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Abstract

Proliferation of preferential trade agreements (PTAs) covering trade in services during the ongoing 
multilateral services trade negotiations of the Doha Round attracted a lot of academic attention.  
This paper contributes to the literature by providing a comprehensive comparative analysis of 
services liberalization commitments in the most recent PTAs, in GATS and GATS offers. This paper 
reviews commitments of 22 countries which are members of 14 PTAs that entered into force in 
2012-2013 under all the four modes of services supply. By allocating scores to countries’ services 
commitments, the level of improvements of the GATS commitments provided by PTAs and GATS 
offers is calculated. The paper has three major findings. First, countries under analysis exhibit larger 
PTA improvements of GATS commitments in comparison with improvements of GATS 
commitments contained in GATS offers. Second, PTA commitments and PTA improvements of the 
GATS commitments of developing countries are higher than those of developed states. Third, 
asymmetry of PTA parties leads to the highest levels of PTA improvements of GATS commitments, 
at least for developing countries.
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Introduction

The proliferation of preferential trade agreements (PTAs) has been a specific feature of international 
trade during the last two decades. Considered as exceptions in 1947 when the General Agreement on 
Tariffs and Trade (GATT) was created, PTAs have been proliferating since 1990. To date more than 
580 PTAs have been notified to the GATT/WTO, of which 377 are now in force (WTO 2014). This 
number is more than double the number of the WTO members (159 as of March 2013), and each 
WTO member except Mongolia is now a party to one or several PTAs, with some participating in as 
many as 30. Although Fontagné, Fouré et al. (2014) argue that current trends towards growing 
regionalism can be reversed in future and multilateralism will again attract interests of the players of 
the world trade, today the growth of PTAs is undeniable. Recent PTAs are characterised by an 
increased inclusion of service chapters, with about one third of PTAs currently in force including 
service provisions (WTO 2014). Although trade in services has been a part of the Doha Round of 
multilateral trade negotiations started in 2001, the majority of services PTAs now in operation were 
notified during the active stages of services negotiations of the Doha Round (Marchetti and Roy 
2008) (Figure 1).

Figure 1. Cumulative number of PTAs in force from 1965 to 2013 notified to the GATT/WTO, 
comprising services provisions and without services chapters. 

Sources: Authors’ analysis based on information from the (WTO 2011) and (WTO 2014)

The proliferation of services PTAs during the ongoing multilateral trade negotiations attracted a lot 
of academic attention. This is not surprising since, along with the risks concerning the efficiency of 
the services trade negotiations of the Doha Round (WTO 2011), proliferating PTAs cause 
fragmentation of international law. In its turn, ‘fragmentation does create the danger of conflicting 
and incompatible rules’ (UN 2006). The question regarding such possibly conflicting treaties as 
services PTAs and GATS inspired me to analyse what can be the driving force behind preferential 
services trade liberalisation and, in particular, what is the driving force behind the so called 
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‘commitments gap’ (Marel and Miroudot 2012) between services PTAs and the GATS 
commitments.

The ‘commitments gap’ implies that countries’ services commitments in PTAs go beyond their 
commitments under GATS. Since services PTAs are a quite recent phenomenon, the literature 
analysing the reasons for this ‘commitments gap‘ is scarce.  This paper addresses the question what 
makes countries to commit more in discriminatory  services agreements than in the WTO by 
focusing on two factors: countries’ level of economic development and membership structure of the 
agreements. With regard to the level of economic development, countries are divided into two 
groups: developing and developed countries according to the IMF classification (IMF 2012). With 
regard to the membership structure of agreements, PTAs under analysis are divided into two groups: 
symmetric agreements, consisting of only developing or only developed states, and asymmetric 
agreements, integrating both developing and developed countries. The ‘commitments gap’ is 
compared for developing and developed states and for symmetric and asymmetric agreements 
through calculation of the so-called ‘PTA improvement of the GATS commitments’. PTA 
improvement of the GATS commitment is calculated as a ratio of the cumulative score allocated for 
country’s PTA commitment to the cumulative score allocated for country’s GATS commitment.

Hypotheses

Roy, Marchetti et al. (2008) argue that one way to strengthen the GATS as a functioning international 
instrument in future is to provide greater transparency of the PTA improvements of the GATS 
commitments. Bearing in mind that research concerning preferential trade in services is still quite 
meagre and recent (Marchetti and Roy 2008), this paper aims to make a contribution to the existing 
literature focusing on the 14 services PTAs among 18 that came into force in 2012-2013: Canada-
Panama, Costa Rica-Singapore, EFTA-Hong Kong (China), EFTA-Ukraine, EU-Colombia and 
Peru, Japan-Peru, Republic of Korea-US, Malaysia-Australia, New Zealand-Chinese Taipei, 
Panama-Peru, Peru-Mexico, Ukraine-Montenegro, US-Colombia and US-Panama PTAs. 

This paper tests two hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1: The level of PTA improvements of GATS commitments (appearing in the GATS 
schedules, their supplements and revisions) of developing members is higher than that of developed 
countries2.

Of the 14 agreements under analysis, nine agreements integrate asymmetric countries, three are 
between developing states and two are between advanced ones (Annex Table 1). Of the 18 PTAs 
that came into force in 2012-2013, 10 agreements integrate asymmetric countries, five agreements 
are between developing members and three PTAs involve advanced economies. These statistics 
confirm expanding participation of developing countries in recent services PTAs (Marchetti and 
Roy 2008). Since the quantitative participation of developing members in recent services PTAs is 
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2 The words ‘country’ and ‘state’  used in this paper are used as synonyms for a ‘WTO member’ and signify “Any state 
or customs territory having full autonomy in the conduct of its trade policies”. (Article XII of the WTO Agreement)



higher than that of the developed states, the first hypothesis examines their qualitative participation. 
This hypothesis is essential to identify the real drivers of the recent preferential services trade 
liberalisation: developing or developed states.

Hypothesis 2: Cumulative countries’ commitments in PTAs that integrate asymmetric countries are 
characterised by a higher level of improvements of GATS commitments in comparison with those 
in services PTAs among symmetric countries.

The above mentioned statistics demonstrate the trend of increased numbers of PTAs between 
asymmetric countries. The second hypothesis aims to compare the value added offered by 
asymmetric agreements with the one offered by symmetric PTAs.

What is known so far?

The analysis in this paper is based on the findings obtained by Roy, Marchetti et al. (2009), Marchetti 
and Roy (2008), Roy (2012), Fink and Jansen (2009), Fink and Molinuevo (2008), Marel and 
Miroudot (2012) and Miroudot, Sauvage et al. (2010) that services PTAs yield larger liberalisation 
commitments than GATS. Analysing the relationship between a country’s level of economic 
development and the value added offered by its PTAs, Roy, Marchetti et al. (2009) argue that 
countries demonstrate larger PTA improvements of the GATS commitments no matter their level of 
development is but depending on who are their PTA partners. For instance, countries that conclude 
PTAs with the US have impressing PTA improvements. Fink and Molinuevo (2008) highlight the 
correlation between a country’s level of development and level of PTA improvements of GATS 
commitments and identify the positive relationship between them. Miroudot, Sauvage et al. (2010) 
also argue in favour of positive relationship between a country’s level of economic development 
and its PTA added value demonstrating that PTAs with poorer sectoral coverage typically include 
developing countries. The authors also find that in asymmetric agreements developed members 
undertake commitments in a larger number of sectors. Roy, Marchetti et al. (2009) find that, in 
general, PTAs integrating asymmetric countries yield the largest commitments. Marel and Miroudot 
(2012) argue that North-North PTAs go further beyond the GATS commitments than North-South 
PTAs and at the same time identify  that richer countries such as the EU or the US appear to be 
much less inclined toward going further than GATS. With respect to actually applied trade 
restrictive policies, Borchert, Gootiiz et al. (2014) identify wide variation of levels of restrictive 
policies for different developing countries and note that developed states are characterised by more 
open services markets. Hoekman and Mattoo (2013) highlight the limited  extent to which recent 
services PTAs result in the actual reduction of barriers to trade in services.

Methodological note

The analysis in this paper is focused on the legal commitments and improvements of commitments and 
does not apply to actually applied trade restrictive policies as Borchert, Gootiiz et al. (2014) or 
Hoekman and Mattoo (2013) do. Building upon the approach developed by Hoekman (1995) in the 
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computation of trade protection measures in services3, this paper performs an assessment of certain 
countries’ commitments under GATS and PTAs based on computation of the cumulative scores for 
the country’s commitments. As proposed by Hoekman, the scores (0, 0.5 and 1) are allocated for the 
countries’ entries of commitments in order to transform qualitative information into quantitative 
outcome. A score of 1 is assigned when a country has full commitment in the entry, 0.5 - for partial 
commitment, and 0 - when the entry is unbound4. Such an allocation of scores is in line with the 
methodology of Hoekman (1995) and his successors such as Marchetti and Roy (2008) but is the 
contrary of the methodology of Kemp (2000) for instance, who allocates a score of 0 for full 
commitment and a score of 1 for no commitment. 

The current work does not apply the measurement developed by Hoekman in the same form since his 
approach is characterised by a number of shortcomings including the two most crucial with regard to 
the current work. First, Hoekman’s method of measurement is valid only for positive-list agreements 
with regard to sub-sector scheduling, since it is oriented on the GATS schedules, which are 
characterised by positive-list modalities. It does not work for negative-list agreements. Second, the 
allocation of three scores - 0, 0.5 and 1 - for evaluation of the level of GATS commitments does not 
allow the identification of the extension of partial GATS commitments resulting from partial 
commitments in the GATS offers or PTAs (Marchetti and Roy 2008)5. 

In order to resolve the first shortcoming, I modify Hoekman’s scoring method and allocate the 
score of 0 for entries of non-scheduled sub-sectors in agreements applying the positive-list approach, 
while a score of 1 is allocated for entries of non-scheduled sub-sectors in agreements applying the 
negative-list approach as for absolutely liberalised sub-sectors. It is opposed to Fink and Molinuevo  
(2008) who treat exclusion of an activity from a sub-sector as a partial commitment. Non-scheduled 
services sub-sectors are identified based on the Services Sectoral Classification List, or the ‘W/120’ 
list, developed by the GATT Secretariat (WTO 10 July 1991). In case of a PTA with a negative-list 
approach or a combined approach where mode 3 is included in an investment chapter and mode 4 in 
a separate chapter governing the movement of natural persons, these commitments are also analysed.

5

3  According to the Services Sectoral Classification List  WTO (10 July 1991). Services Sectoral Classification List. 
MTN.GNS/W/120.,or the ‘W/120’ list, developed by the GATT Secretariat based on the United Nations Central Product 
Classification (CPC), there are 155 service sub-sectors liable to scheduling by WTO members.  Since there are four 
modes of supply and two types of limitations scheduled - market access and national treatment - there are more than 
1,240 entries in the schedules of commitments for a WTO member. In Hoekman’s approach, a maximum possible score 
for a member could be 1,240 since each cell can be equal to a maximum score 1. In this work I modify Hoekman’s 
methodology. In case a member schedules commitments with regard to several sub-sectors relevant to the column 
‘Other’ of any services sector, I calculate the score of this ‘Other’  column by summing all the scores related to the given 
sub-sectors. In this case a total maximum number of entries does not work, because according to the methodology of 
this work the maximum score for the ‘Other’ columns is unlimited for the sectors where CPC numbers are not specified 
for the column ‘Other’. I also do not apply percentage values as proposed by Hoekman for the same reason.
Moreover, I treat six parts of the banking service ‘Trading for own account or for account of customers, whether on an 
exchange, in an over-the-counter market or otherwise’ as separate sub-sectors.

4  Details about the distinction between these three levels of commitments can be found in WTO (28 March 2001). 
Guidelines for the Scheduling of Specific Commitments under the General Agreement on Trade in Services (GATS). S/
L/92.

5 Further amendments to the Hoekman’s methodology applied in this work are described in footnote 4.



To overcome the second drawback, I apply the methodological improvement produced by Marchetti 
and Roy (2008) with regard to evaluating extensions of GATS partial commitments in the partial 
commitments of GATS offers or PTAs. Thus, when partial commitment is transformed into full 
commitment, a score of 0.5 is changed to 1. If a partial GATS commitment is improved in further 
commitments in a GATS offer but it still stays a partial commitment, a score of 0.5 is changed to 
0.75. If I identify that the partial commitment in a GATS offer is in its turn improved in a PTA 
commitment, a score of 0.75 (GATS offer) is transformed into 0.8756  (PTA). In case a GATS 
commitment is improved in a GATS offer whereas the PTA commitment is the same as in the GATS 
offer, the PTA commitment is allocated the score of 0.75 to indicate that it is not more restrictive than 
in the GATS offer, i.e. it also improves a country’s GATS commitment. If GATS offer of a member is 
not available and its GATS commitment is improved in a PTA schedule, a score of 0.75 is allocated 
for the relevant improved partial commitment in the PTA schedule7. If a PTA partial commitment 
falls short of the GATS commitment or GATS offer, a score of 0.5 is still allocated for such a PTA 
entry.

The work is focused on market access and national treatment commitments, whereas the MFN 
exceptions and additional commitments (Article XVIII of the GATS) are excluded from the 
analysis. Market access and national treatment commitments are treated separately. Thus, given that 
there are four modes of supply and two columns for each scheduled service activity, the maximum 
score that can be allocated to each service activity (if each entry signifies a full commitment) is 8. 

Horizontal commitments in this paper are considered as a separate sub-sector commitment.  At the 
same time, horizontal commitments to separate services sectors are treated as being incorporated into 
every single entry of commitments in the relevant sector. Such sectoral horizontal commitments are 
typical for financial services, for instance. A country’s GATS commitments are compared with its 
latest available GATS offer and with its commitments in all the PTAs under analysis, as opposed to 
Marchetti and Roy (2008) who compare a country’s commitments contained in the latest GATS offer 
with the best commitments undertaken in the PTAs to which the country was a party. 

The paper provides a contribution to the literature by performing a comprehensive analysis of services 
commitments: all four modes of services supply and all service sectors are considered as opposed to 
most of the recent research on the service trade that is focused on one, two or three modes of supply 
only  (Batshur and Mattoo 2009), (Borchert, Gootiiz et al. 2014), (Holmes and Hardin 2000), (Roy, 
Marchetti et al. 2009), (Roy 2012), or on the separate services sectors (Colecchia 2000), (Kemp 

6

6 Such an approach of extension of cores for the improved partial commitments was introduced by Marchetti,  J. A. and 
M. Roy (2008). Services liberalization in the WTO and in PTAs. Opening Markets for Trade in Services: Countries and 
Sectors in Bilateral and Wto Negotiations. J. A. Marchetti and M. Roy. Cambridge, Cambridge Univ Press: 61-112.
This work adopts this approach based on the following principle. Since the improved partial commitment is still partial, 
the summing of 0,5 with (0,5-0)/2=0,25 is used, where 0,25 indicates the improvement:  0,5 + 0,25 = 0,75. The further 
improvement is calculated as a sum of 0,75 with (0,75 - 0,5)/2= 0,125,  where 0,125 indicates the second improvement: 
0,75+0,125 = 0,875. Division by 2 is chosen for simplicity in order to designate a progressive improvement of partial 
commitment that does not reach full commitment, i.e. score 1. The next score 0.937, proposed by Marchetti and Roy, is 
not useful here since the current work does not compare country’s commitments under the different PTAs to which it is 
it is a party.

7  The methodology of the work implies analysis of such PTA improvements of partial commitments only for PTAs 
applying the positive-list scheduling approach. For negative-list PTAs no such improvements are analysed because of 
the scheduling differences in comparison with GATS schedules and offers.



2000). Although this paper tackles only legal commitments, it also performs the comparison of the 
level of commitments with the level of actually applied MFN trade restrictive policies discussed in 
Borchert, Gootiiz et al. (2014). 

The paper also examines the vague entries, i.e. entries with uncertain legal status and the so-called 
legally  void entries, contained in the GATS schedules. I assume reasonability  of analysis of vague 
entries because these entries fail to comply with the GATS scheduling standards and therefore 
undermine the goal of the GATS which is to ensure transparency and predictability in services trade 
and investment. According to Adlung et al. (2013), such entries can ‘be compared to entries in a 
tariff schedule that do not reflect  the relevant rates, but the title of the enabling legislation some 
decades ago or the name of the office that is in charge of implementation’.

The existence of vague entries in the GATS commitments has been widely ignored in the literature   
until recently. Only  two works have covered this issue: the paper of Adlung and Roy (2005) briefly 
discussing, inter alia, the problem of vague commitments and Adlung et al. (2013) focusing on this 
issue. However, such entries can lead to such negative consequences as erosion of the transparency 
of market conditions and increased number of trade disputes (Adlung, Morrison et al. 2013). 
According to Adlung et al. (2013), vague entries played a key role in at least one services dispute, 
Mexico–Telecoms. Although the Scheduling Guidelines (S/L/92) have been generally adopted 
(WTO 28 March 2001), members still inscribe entries which violate the scheduling rules. 

An entry is called vague if it does not properly correspond to the relevant provisions of GATS 
Articles or the relevant provisions of the Scheduling Guidelines. In (WTO 2009) such entries are 
called entries ‘with uncertain legal status’ and the ‘legally void’ entries. For instance, some 
qualification-related connotations listed in the market access columns of the current schedules are 
considered as entries with uncertain legal status because Article XVI:2 of the GATS specifies only 
quantitative restrictions that have to be inscribed in the schedules. For national treatment, Article 
XVII does not specify any specific measure that would be inconsistent with national treatment and, 
therefore it is difficult  to identify entries with uncertain legal status in the national treatment 
columns of the schedules. That is why I focus on the market access entries with regard to their 
conformity with the provisions of Article XVI. Purely general references to national laws and 
regulations without concise description of each measure are treated as legally void (WTO 2009). 
The latter type of vague entries will be considered with regard to both market access and national 
treatment columns of the schedules. The analysis of vague entries with regard to above mentioned 
columns of the schedules is made with respect to all four modes of supply. Such a comprehensive 
analysis allows this work to provide a contribution to the quite scarce existing literature.

Who is willing to liberalise more?
Given the active quantitative participation of developing members in recent services agreements, 
this part of the paper aims to verify whether their qualitative participation is similarly impressive. 
The qualitative participation implies the level of commitments undertaken in PTAs. This part of the 
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paper tests the first hypothesis that the level of PTA improvements of the GATS commitments of 
developing members is higher than that of the developed countries.

Although Marchetti and Roy (2008) argue that schedules of service commitments resulting from the 
Uruguay Round trade negotiations do not have a large liberalisation effect, these schedules are the 
first and only legally binding multilateral commitments with regard to trade in services and 
therefore merit detailed assessment. The comparative assessment of the GATS commitments of the 
analysed countries undertaken in the GATS schedules confirm the popular idea that a country’s 
desire to commit to liberalisation of trade in services positively correlates with its level of economic 
development. Thus, the average score for the GATS commitments of developing members is 428.22 
whereas for the developed states the score is 616.73. Comparing countries’ levels of commitments 
on a country-by-country basis I observed that for almost all the analysed countries the scores for 
developing countries are lower than those for developed countries with the exception of Chinese 
Taipei whose score of 709.5 exceeds the scores of the majority of advanced states and of 
Montenegro and Ukraine whose scores (881 and 983.16) are the highest among all the members 
analysed.(Figure 2) The reason for the high level of the GATS commitments of these three 
developing countries can be explained by the late dates of the WTO accession and thus of 
undertaking GATS commitments (2002 for Chinese Taipei, 2012 for Montenegro and 2008 for 
Ukraine (WTO 2013)). Here one can see a correlation between the level of GATS commitments 
undertaken in the GATS schedules and the date of the WTO accession (the later the accession, the 
higher the level of commitments). Among developed members, an exceptionally low number of 
commitments are undertaken by Hong Kong, China (271).

Although this paper tackles only legal commitments, it is also interesting to examine relationship 
between the level of commitments and the level of actually applied MFN trade restrictive policies 
discussed in Borchert, Gootiiz et al. (2014). Table 1 demonstrates the comparative openness of the 
nineteen service sub-sectors8 of parties to the reviewed PTAs by country group calculated by the 
Services Trade Restrictions Database (WB). According to the methodology of Borchert, Gootiiz et 
al. (2014), the lower score indicates more liberal policies whereas higher scores indicate more 
restrictive policies.9

The results shown in the table demonstrate that developed countries’ services markets are more 
liberalised than those of developing members. Looking at the scores allocated in my  research for 
GATS commitments related only  to the sub-sectors reflected in the STRI  and only  of the countries 
for which STRI is available, I find that developed states reserve fewer trade restrictive measures 
(average score 75.7) than developing members (average score 46.6).So, no conflict between the 
rough ratios of the levels of commitments and the applied policies is observed: 30.65/19.31=1.58 ≈ 
1,6 - ratio for developing/developed states’ average Service Trade Restrictions Indexes; 75.7/46.6= 

8

8 Only three modes of supply are included in the index - mode 1 (cross-border trade in services), mode 3 (commercial 
presence) and mode 4 (presence of natural persons), and the index covers only 19 service sub-sectors of the six sectors: 
banking, insurance, telecommunications, distribution services, transport services and professional services.

9  For some WTO members the index is not available in the database. No data is available in the Services Trade 
Restrictions Database for Singapore, Hong Kong (China), EFTA (Iceland, Liechtenstein, Norway, Switzerland), Belize, 
El Salvador, Croatia, Cyprus, Estonia, Latvia, Luxembourg, Malta, Slovakia, Slovenia, Chinese Taipei, and 
Montenegro.



1,62 ≈ 1,6 - ratio of the reviewed developed/developing members’ average scores in GATS 
commitments. This means that the GATS schedules of commitments still merit attention and 
analysis. Even if commitments do not accurately reflect the actually applied policies (Borchert, 
Gootiiz et al. 2014) (Hoekman and Mattoo 2013), they reflect liberalisation trends and comparative 
ratios of the policies applied by developed and developing countries.

Figure 2. Cumulative scores for GATS commitments of developing and developed WTO members 
that are parties to the analysed PTAs.

Source: Author’s findings

With regard to the vague entries in the schedules of commitments, the analysis demonstrates several 
entries with uncertain legal status in the market access columns of the schedules. At the same time, 
legally  void entries in the horizontal section are very rare and are typical only for Peru referring to 
the Legislative Decree No. 757 without any specifications, the Republic of Korea and Australia 
referring to various regulations without clarification. EU also very often refers to the laws of its 
member states without clarifications. With regard to market access limitations, entries with 
uncertain legal status are in small number typical for the majority of the reviewed countries, both  
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developing and developed ones, for instance, for Canada (‘training must be completed in Ontario’ 
or ‘required to have an attorney for service in legal documents’), Panama (‘foreign agencies must 
be associated with national enterprises’), or Norway (‘the advocate is personally responsible for his 
activities. To have an interest...in a firm of Norwegian advocates is only possible when taking active 
part in the business’). Although such commitments are sometimes not even legally enforceable 
(such as those of Norway or Panama), it is noteworthy that such entries are ambiguous and their 
violation of the requirements of the GATS Article XVI:2 is uncertain. They  can simultaneously 
reflect both a quantitative restriction and a qualitative requirement (as, for instance, in the case of 
Canada) or can violate the requirement of indicating specific types of joint  venture required, but 
hint at such requirement (as in the case of Panama). I assume that deeper analysis of the entries with 
uncertain legal status and legally void entries in horizontal sections, as well as exploration of the 
reasons for their inclusion in services schedules is needed in order to identify whether they are just a 
result of members’ inexperience regarding the GATS framework or they have been inscribed on 
purpose.

Table 1. Services Trade Restrictions Index for developing and developed members - parties to PTAs 
coming into force in 2012-2013.

Overall Mode 1 Mode 3 Mode 4
Australia 20.2 16.39 18.76 50
Canada 21.6 11.1 25 50
EU 18.18 22.02 17.08 57.38

Japan 23.4 36.58 23.41 60
Korea, Rep. of 23.1 27.08 21.33 75

New Zealand 11 7.89 7.4 50
US 17.7 14.14 19.78 70
Developed 
members average

19.31 19.31 18.97 58.9

Colombia 18.3 15.5 15.27 60
Costa Rica 29.3 66.87 21.08 90
Malaysia 46.1 32.49 46.52 90
Mexico 29.5 34.38 27.27 65
Panama 47.8 25 47.51 80
Peru 16.4 47.12 12.41 45
Ukraine 27.2 24.8 25.06 50
Developing 
members average

30.65 35.16 27.87 68.57

Source: Author’s elaboration based on data from Services Trade Restrictions Database (WB)
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Although GATS schedules of commitments undertaken in terms of the Uruguay Round are the only 
legally binding commitments under GATS, during the Doha Round WTO members introduced 
further commitments regarding service trade liberalisation, the so-called ‘GATS offers’ or ‘DDA 
offers’. However, they are not binding until the end of the Doha Round since trade in services is 
negotiated as part of the single undertaking rule. The initial offers were submitted by most members 
in 2003 and the revised GATS offers had to be submitted by members by May 2005. The GATS 
offers of the analysed countries are also analysed in this work since it is the only way to trace the 
progressive multilateral services trade liberalisation after the Uruguay Round. However, the 
problem in creating a complete picture of GATS offers commitments for the reviewed countries 
arises from the unfortunate fact that for some countries GATS offers are not publicly available. 
Thus, this work reviews only publicly available GATS offers10.

As for the improvements of the GATS commitments made by the GATS offers, it appears that they 
are greater for developing members than for developed ones. Although among the reviewed 
developing members GATS offers are available only for Colombia, Costa Rica and Panama, the 
average level of improvements is 1.3 times with the average score of 354.5 in comparison with a 
level of improvements of 1.22 times for developed states with the average score of 738 (Figure 3). 
This supports the argument concerning notably active participation of the developing states in the 
service negotiations of the Doha Round (Marchetti 2004) and their progress in multilateral 
liberalisation of services trade. 

Figure 3. Average scores for GATS offers of developing and developed countries and improvements 
of GATS commitments made by GATS offers of developing and developed states.

Source: Author’s findings

11

10  The sources used for GATS offers: WTO documents online: https://docs.wto.org/dol2fe/Pages/FE_Search/
FE_S_S005.aspx and the Coalition of Services Industries (CSI) website https://servicescoalition.org/negotiations/wto-
on-the-services-industry

Average scores for GATS offers 
of developing and developed 

countries

GATS offers’ improvements
of the GATS commitments

0

1

2

3

4

0

250

500

750

1000

Developed   DevelopedDeveloping Developing

https://docs.wto.org/dol2fe/Pages/FE_Search/FE_S_S005.aspx
https://docs.wto.org/dol2fe/Pages/FE_Search/FE_S_S005.aspx
https://docs.wto.org/dol2fe/Pages/FE_Search/FE_S_S005.aspx
https://docs.wto.org/dol2fe/Pages/FE_Search/FE_S_S005.aspx
https://servicescoalition.org/negotiations/wto-on-the-services-industry
https://servicescoalition.org/negotiations/wto-on-the-services-industry
https://servicescoalition.org/negotiations/wto-on-the-services-industry
https://servicescoalition.org/negotiations/wto-on-the-services-industry


However, improvements of the GATS commitments made by GATS offers are much less significant 
than improvements made by the PTAs. Characterised by different architecture and scheduling 
approaches (Annex Table 2), the reviewed PTAs comprise greater liberalisation commitments than 
the GATS offers. Thus, the average score for developing states in PTA commitments is 976.9 (in 
comparison with 354.5 in GATS offers), signifying an improvement of their GATS commitments of 
3.72 times. The average PTA score for advanced economies is 907.08 (in comparison with 738 in 
GATS offers), signifying an improvement of the GATS commitments of 1.53 times (Figure 4). The 
difference between developing and developed states is obvious and the first hypothesis that the level 
of PTA improvements of the GATS commitments of developing members is higher than that of 
developed countries is supported. Thus, in contrast to the findings of Fink and Molinuevo (2008) , 
Miroudot, Sauvage et al. (2010) and Marel and Miroudot (2012), I argue that developing members 
seem to be the drivers of recent preferential service trade liberalisation, whereas for developed 
countries PTA improvements of the GATS commitments do not significantly exceed improvements 
made in the GATS offers.

Figure 4. Average scores for developing and developed WTO members’ commitments in PTAs 
analysed, and PTA improvements of GATS commitments of developing and developed states.

Source: Author’s findings

Does asymmetry matter?

Given the larger number of PTAs between asymmetric countries than among symmetric states, in 
this part of the paper I examine whether asymmetric agreements are characterised by higher levels 
of improvements of GATS commitments. In contrast to the finding of Roy, Marchetti et al. (2009) 
that PTAs between asymmetric countries yield higher levels of commitments than agreements 
between developing states, I find that the highest average level of commitments is observed in 
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agreements among symmetric developing countries. The average score for commitments in PTAs 
among developing states is 1,047.5 with the average level of improvements of GATS commitments 
of 3.34 times. The agreements among asymmetric countries produce the average score of 935.23 
with a level of improvements of GATS commitments of 2.6 times. There is no disparity between the 
average scores for developing (934.57) and developed (935.78) members in asymmetric 
agreements, although the level of improvements varies significantly: 3.95 for developing countries 
and 1.48 for developed ones. The lowest average score is observed in symmetric PTAs among 
developed states: 857.89, however the level of improvements in such agreements is higher than for 
developed states in asymmetric agreements: 1.6 (Figure 5).

The hypothesis that cumulative countries’ commitments in PTAs that integrate asymmetric 
countries offer a higher level of improvements of GATS commitments in comparison with those in 
services PTAs among symmetric countries is confirmed as 2.6 exceeds 2.4, thus contrasting the 
findings of Marel and Miroudot (2012) that North-North PTAs go further beyond the GATS 
commitments than North-South PTAs. Thus, I argue that asymmetry matters, but only for 
developing countries, because if the groups of countries are considered separately, the hypothesis is 
valid only for developing states. The difference in the level of improvements of developing and 
developed states in asymmetric PTAs, as well as discrepancy between the level of improvements of 
GATS commitments in symmetric PTAs among developing states on the one hand and among 
developed ones on the other, do not allow to conclude that the structure of a PTA (symmetric or 
asymmetric) directly influences the level of PTA improvements. However, it confirms the finding of 
the previous part regarding the significant role of developing states in discriminatory service trade 
liberalisation.

Figure 5. Average scores for commitments in PTAs and PTA improvements of the GATS 
commitments by symmetry of agreements and country group.

Average scores for PTA commitments by country group and by symmetry of 
agreements
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PTA improvements of GATS commitments by country group and by symmetry of 
agreements

Source: Author’s findings

Conclusion
The analysis identifies that countries exhibit larger PTA improvements of GATS commitments in 
comparison with improvements of GATS commitments contained in GATS offers. This supports the 
finding of Marchetti and Roy (2008) about the shift of countries’ interests in favour of 
discriminatory services agreements. The major finding of this paper is that developing countries are 
the drivers of recent preferential services trade liberalisation. This finding comes from the 
observation that PTA commitments and PTA improvements of the GATS commitments of 
developing countries are higher than those of developed states in both symmetric and asymmetric 
agreements. At the same time, the level of GATS commitments is higher for developed members 
than that for developing ones. This means that developing countries compensate the low level of 
commitments in GATS by undertaking larger commitments in PTAs. This opens up questions for 
further investigation concerning the preference of developing countries for discriminatory 
agreements instead of the GATS. The paper also concludes that asymmetry of PTA parties leads to 
the highest levels of PTA improvements of GATS commitments, at least for developing countries. 
Thus, among the reviewed PTAs, asymmetric agreements prevail (nine asymmetric and five 
symmetric), and asymmetric agreements yield higher improvements of GATS commitments. 
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Australia* X

Canada X

Chinese Taipei X

Colombia X X

Costa Rica X

EFTA X X

EU X X

Hong Kong, China X

Japan X

Korea, Rep. of X

Malaysia X

Mexico X

Montenegro X

New Zealand X

Panama X X X

Peru X X X X

Singapore X

Ukraine X X

US X X X

Australia* - Developed countries are marked by blue color, whereas the developing countries are left black. 

A
us

tra
lia

C
an

ad
a

C
hi

ne
se

 T
ai

pe
i

C
ol

om
bi

a

C
os

ta
 R

ic
a

EF
TA

EU H
on

g 
K

on
g,

 C
hi

na

Ja
pa

n

K
or

ea
, R

ep
ub

lic
 o

f

M
al

ay
si

a

M
ex

ic
o

M
on

te
ne

gr
o

N
ew

 Z
ea

la
nd

Pa
na

m
a

Pe
ru

Si
ng

ap
or

e

U
kr

ai
ne

U
S

Annex Table 1. Cross-tabulation of the countries and services PTAs included in the analysis.



PTA Date of 
notification

Date of 
entry into 

force

Status Type of 
scheduling 
approach

Provisions for mode 3 Provisions for 
mode 4

Date of latest GATS offer

Canada - 
Panama

10-Apr-2013 01-Apr-2013 In force Negative-list Investment chapter and 
Services chapter (Cross-
Border Trade in Services 
– Market Access) and 
10.08 (Cross-Border 
Trade in Services – 
Domestic Regulation)

Services chapter 
and chapter 
Temporary entry 
of business 
persons.

Canada - 23 May 2005 - TN/S/O/
CAN/Rev.1*

Panama - 20 May 2003 - not publicly 
available
Available as of 11 April 2003 - TN/S/
O/PAN

Costa Rica - 
Singapore

16-Sep-2013 01-Jul-2013 In force Negative-list Investment chapter and 
Services chapter 
(Articles 10.5 (Market 
Access) and 10.8 
(Domestic Regulation)

Services chapter Costa Rica - 21 April 2004 - TN/S/O/
CRI

Singapore - 6 June 2005 - not 
publicly available
Available as of 15 July 2003 - TN/S/
O/SGP

EFTA - 
Hong Kong, 
China* 

27-Sep-2012 01-Oct-2012 In force Negative-list

Movement of 
natural persons 
(mode 4): 
positive-list (List 
of 
Commitments) 
and negative-list 
(List of 
Reservations)

Services chapter Services chapter Iceland - 14 June 2005 - TN/S/O/
ISL/Rev.1

Liechtenstein - 20 July 2005 - TN/S/
O/LIE/Rev.1

Norway - 28 June 2005 - TN/S/O/
NOR/Rev.1

Switzerland - 14 June 2005 - TN/S/
O/CHE/Rev. 1

Hong Kong - 16 June 2005
Available as of  23  April 2003 - TN/
S/O/HKG

Annex Table 2.  Services PTAs included in the analysis.



PTA Date of 
notification

Date of 
entry into 

force

Status Type of 
scheduling 
approach

Provisions for mode 3 Provisions for 
mode 4

Date of latest GATS offer

EFTA - 
Ukraine

18-Jun-2012 01-Jun-2012 In force Positive-list Services chapter Services chapter Iceland - 14 June 2005 - TN/S/O/
ISL/Rev.1

Liechtenstein - 20 July 2005 - TN/S/
O/LIE/Rev.1

Norway - 28 June 2005 - TN/S/O/
NOR/Rev.1

Switzerland - 14 June 2005 - TN/S/
O/CHE/Rev. 1

EU - 
Colombia 
and Peru

26-Feb-2013 01-Mar-2013 In force Positive-list Trade in Services, 
Establishment and 
Electronic commerce 
Title; Establishment 
Chapter

Trade in Services, 
Establishment 
and Electronic 
commerce Title; 
Temporary 
presence of 
Natural Persons 
for Business 
Purposes
Chapter

EU - 29 June 2005 - TN/S/O/EEC/
Rev.1 

Colombia - 21 July 2005
Available as of 18 September 2005 - 
TN/S/O/COL

Peru - 28 June 2005 - not publicly 
available

Japan - 
Peru*

24-Feb-2012 01-Mar-2012 In force Negative-list Services chapter, as 
‘covered investments’

Services chapter 
and chapter Entry 
and Temporary 
Stay of Nationals 
for Business 
Purposes

Japan - 24 June 2005 - TN/S/O/JPN/
Rev.1

Peru - 28 June 2005 - not publicly 
available

(continued)



PTA Date of 
notification

Date of 
entry into 

force

Status Type of 
scheduling 
approach

Provisions for mode 3 Provisions for 
mode 4

Date of latest GATS offer

Korea, 
Republic of 
- US*

15-Mar-2012 15-Mar-2012 In force Negative-list Investment chapter and 
Services chapter as 
‘covered 
investments’ (Art. 12.4 
Market Access, Art. 12.7 
Domestic regulation, 
Art. 12.8 Transparency 
in Developing and 
Applying Regulations)

Services chapter US - 28 June 2005 
Available as of 31 May 2005 - TN/S/
O/USA/Rev.1

Korea, republic of - 14 June 2005 - 
TN/S/O/KOR/Rev.1 

Malaysia - 
Australia

13-May-2013 01-Jan-2013 In force Positive-list

Investment 
chapter - 
negative-list. But  
I do not analyze 
investment 
chapter since it 
does not cover 
trade in services 
with regard to 
market access 
and national 
treatment.

Services chapter and 
Investment chapter: 
Article 12.7 (Minimum 
Standard of Treatment), 
Article 12.8 
(Expropriation and 
Compensation), Article 
12.9 (Transfers), Article 
12.10 
(Treatment in the Case 
of Strife) and Article 
12.11 (Subrogation)

Services chapter 
and chapter 
Movement of 
Natural Persons

Australia - 31 May 2005 - TN/S/O/
AUS/Rev.1

Malaysia - 31 January 2006 - not 
publicly available

New 
Zealand - 
Chinese 
Taipei

25-Nov-2013 01-Dec-2013 In force Negative-list Investment chapter and 
Services chapter 
(Articles 4 (Market 
Access), 10 
(Transparency) and 12 
(Domestic Regulation) 

Services chapter 
and chapter  
Temporary Entry 
of Business 
Persons

New Zealand - 17 June 2005 - TN/S/
O/NZL/Rev.1

Chinese Taipei - 8 June 2005  - not 
publicly available

(continued)



PTA Date of 
notification

Date of 
entry into 

force

Status Type of 
scheduling 
approach

Provisions for mode 3 Provisions for 
mode 4

Date of latest GATS offer

Panama - 
Peru*

23-Apr-2012 01-May-2012 In force Negative-list Investment chapter and 
Services chapter (Article 
13.2 (Subsidies), 13.5 
(Market Access), 13.9 
(Transparency in the 
Development and 
Implementation of 
Regulations), 13.10 
(Domestic Regulation)

Services chapter 
and chapter 
Temporary entry 
of business 
persons.

Panama - 20 May 2003 - not publicly 
available
Available as of 11 April 2003 - TN/S/
O/PAN

Peru - 28 June 2005 - not publicly 
available

Peru - 
Mexico*

22-Feb-2012 01-Feb-2012 In force Negative-list Investment chapter and 
Services chapter 
(Articles 10.6 (Market 
Access) and 10.9 
(Domestic Regulation)

Services chapter 
and chapter  
Entry and 
Temporary Stay 
of Business 
Persons

Peru - 28 June 2005 - not publicly 
available

Mexico - 5 August 2005 - not 
publicly available
Available (partly) as of 10 June 2003 
- TN/S/O/MEX

Ukraine - 
Montenegro

25-Apr-2013 01-Jan-2013 In force Positive-list Services chapter Services chapter

US - 
Colombia*

08-May-2012 15-May-2012 In force Negative-list Investment chapter, 
Financial services 
chapter, Services chapter 
as ‘covered 
investments’ (Art. 11.4  
Market Access, Art. 11.7 
Domestic Regulation,  
11.8 Transparency in 
Developing and 
Applying Regulations)

Services chapter, 
Financial services 
chapter

US - 28 June 2005 
Available as of 31 May 2005 - TN/S/
O/USA/Rev.1

Colombia - 21 July 2005
Available as of 18 September 2005 - 
TN/S/O/COL

(continued)



PTA Date of 
notification

Date of 
entry into 

force

Status Type of 
scheduling 
approach

Provisions for mode 3 Provisions for 
mode 4

Date of latest GATS offer

US - 
Panama*

29-Oct-2012 31-Oct-2012 In force Negative-list Investment chapter and 
Services chapter as 
‘covered 
investment’ (Art. 11.4 
Market Access, Art. 11.7 
Transparency in 
Developing and 
Applying Regulations, 
Art.11.8 Domestic 
Regulation)

Services chapter US - 28 June 2005 
Available as of 31 May 2005 - TN/S/
O/USA/Rev.1

Panama - 20 May 2003 - not publicly 
available
Available as of 11 April 2003 - TN/S/
O/PAN

EFTA - Hong Kong, China*  - Data on the PTA commitments of the parties were taken from the WTO/WB I-TIP Services Trade Database http://i-tip.wto.org/services/

(continued)
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