database.

The choice of these two classes, among the diffdyges of obstacles to trade, derives from the
fact that the technical barriers and sanitary amgtgsanitary measures are the most utilized and
important forms of non-tariff impediments (Maskaisl., 2000).

The TBT were obtained from th&échnical Barriers to Trade Information Management System’
(TBT IMS), a public database created with the aim of gueeang transparency on technical
regulations and evaluation procedures of the comfgrand standards introduced by the member
States. The database provides access to the varibfisations introduced by the member States
(including subsequent revisions, appendices, coores; and supplements); to the bilateral and
multilateral agreements between member Statesnglat the TBT measures, and to the documents
issued by the standardization authorities in refato the Code of Good Practice’.

To obtain the maximum level of detail all the do@ants issued were examined, in order to
precisely identify those regarding wine and effeslly a cause of impediment to trade. The period
considered was from 1995, i.e. from the creatiothefWTO, to the end of 2010. The breakdown of
TBT into the different categories identified by W&lrO was also maintained, which in the case of
wine are: labelling, food security, packaging, @nfity assessment, food containers and human

health.

32



The sanitary and phytosanitary measures were tremesllting the SPS Information Management
System” (SPS IMS), containing information on the agreements sigwétin the SPS Agreement.
The same period was considered as that for thaiwadlbarriers.

The TBT (6 classes) and SPS were inserted in ttesselaas numeric variables, representing the
total number of documents in force in the ye&r the importing country towards the exporting

countryj.

33



Fig 1 — Evolution of world wine exports (.000 htpnsumption (.000 hl) and exports/consumption
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Fig 2. TBT tariff equivalents (simply and exportiglged average values)
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Fig 3. Evolution of relative impacts of tariffs an@T on trade
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Table 1 - Structure of world wine trade concesstonmain partner countries (1999 — 2010)

1999 Importer rank  Exporter rank  MFN Tariff (%) FTA Effective barrief

(%)

European Uniofi 1 1 4.12 0 4.12
United State8 2 4 1.46 1 1.46
Canadd 4 11 3.32 2 3.32
Japarf 3 17 21.55 0 21.55
China 22 13 65.00 0 65.00
Australia 14 2 5.00 0 5.00
Argentina 19 6 23.00 0 23.00
Chile 25 3 10.00 1 10.00
2010

European Uniofi 1 1 5.95 1 5.87
United State8 2 4 1.27 3 1.14
Canadd& 3 14 0.74 2 0.67
Japarf 5 20 20.60 1 19.37
China 7 13 14.00 1 13.60
Australia 10 2 5.00 2° 4.77
Argentina 47 6 20.00 1 15.55
Chile 50 3 6.00 7 0.64

Sources: WTO, WITS, GTA, CBSA, Trade Statistics of Japgh) Taric, Easy Comext, USITC.

& MFN tariffs includes AVE tariffs.

® Excluding the FTA with USA.

¢ EffectiveProtection, including FTA, for main partner couest

Note: It is worth to note that the fifth exporter 1999 has been South Africa, followed by Argentama
New Zeland. In 2010 the New Zeland has been fitiboeter, followed by Argentina and South Africa. We
have considered Argentina that has been stablysittie exporter. Moreover, Argentinean production is
rapidly growing and is more and more export orignferther reasons that make it an interesting cdise
study.
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Table 2 - Structure of world wine trade tariffsnbain preferential countries (1997 — 2010)

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
- [Chile na na MFN 54 23 11 00 00 00 0.0
w MFEN na. na 46 44 39 42 50 50 50 50 49 51 55 51
~ |australia 08 08 07 07 06 06 06 05 05 05 05 05 04 03
= |Chile 00 00 0O OO OO OO OO 0O OO 00 00 00 00 o0.0
8 USA 00 00 0O OO OO OO OO 0O OO 00O 00 00 00 o0.0
MFN 10 09 09 08 08 08 08 07 07 07 07 07 05 04
"o lchile MFN 138 140 115 115
3 MFN 205 28.3 23.4 20.9 198 18.7 17.4 17.0 16.1 147 13.6 14.6 20.0 22.1
o e MFN 23 18 15 15 16 16
§ Canada 00 00 0O OO OO OO OO 0O OO 00 00 00 00 o0.0
MFN 23 19 16 17 15 15 14 14 14 13 13 12 14 15
e MEN 00 00 00 00 00 00
cé Chile MFN 0.0 0.0
MFN 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50
(I) MFEN 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 344 242 140 140 14.0 140 140 140 14.0
o fcnile MFN 154 144 00 00 00 00 00
E(: MFN 20.0 23.0 23.0 23.0 225 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0
e MFEN 00 00 00 00 00 00 00
UE MFN 50 40 30 20 10 00 00 0.0
Cina MFN 0.0 00 00 00 0.0
2'_-') Australia MFN 0.0 00
Japan MFN 55 51 46
Argentina MFEN 50 40 30 20 1.0
MFN 11.0 11.0 100 90 80 70 60 6.0 60 60 60 6.0 6.0 6.0

Sources: WTO, WITS, CBSA, Trade Statistics of Japan, E@syext, USITC, SICE.
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Table 3 - Non-tariff barriers - 2010

oooal TBTs Wine TBTs S\:)Vg;ﬁc,c

Food Labelling Conformity Packaging Foqd Human

Standards Assessmen Containers health
EU 715 544 3 7 - - - - 8
USA 1262 811 - 12 - 1 1 - 3
Canada 695 463 - 2 - - - - 0
Japan 622 488 2 1 - - - - 1
Chile 249 225 2 2 - - - - 0
Argentina 472 315 7 9 2 - - - 9
Australia 177 169 1 4 - - - - 0
China 895 774 1 5 - - - 1 0

Source: WTO documents
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Table 4 - SPS barriers - 2010

Country Total SPSs Wine-sector specific SPSs
Argentina 163 1

Australia 306 0

Canada 843 0

Chile 387 0

China 525 1

European Union 698 1

Japan 278 0

United States 3045 1

Source: WTO.
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Table 5 — Definition of variables and descriptitatistics

Variable name Mean Std.dev
The quantity Wlne_trad_e(_j from country i to courjtiy 59.02 153 5
Export; year t, expressed in million of dollars.
_ The totaj supp[y (in millions of hectoliters) ofmé in 18.34 17.6
ProductioR country i (or j) in year t
GDP, The GDP (in billions of dollars) of country j in get 2.48 3.1
The distance between country i and country j iudamds
: : 8.88 5.0
Distance of kilometers
The common language dummy variable for countrydi a
, 0.15 0.4
Languagg country |
Wine-specific tariff protection (in percentage tsjrof
. - 8.53 12.7
Tariffy country j in year t
The dummy variable for regulations on labeling for 237 28
TBT-Labe|; country j in year t ' '
The dummy variable for regulations on food stansdod 0.93 14
TBT-Food Standargs country j in year t ' '
TBT-Conformity The dummy variable for regulations on conformity 0.17 06
Assessment assessments for country j in year t ' '
The dummy variable for regulations on food conteine 0.01 01
TBT-Food Containefs for country j in year t ' '
The dummy variable for regulations on human hdaith 0.05 0.2
TBT-Human Health  countryjin yeart ' '
The dummy variable for regulations on packaging for
, - 0.07 0.2
TBT-Packaging country j in year t
The dummy variable for sanitary and phytosanitary
. 0.33 0.5
SPS measures for country j in year t

The statistics are computed from a pooled sampteali’e countries and fourteen years.
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Table 6 —Trade barriers in world wine trade

Variable OLS Tobit Heckman PPML
Production 0.428 0.345 0.323 0.481
Production -0.313" -0.307" -0.317" -0.199"
GDR 1.306" 1.458" 1.544" 1.3877
Distancg -0.372” -0.427" -0.433" -0.120°
Language 1.091" 1.3107 1.432" 1.7337
Tariff; -0.224” -0.219” -0.235” -0.474”
TBT-Labe| -0.107 0.007 0.007 -0.173
TBT-Food Standargls -0.067 -0.148 -0.136 0.214
TBT-Conformity Assessmer

j -0.267 -0.668" -0.687 -1.314"
TBT-Food Containerfs -0.095 -0.211 -0.239 -0.042
TBT-Human Health -0.122 -0.162 -0.107 -0.740°
TBT-Packaging 0.462 -0.075 -0.131 -0.451
SP$S -0.208 -0.265 -0.279 -0.194

Specifications are in logarithmic form. For OLS ahobit dependent variables we add an arbitrary lsmal
constant.

*  *

,and”"" denote 10, 5 and 1 per cent significance level, respectively.
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Tab 7 - Non-tariff barriers in tariff-equivalentrbes

Non Tariff Barriers Equivalent tariff
Prohibitive

TBT-Conformity Assessment 2.77
TBT-Human Health 1.56
TBT-Packaging 0.95
TBT-Label 0.36

Non-prohibitive

TBT-Food Standards n.a’

TBT-Food Containers n.a’

SPS n.a.®
E[AX/AB]

dEquivalent tarif:ET =

TBT.
b Estimates for TBT food standard, TBT Food Contaimes SPS are statistical not different from zero.

m. The estimate represent the change in tariff waaild be equivalent to the imposition of the
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Further tables

Table Al — Estimatesionetary and non-monetary trade frictions for nveanld importers.

1) @) 1+
Import value Import value  MFN tariffs Non-tariff Total frictions
(2010) o barriers
| (A%) (AAVE) (AAVE) (AAVE)
Bottled wine
-min $
Net importers
Canada 1,515 246.1% -2,07 0,73 -1,34
China 657 9717.6% -51,40 3,38 -48,02
Germany 1,814 33.7% 0,17 0,17 0,34
Japan 779 16.3% -0,37 0,36 -0,01
United 3,228
Kingdom 34.7% 0,38 0,72 1,10
United States 3,447 122.1% -0,97 4,23 3,26

Change in tariffs and TBT tariff-equivalent refemtain partner countries (1997-2010)
@ Total wine import frictions from Estimates for TBdod standard and SPS are statistical not difffrem zero.
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Table A2 - Estimatesonetary and non-monetary trade frictions for nvaamld exporters.

1) @) D+@)
Export value Export value MFN tariffs Non-tariff Total frictions
(2010) barriers A%)
(A%) (A%) (A%)
Bottled wine
-min $
Net exporters
Argentina 667 500.1% -4,45 3,28 -1,17
Australia 1,570 116.5% -0,22 1,09 0,87
Chile 1,282 188.9% -9,57 0,73 -8,84
France 5,268 44.7% 0,19 0,40 0,59
Italy 4,127 126.6% 0,14 0,23 0,36
Spain 1,614 101.2% -0,62 0,24 -0,38

Change in tariffs and TBT tariff-equivalent refemain partner countries (1997-2010)
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