Why has the process of tariffication been an important GATT policy since 1947?
The process of tariffication involved converting the quotas and other types of measures to tariffs. Before the Uruguay round, various imports were restricted by quotas and other non-tariff barriers. These were replaced by tariffs that provided equal levels of protection. This meant that if the previous policy was that domestic prices were 75% higher than the world prices, the new tariff could be around 75%. The tariffication package ensured that quantities imported before the agreement took effect could still be imported, and it guaranteed that some new quantities were charged non-prohibitive duty rates (World Trade Organization website).
The process has been an important policy because tariffs on all commodities are now bound. In the area of market access, non-tariff border measures are replaced by tariffs that provide substantially the same level of protection. Tariffs that are as a result of the tariffication process, as well as other tariffs on agricultural products, are to be reduced by an average of 36 per cent for developed countries and 24 per cent in case of developing countries, with minimum reductions for each tariff line being required. Therefore the importance has been to protect developing countries by reducing their restrictions when exporting commodities.
What's the difference between "nondiscrimination" and "national treatment" in international trade law?
Non-discrimination is one of the basic principles under the World Trade Organization agreement which obligates countries not to discriminate between their trading partners. WTO members are prohibited from granting other members special favours such as lowering customs duty for their products. The same should be done to all other WTO members. Generally, every time a country lowers a trade barrier or opens up a market, it has to do the same for all goods and services from all its trading partners, whether rich, poor, weak or strong.
The principle of national treatment is envisaged under Article 3 of GATT and Article 17 of GATTS. National treatment entails treating foreigners and locals equally. The goods which have been imported and those that are locally produced should be treated equally in the market. The same applies to foreign and domestic services, and foreign and local trademarks, copyrights and patents. This principle however only applies once a product, service or an intellectual property item has entered the market. Therefore, an import can be charged customs duty and this will not be a violation of national treatment even if products that are locally produced are not charged equivalent tax. 
Suppose Taiwan widget manufacturers are selling widgets in the United States, Taiwan, and Japan at prices below the actual cost of production.  Are these manufacturers engaged in "dumping"?  Suppose an investigation by the USITC determines that the government of Taiwan is offering tax credits to the manufacturers, but only for widgets that are shown to reduce air pollution.  Would the United States be justified under GATT if it imposed a tariff on imports of widgets manufactured in Taiwan?
Dumping is exporting a product at a price lower than the price it normally charges on its own home market. Therefore, dumping can be identified by comparing prices in the markets of the importing and exporting prices. Therefore for the first part, Taiwan manufacturers are engaged in dumping.
Article VI of GATT 1994 authorises the imposition of a specific anti-dumping duty on imports from a certain country, in excess of bound rates, in situations where dumping causes of threatens injury to a domestic industry, or significantly retards the establishment of a domestic industry. The Anti-Dumping Agreement also expands on Article VI of GATT and authorises a country to take counterveiling measures once dumping has been proven. Therefore, the United States would be justified under GATT in taking measures against the imports of widgets manufactured in Taiwan.
Answer "Questions and Case Problems" Numbers 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 on pages 256-257 of the Schaffer textbook.
Question 2
· Article III: 4 of GATT provides for national treatment. It states that no less favorable treatment in terms of laws, regulations and requirements affecting their internal sale, offering for sale, purchase, transportation, distribution or use should be accorded to products of any contracting party imported into the territory of another contracting party. In the Canada-Autos case (Japan vs. Canada), the government of Canada passed an Auto Pact which accorded duty-free treatment to vehicles, provided that the importers met certain conditions. This meant that some countries could import automobiles duty-free as long as they met certain conditions laid down in the Auto Pact while other countries had to pay a 6.1 percent tariff, despite all these companies imported like products and services through production, importation and sale of automobiles. Japan complained about this law and requested establishment of a panel. The panel and the Appellate Body upheld Japan’s complaint and held that Canada was in violation of Article III: 4 of GATT. The fact that Korea treated domestic beef and imported beef differently once they reached the market was a clear violation of the national treatment principle of GATT because these are like products and should be treated equally in accordance with WTO principles.
· In agreement to the United States’ argument, there were less restrictive alternatives available to Korea. These alternatives include the use of tariffs to regulate imports. Article XI of GATT states that no prohibitions or restrictions other than duties, taxes, or other charges shall be instituted or maintained on the importation of any product. Therefore Korea should have used any of these restrictions allowed by GATT.
· Article XX provides for general exceptions to the principles of non-discrimination. Various measures are listed that a country would rely on as a defense for implementing certain laws and regulations that would otherwise be in violation of GATT. Korea’s action was not justified as their law did not fall under any of the measures listed in Article XX. Their action was purely discriminatory against imported beef.
· The Appellate Body upheld the Panel’s finding that Korea’s dual retail system accorded “less favorable” treatment to the beef that was imported than to like locally available beef. The Appellate Body stated that the dual retail system virtually cut off imported beef from access to the normal distribution outlets for beef which was a modification of the conditions of competition for imported beef.
Question 3
a) [bookmark: _GoBack]President Trump pulled the United States from the Trans-Pacific Partnership as one of his first acts as president. However, trade ministers of the remaining signatories to the agreement struck a deal that would eliminate trade barriers and streamline economic policies for countries across a vast stretch of the Pacific Rim. However, the agreement is now known as the Comprehensive and Progressive Agreement for Trans-Pacific Partnership.
b) 
c) 
Question 4


