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1. Introduction
Why some free trade agreement (FTA) negotiations succeed in delivering an agreement,
while others fail, is an important but neglected question for almost all scholars, including
economists, political scientists and international relations experts (Genna 2010). Previous
research tends to focus on the question regarding either (i) why FTA, or regional
cooperation in general, is in place or proliferating; and/or (ii) what are the unique
characteristics held by groups or pairs of countries that have FTA vis-a-vis those that do
not. Situations in which negotiation was launched but never concluded and in which
negotiation was never even launched are treated equally as “absence of FTA.” In my view,
however, the two scenarios are totally different (only the former should be labeled as
unsuccessful “negotiations”), and in this paper, I offer a fresh insight into trade
negotiations, by setting my analytical focus on the unsuccessful negotiations.
Countries can freely select favorable potential FTA partners and voluntarily decide
whether or not to engage in negotiations, usually after conducting feasibility studies. In
fact, countries sometimes decide against initiating negotiations based on the unfavorable
results of such studies. Hence, once officials confirm the desirability of the FTA and
launch negotiation, it usually, but not always, brings an output: namely, a signed FTA,
which is different from negotiations in other fields. 1 The fundamental puzzle, therefore,
is why some countries that voluntarily decide to pursue an FTA later cease that pursuit.
To answer this question, this paper will compare successful and unsuccessful negotiations,
which sounds straightforward, but actually entails complicated research design, because
defining and finding unsuccessful negotiations is not easy. In identifying factors that
affect negotiation outcomes, we put special emphasis on factors closely related to the
negotiation process, such as the existence of diplomatic missions. The rationale behind
this is that critical variables that are usually considered “determinants” of FTAs, such as
each country’s economic size and distance from one another (Baier and Bergstrad 2004),
are already considered when countries decide to initiate negotiations. In other words, we
can reasonably infer that proposals that enter the negotiation stage are more or less
“qualified” in terms of critical variables - but something went wrong during the
negotiations process. 2 I do not deny the possibility that critical determinants also affect
1

In the case of conflict resolution negotiations or mediations, there are urgent problems to be settled, which implies
that conflict resolution negotiations sometimes (or often) fail (Kleiboer 1996).
2
There is a possibility that countries launch “unqualified” negotiations in terms of the critical determinants of FTA
due to other motivations (e.g. diplomatic), and those critical determinants affect the outcome of the negotiations (not
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the outcome of negotiations, but establishing negotiation-related factors as our analytical
focus is justifiable, because these factors have been largely neglected in the literature thus
far.
This paper is structured as follows. The next section reviews related literature on the
formation of FTAs and regional cooperation in general, as well as the economic literature
on the “determinants” of FTAs. We will also review the limited number of papers that
examine unsuccessful negotiations. Then, we will present three hypotheses regarding the
factors related to the negotiation process: (i) existence of foreign missions; (ii) reciprocity
in tariff reduction; and (iii) domino effect and crowding-out effect. Some explanations on
the definition of unsuccessful FTA negotiations and methodology to examine hypotheses
follow. After that, we will examine the hypotheses by considering 25 FTA negotiations
conducted by Singapore, which, to our knowledge, has the largest number of unsuccessful
negotiations in the world.
2. Literature
Above all, it is important to note that there are two stages necessary for an FTA to be
signed: the launch of negotiations and the conclusion of negotiations (Figure 1). Not all
country pairs launch negotiations and not all negotiations are successfully concluded.
Figure 1: Scope of Existing Studies

Source: Author’s compilation

Why states compete and cooperate is one of the central research questions of international
relations (Grieco 1990). Realists argue that states form alliances or associations to balance
external power, or at least to cope with external threats (Walt 1985). Liberalists posit that
states cooperate because cooperation is beneficial, putting emphasis on the establishment
of institutions that facilitate cooperation, drawing insights from game theory’s prisoners’
dilemma (Mattli 1999). Constructivists emphasize the significance of shared norm and
the launch of the negotiations). Such a scenario is unlikely because there are usually feasibility studies emphasizing
economic impacts, but such a possibility cannot be ruled out. To rigorously test this would require a quantitative model
to identify the determinants of the launch of negotiations and test it using data on pairs that launch negotiations and
that do not; the former should include unsuccessful negotiations.
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identity in explaining why states collaborate and form regional groups (Acharya 2001).
There are also several other possible explanations as to why countries pursue FTAs. Some
argue that countries’ motivations to pursue FTAs cannot be fully understood without
considering geo-political and security factors, in line with the realist perspective
(Mochizuki 2009). Others emphasize the significance of economic motivations such as
better market access brought about by FTAs (Urata 2009). There is also an argument that
competition over the setting of international norms and rules is the essence of FTA games
(Nakagawa 2009). As Solis and Katada (2009) rightly point out, the proliferation of FTAs
is brought about by complex competition among countries that have mixed motivations.
The principal concerns in international relations literature on FTAs are limited to why
states cooperate or sign FTAs, and very little attention has been paid to why negotiations
sometimes failed. One of few exceptions is Genna (2010), who compared successful
negotiations (US-Caribbean; US-Central America; and EU-Caribbean) and unsuccessful
negotiations (EU-MERCOSUR and Free Trade Area of Americas [FTAA]). He argues
that power asymmetry and external power (e.g., the rise of China) are the keys to
understanding differences in negotiation outcomes. Robles (2008) examined EUMERCOSUR FTA and found that the EU’s strong quest for reciprocity in the negotiation
process was one of the critical obstacles, implying that negotiation processes matter.
Antkiewicz and Momani (2009) found that the motivation for proposing an FTA between
the EU and GCC, which was then being negotiated, was geopolitical, with little economic
impact. Interestingly enough, the EU-GCC negotiations eventually failed, after their
analysis. It is important to note that all studies on unsuccessful FTAs thus far deal with
group-to-group FTAs, such as the EU-MERCOSUR negotiations.
Economic studies do not distinguish the two stages mentioned above (the launch of
negotiations and the conclusion of negotiations). They treat equally pairs that started
negotiations but did not reach conclusion, and pairs that did not even start negotiations as
“absence of FTA,” or “zero” in terms of codifying. Their concern is limited to pairs that
concluded negotiations: pairs having an FTA. Economists have successfully identified
unique characteristics held by pairs that successfully concluded negotiations and signed
FTAs, vis-à-vis pairs without FTAs. Baier and Bergstrad (2004)’s pioneering study
examines the explanatory power of various economic variables, such as each country’s
economic size and distance from one another, which is proxy to transport cost. They find
country pairs that are close to each other and isolated from the rest of the world tend to
sign FTAs. The same study also finds that larger economies tend to sign more FTAs and
similarity in terms of economic sizes positively affect the likelihood of signing FTAs
between the two.
While Baier and Bergstrad (2004) analyze only the unique features possessed by a
particular pair of countries in question, subsequent studies take into account the effect of
“other FTAs,” as suggested by the famous domino effect introduced by Baldwin (1993).
Baldwin and Jaimovich (2012) find that countries sign defensive FTAs to reduce the
discriminatory effect created when its potential partner signs an FTA with a third party.
This explains why Mexico needed an FTA with the US after the conclusion of the USCanada FTA. Baier et al. (2012) further expanded the analysis and empirically showed
that the formation of FTAs was positively affected not only when a potential partner
4

signed an FTA with a third party, but also when FTAs were signed by non-parties 3 –
another form of the domino effect. This explains the pursuit of the US-Canada FTA after
Europe’s regionalism. “Triadic closure” discussed by Manger et al. (2012) is an
interesting extension of Baldwin’s domino effect theory - they theoretically and
empirically show that “triadic closure” happens if countries A and B as well as A and C
have FTAs, then, ceteris paribus, B and C are likely to also form an FTA. Further, they
found that “triadic closure” tends to happen among developed countries, implying the risk
of leaving the most vulnerable countries in the international trade regime behind.
It can thus be seen that in international relations, there have been some, albeit very limited,
attempts to look into unsuccessful FTA negotiations, but virtually no systematic analysis
regarding why negotiations fail has yet been conducted. Economists have identified the
determinants which lead to the establishment of FTAs, but they have treated unsuccessful
negotiations and the absence of negotiations as equivalent. Moreover, economists only
analyze “economic determinants,” the term used by Baier and Bergstrad (2004), such as
each country’s economic size and distance from its potential partner. It does not seem that
economists consider the actual negotiations as significantly impacting the successful
conclusion of an FTA.
3. Hypotheses
3.1. Negotiation costs
Any negotiation entails material costs. In fact, in the context of conflict resolution
negotiations, Ghosn (2010, 1058) argues that preparation for negotiations and travelling
to the location of the negotiations could affect the negotiation’s outcome, though his
empirical exercise does not actually test the explanatory power of negotiation-related
variables. The negotiation costs seem to be especially important in trade negotiations.
Officials are preoccupied with the economic costs and benefits of FTAs during the
feasibility study stage, underestimating the negotiation cost: they suddenly encounter
various costs and obstacles associated with negotiations once the negotiations get started.
In economic literature, distance between negotiating countries is included as a proxy for
transport cost. The shorter the distance, the lower the transport cost: a large if expected
impact of potential FTAs, increasing the incentive to start negotiations. One could argue
that distance can also be a proxy of travelling cost. The logic here is that the farther the
distance, the longer the travel time and greater the price of a ticket becomes. While I
concede that a five-hour flight is “easier” than an eight-hour flight, the differences in
travel time and ticket costs do not seem critical.
A more critical factor affecting the negotiation costs would be the existence of diplomatic
missions. The existence of diplomatic missions is critical because trade negotiations are
often conducted in the “home and away” style. While meetings for conflict resolution
(both negotiations and mediations) tend to be held in a neutral place, say Geneva, shuttle
diplomacy between capitals is often the mode of negotiations for FTAs. The logistical
3
The former are called “own-FTA interdependence,” which is the effect of the quantity of FTAs signed by a potential
FTA partner with other countries; the latter is “cross-FTA interdependence,” the effect of the quantity of FTAs
between other country pairs.
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support of diplomatic missions seems to make physical traveling burdens light, perhaps
lighter than saving three hours on flight. Moreover, the existence of diplomatic missions
simplifies both the preparation for negotiations and follow-up of any outstanding issues.
Surprisingly, the role of Foreign Service is limited in empirical literature. Thus far, no
study has evaluated the impact of existing diplomatic missions on FTA conclusion. There
are, however, some studies that examine the impact of Foreign Services on trade, with the
majority confirming a positive effect (Rose 2005). While trade flows, FTAs and
diplomatic missions are inter-related, impacting one another (pairs that have strong ties
tend to exchange foreign missions and sign an FTA), and there is little room to doubt that
the existence of diplomatic missions increases the likelihood of the potential partners
successfully concluding FTA negotiations. Anecdotally, several former diplomats who
were engaged in recent FTA negotiations confirmed the critical role played by diplomatic
missions during FTA negotiations. In one case, the former Indian Ambassador writes
“[i]ndian embassies have been closely involved in the drafting and negotiations of singlecountry and regional free-trade agreements” (Rana, 2011, 9). Chan Heng Chee,
Singaporean Ambassador to the US involved in the US-Singapore FTA, also admits that
lobbying conducted by embassies plays an important role in successful conclusion of
FTAs (Chan 2004).
Hypothesis 1: When negotiating parties have diplomatic missions in the partner country,
the two countries are more likely to conclude FTA negotiations.
3.2. Reciprocity in tariff concession
The balance does matter. Economic research finds that countries whose economic sizes
are similar are more likely to sign FTAs (Baier and Bergstrand 2004). In terms of the level
of economic development, FTAs between developed countries tend to be realized, while
those between developed and developing countries are less likely to be realized (Manger
et al 2012). While debatable, the majority of scholars are of the view that balance of power
positively affects the likelihood of successful negotiations or mediations in the field of
conflict resolution (Kleiboer 1996).
Reciprocity, one of core concepts in international relations, is also related to the idea of
balance. Reciprocity is based on contingency and equivalence (Keohane 1986).
Reciprocity implies actions are contingent on rewarding reactions from others. For
exchange to be reciprocal, the benefits must be equivalent. In the case of diffuse
reciprocity, the definition of equivalence is less precise: one’s partners may be viewed as
a group rather than as particular actors (ibid.). The central value of the multilateral trading
system, the World Trade Organization (formerly known as General Agreements on Tariffs
and Trade, or GATT), is diffused reciprocity (Keohane 1986; Finger 2005). In contrast,
In the case of specific reciprocity, the simultaneous balancing of specific quid-pro-quos
by each party is required (Keohane 1986; Ruggie 1992). It is widely argued that bilateral
FTA negotiations are based on specific reciprocity, meaning that the two parties exchange
roughly the same amount of privileges (Solis and Katada 2009).
In the case of FTA negotiations, what should be reciprocal is the exchange of tariff
concession. Such an argument is logical because the very purpose of signing FTAs is to
6

eliminate, or at least reduce, tariffs. Even though non-tariff issues are increasing in
importance, preferential market access continues to be one of the critical motivations to
pursue FTAs (Urata 2009).
Suppose that two countries are negotiating an FTA with one party having low most
favored nation (MFN) tariffs (for example, 5% on average), while the other party imposes
high MFN tariffs (perhaps 20% on average). Because FTA parties, in general, need to
eliminate tariffs for intra-FTA trade due to GATT Article XXIV (see below for details),
the magnitude of tariff cuts differs significantly between the high and low MFN countries.
Moreover, it is not reasonable for the high-MFN party to cut tariffs under such an FTA,
because access to the markets of the low-MFN party is already a given, irrespective of
whether it is signed. This in turn means the low-MFN country does not have the
bargaining power to request a tariff cut from a high-MFN potential FTA partner. Hence,
similarity in tariff levels seems to be critical for reciprocal tariff concession exchange to
happen under an FTA.
Hypothesis 2: When the levels of MFN rates between negotiating parties are similar, they
are more likely to conclude FTA negotiations.
3.3. Domino effect and crowd-out effect
Domino effect theory well explains the proliferation of FTAs. The micro-foundation of
the theory is that, economically speaking, FTAs are demanded by exporting industries in
one country once they are disadvantaged by an FTA signed by a competitor country’s
government (Baldwin 1993). There is also a political domino effect, with a governments’
primary concern being its potential exclusion from a new dimension of regional economic
diplomacy (Ravenhill 2010). Both economic factors (market access) and diplomatic
factors (avoidance of diplomatic isolation) constitute motivations for pursuing FTAs
(Solis and Katada 2009).
If the domino effect is very powerful, the number of negotiations increases. That is, the
more FTA negotiations one country has, the more attractive it becomes as a negotiating
partner for others. Note, however, that this only explains the incentive or motivation to
request or propose negotiations. A party already involved in a large number of on-going
negotiations may accept the launch of additional negotiations, despite its resource
constraint, when the new proposer is important (or more important than the incumbent
partners).
When one country is conducting too many parallel FTA negotiations at the same time in
this manner, negotiators cannot handle all projects. This is because agencies involved in
FTA negotiations have limited capacity. This is the so-called “diversion of attentions”
originally used to describe the trade-off between regionalism and multiculturalism with
regard to negotiation resource allocation (Krueger 1995, 96), but it also applies to tradeoff between FTAs, which I call the “crowding-out” effect. While the mechanisms used to
decide the priority of FTA partners is a difficult question beyond the scope of this paper,
it is reasonable to consider that a new FTA negotiation proposal is accepted because its
proposer is perhaps more important than the pre-existing negotiating partners. In short,
(less important) earlier negotiating partners may be crowded out when a new, more
7

important player arrives. The crowding-out effect seems to be particularly significant for
capacity-constrained small countries.
Hypothesis 3: When one country conducts a large number of parallel negotiations, FTAs
are less likely to be concluded.
4. Definition and Methodology
4.1. Definition of Unsuccessful FTA Negotiations
There are multiple varieties of trade agreements. We will only analyze agreements to
liberalize trade, not those to facilitate trade (e.g., cooperation on trade exhibition).
Agreements to liberalize trade usually include tariff reduction. There are mainly two types
of agreements to reduce tariff. The first is the free trade agreement (FTA), which is based
on GATT Article XXIV. Members of FTA are expected to eliminate tariffs for
substantially all intra-FTA trade. The second type is the so-called partial scope agreement
(PSA) based on the WTO Enabling Clause, wherein members can freely decide product
coverage in agreements. The coverage can be very narrow; for example, the agreement
may only cover agricultural products. Under the WTO rules, only developing countries
are entitled to sign these Enabling Clause-based agreements. The focus of our analysis is
on FTA negotiations. This is because the negotiations for PSAs are often concluded in a
timely manner, after excluding all sensitive sectors. 4
Successful negotiations mean negotiations that result in a signed FTA, irrespective of time
required, without need for ratification. Unsuccessful negotiations mean negotiations
launched some time ago but failing to deliver an FTA - the X-year rule. The X-year rule
is not ideal, but it is necessary, because it is difficult to determine whether prolonged
negotiations are ongoing or temporarily suspended; hence both are treated as unsuccessful
negotiations in this study. When negotiations were launched more than X year ago and
then suspended for some reasons, those are certainly unsuccessful negotiations.
Alternatively, ongoing negotiation above X-year(s) old are regarded as unsuccessful.
Therefore, unsuccessful negotiations are negotiations launched more than X year ago,
which may or may not be ongoing. Unconcluded negotiations less than X-year(s) old are
outside the scope of our analysis, because it is too premature to judge their final
negotiation outcome. As a result, “unsuccessful negotiations” in this paper may include
“marathon” negotiations (lasting beyond X years) but which might later be concluded.
We will use a 10-year rule to determine unsuccessful negotiations in this paper. 10 years
can be said to be long enough for viable FTA projects to be concluded. When obtaining
the data regarding when the parties launched official negotiations is difficult, the date of
the first round of negotiations is regarded as the launch date. This means that the phase in
which a party conducts a feasibility study to make a decision whether to pursue an FTA
is not included in the negotiation period, unless the feasibility study is conducted after the
launch of formal negotiations.
Some may argue that FTA projects that do not lead to the negotiation stage should be
4

Nevertheless, there are cases of unsuccessful negotiations for partial scope agreements, such as between India and
Egypt.
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included in the category of unsuccessful negotiations. This may well be true for some
country relationship such as China-Japan, where negotiations were not launched despite
the conduct of several rounds of feasibility studies. However, because it is very difficult
to produce a list of this type of unsuccessful negotiation (potential negotiations that never
come to a reality), this paper only analyzes negotiations formally launched but not
concluded.
We analyze only bilateral FTAs, excluding multi-party FTAs from the analysis (with some
exceptions 5 ), because negotiation dynamics of multi-party FTAs are extremely
complicated. However, the issue arises when prolonged bilateral negotiation is “absorbed”
into another multi-party FTA. For example, Singapore-Canada FTA negotiations were
launched in 2000 but as yet, have not been concluded: this should be considered an
unsuccessful negotiation. Meanwhile, the TPP, including both Singapore and Canada, was
signed in 2010. Hence, one may argue that the bilateral negotiation between the two
countries should no longer be considered unsuccessful. While it is true that there is no
incentive to pursue a Singapore-Canada FTA after the conclusion of the TPP, we regard
Singapore-Canada negotiations as unsuccessful. This is because the negotiation dynamics
between Singapore and Canada, and those involved in the TPP, are totally different. That
the two countries were unable to conclude their own negotiations is significant. In short,
just because unsuccessful bilateral negotiations are absorbed into a successful multi-party
negotiations, we do not regard the former as successful.
There is no comprehensive database covering unsuccessful FTA negotiations. Databases
typically include only successfully concluded FTAs. However, because of the
proliferation of FTAs after 2000 in the Asian region, there are now several databases
monitoring FTA development, naturally including information on ongoing negotiations.
These databases are very useful in tracking unsuccessful negotiations, defined as
negotiations lasting over 10 years. In addition to the three global FTA databases below,
whose coverage of unsuccessful negotiations is limited, there are four Asian databases
that include some information on unsuccessful negotiations (the latter four in the list
below).
 WTO Regional Trade Agreements Information System (RTA-IS) (available at:
http://rtais.wto.org/UI/PublicMaintainRTAHome.aspx)
 Bilaterals.org (available at: https://www.bilaterals.org/?lang=en)
 World Bank Global Preferential Trade Agreements Database (available at:
https://www.bilaterals.org/?lang=en)
 Asian Development Bank (ADB), Asia Regional Integration Center, Free Trade
Agreement Database (ARIC Database) (available at: https://aric.adb.org/fta)
 United Nations Economic and Social Commission for Asia and the Pacific
(UNESCAP), Asia-Pacific Trade and Investment Agreement Database (APTIAD)
(available at: http://www.unescap.org/content/aptiad/)
 Japan External Trade Organization (JETRO) Database
 Appendix 1 in Dent (2006)

5

One exception is TPSEP (among Singapore, Brunei, New Zealand and Chile), which is regarded as a bilateral
agreement between Singapore and Chile. This is because, from the Singaporean perspective, TPSEP essentially
involved negotiating only with Chile, because Singapore already had an FTA with New Zealand and Brunei.
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4.2. Methodology
There are two reasonable methodologies used to look into the factors that affect the
outcome of FTA negotiations, although this study employs neither of them. First, an indepth case study is certainly useful in understanding the motivations and driving sources
behind the pursuit of FTAs. This is especially true for successfully concluded FTAs. It is,
however, problematic to use case studies to identify why negotiations are unsuccessful.
In-depth case studies may enable the identification of difficulties that negotiators face,
but pinpointing them as critical factors that prevent the signing of an FTA is unwarranted.
There are always difficulties in the course of negotiations, and the real question is why
the difficulties weren’t overcome. In-depth case studies are powerless to provide an
answer to this question. We should not pay too much attention to immediate obstacles to
negotiations, when a more systematic explanation is necessary.
The second methodology to identify the factors for negotiation success or failure is a
quantitative approach to the conclusion of FTA negotiations. The explanatory power of
quantitative models should be examined by the global data of both successful and
unsuccessful FTA negotiations. However, at this stage, such an exercise is difficult for
one simple reason: the coverage of unsuccessful negotiations in existing databases is
regionally biased, which is an obstacle to quantitatively examining the model’s fit. Thus,
there is a strong Asian bias in the Asian databases, due to the number of such databases,
and the relatively short history of FTAs.
This study considers a more intermediate area. More specifically, we will conduct a
systemic comparison of a mid-size number (25 cases) of successful and unsuccessful FTA
negotiations. With a mid-size number of samples, despite the difficulty of conducting a
rigorous quantitative analysis, it is still possible to conduct some systematic comparison,
allowing us to generalize the findings, departing from small-number-specific case
analysis. Qualitative examination of the explanatory power of negotiation-related factors,
such as the number of FTA negotiations conducted in parallel at a particular point of time,
is also manageable using a mid-size number of cases.
This study compares successful and unsuccessful FTA negotiations conducted by one
country. A casual comparison among several unsuccessful negotiations in different parts
of the world, for example, among the Canada-Central American Common Market
(CACM), Japan-Korea and EU-India, will not tell us much. By selecting one country, we
can control several variables which may affect the negotiation outcomes.
This paper will analyze Singapore’s negotiations, because it is has engaged in the largest
number of FTA negotiations, both successful and unsuccessful (Table 1). While we
acknowledge that Singapore is a very unique city state with some limitations of
generalization, it also has advantages because of its uniqueness. Singapore is a strategic
country, but not overly politically or ideologically motivated, at least as far as its FTA
policies are concerned: it has FTAs with both the US and China. Singapore’s domestic
politics are stable, allowing as a control its domestic political factor. In fact, for example,
in the case of Thailand, its unsuccessful negations can be largely explained by Prime
Minister Thaksin’s stepping down from his position (Sally 2007).
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Table 1: Singapore’s FTA Negotiations
FTA
Singapore-NZ
Singapore-Japan
Singapore-Australia
Singapore-US
Singapore-Mexico
Singapore-EFTA
Singapore-Canada
Singapore-Jordan
Singapore-India
Singapore-Chile (TPSEP)
Singapore-Korea
Singapore-Bahrain
Singapore-Sri Lanka
Singapore-Panama
Singapore-Peru
Singapore-Pakistan
Singapore-GCC
Singapore-China
Singapore-Egypt
Singapore-Morocco
Singapore-Ukraine
Singapore-Costa Rica
Singapore-EU
Singapore-Taipei
Singapore-Turkey

launched
1999
2000
2000
2000
2000
2001
2001
2003
2003
2003
2003
2003
2003
2004
2005
2005
2006
2006
2006
2007
2007
2008
2009
2010
2014

Signed
2001
2002
2003
2004
NA (suspended in 2005)
2003
NA (suspended in 2009
2004
2005
2005
2006
NA (suspended in 2004)
NA (2003)
2006
2009
NA (suspended in 2006)
2010
2009
NA (suspended in 2010)
NA (suspended in 2007)
NA (suspended in 2010)
2010
2014
2013
2015

Source: Author’s compilation

5. Discussions
5.1. Diplomatic Missions
Foreign missions of Singapore are classified as “Embassies,” “High Commissions,”
“Permanent Missions,” “Consulate-Generals and Consulates” (Appendix 2). 6 Among
these, the first three can be substantially used as negotiations tools, including during FTA
negotiations (hereafter, “diplomatic missions”). Singapore has permanent missions in
Brussels for the European Union (EU) and in Geneva for the United Nations and World
Trade Organization (WTO). It is assumed that the latter can be used for FTA negotiations
with the European Free Trade Association (EFTA), 7 because the EFTA Secretariat is
located in Geneva (in fact, meetings between the two are sometimes held in Geneva). We
regard the Singaporean Embassy in Saudi Arabia as its diplomatic mission to GCC, which
has its Secretariat in Riyadh. Among 25 FTA partners, Singapore has diplomatic missions
in 12, and no such office in the other 13.
We use data on Singapore’s diplomatic missions in its partner countries in order to
examine the relationship between diplomatic missions and negotiation outcomes. This is
because Singapore’s external diplomatic missions vary more so than those in Singapore.
In fact, almost all countries have a diplomatic mission in Singapore (Appendix 2). In
addition, as discussed, nearly equal distribution between FTA negotiating partners with
and without diplomatic missions with Singapore provide us with a good opportunity to

6
7

A Trade Representative in Taipei is regarded as a Singaporean “embassy” in Taipei.
Switzerland, Norway, Iceland and Liechtenstein.
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compare the two groups. As Table 2 shows, when there is a diplomatic mission, FTA
negotiations are likely to be successful, with a probability of 91.7%. The only case where
negotiations were unsuccessful despite the existence of a diplomatic mission was with
Egypt. When there is no diplomatic mission, the probability of success or failure of
negotiations is almost the same.
Table 2: Diplomatic Missions and Negotiation Outcomes
With diplomatic
missions
(12 cases)

Unsuccessful
1 case (8.3%)
(Egypt)

Without diplomatic
missions
(13 cases)

7 cases (53.8%)
(Mexico; Canada; Bahrain;
Sri
Lanka;
Pakistan;
Morocco; Ukraine)
Source: Author’s compilation

Successful
11 cases (91.7%)
(NZ; Japan; Australia; US;
EFTA; India; Korea; GCC;
China; EU; Turkey)
6 cases (46.2%)
(Jordan; Chile; Panama;
Peru; Costa Rica; Taiwan)

5.2. Reciprocity in Tariff Concession
There are two possible indicators to measure the level of tariff prior to FTA negotiations:
(i) MFN simple average applied tariff, and (ii) MFN weighted average applied tariff. They
are both a type of ad-valorem tariff average applied to fellow WTO Members. In
calculating an MFN simple average, the same weight is given to all products, without
taking into account how frequently the products are traded. In contrast, in calculating an
MFN weighted average, more emphasis is given to products having larger import flows.
The two types of tariff level are often very different, which can be partially explained by
political economy of trade policies. Countries tend to impose high tariffs on sensitive
products, leading to less trade in that sector. When this is the case, high tariffs in the
sensitive sector are not reflected in the weighted average. For example, Mexico’s MFN
weighted average from Singapore is only at 8.7%, while its MFN simple average is as
high as 16.2%. We will use MFN simple average, because negotiators have strong
incentive to cut tariff on products having less trade flow thanks to high tariffs.
Note that the MFN simple average should be computed on a bilateral basis. In other words,
the issue is not Mexico’s MFN simple average for imports from the world, but from
Singapore. Data on bilateral MFN simple averages are available at the World Integrated
Trade Solution (WITS) database. We use Singapore’s negotiating partners’ MFN simple
average tariffs from 2000. Because of unavailability, data in 2002, 2003 and 2005 is used
for Ukraine, Pakistan and the United Arab Emirates (UAE). Because WITS does not
include MFN data for the EU and Taipei, we use an MFN average tariff for them found
in the 2006 World Tariff Profile data (oldest issue). 8 When Singapore’s FTA partners are
a group of countries (EFTA and GCC), a simple average of major trading partners in the
groups is used for the group’s MFN for Singaporean imports. In the case of the EFTA, a
simple average of the MFN simple average for Switzerland and Norway is used (in the
case of the GCC, a simple average for Saudi Arabia and the UAE is used).

8
The data in the World Tariff Profile does not show bilateral basis. It reflects the MFN simple average tariff from the
world (not Singapore). Because tariffs of the EU and Taipei are generally low, the use of a non-bilateral average may
suffice.
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We classify the samples into two groups (high and low MFN tariff). We will regard MFN
tariffs higher than 10% as high tariffs. Table 3 compares success and failure of
negotiations in each group. When a negotiating partner’s MFN tariff is high (above 10%),
Singapore’s negotiations may or may not be successful (44.5% of success). However,
when a partner’s MFN tariff is low (below 10%), negotiations tend to be successful.
Among 16 such cases, 13 cases were successful (82.2%).
Table 3: Tariffs and Negotiations
Tariff Higher than 10% (9 cases)
Tariff Lower than 10% (16 cases)
Total (25 cases)
Source: Author’s compilation

Unsuccessful
5 cases (55.5%)
3 cases (18.8%)
8 cases (32.0%)

Successful
4 cases (44.5%)
13 cases (82.2%)
17 cases (68.0%)

Figure 2 provides actual MFN tariff levels of Singapore’s FTA negotiating partners,
country by country. The unsuccessful partners are on the left and the successful partners
are on the right. It is interesting to note that two of Singapore’s negotiation partners that
successfully concluded negotiations despite their very high tariffs are India and China,
which have huge domestic markets. This implies that the size of a market can compensate
for the size of a tariff cut in an FTA: a small tariff cut, if in a large market, can have a
great impact, which make the condition of reciprocity satisfied.
Figure 2: Tariffs of Singapore’s Partners

Source: Author’s compilation
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5.3. Domino and Crowding-out Effect
We conducted our preliminary examination regarding the validity of crowding-out effect,
using only Singapore-side data. This is because we only have the data on unsuccessful
negotiations of Singapore. We do not have readily available data on FTA negotiations of
Egypt, for example, especially its unsuccessful negotiations. In order to examine
crowding-out, competition among all negotiations, not just successful negotiations,
should be considered.
Table 4 provides an overview of the time frames of Singapore’s FTA negotiations, both
successful (yellow) and unsuccessful (red). In the case of successful FTA negotiations,
the years in the negotiations were launched and concluded are coded. In the unsuccessful
notations, the year when the negotiations were launched and suspended is included. Based
on a simple analysis of this chart, we cannot confirm the crowding-out effect.

Table 4: Time Flow of Singapore’s Negotiations

Source: Author’s complication

However, if we conduct qualitative analysis, there is a possibility that Canada’s and
Mexico’s FTA negotiations with Singapore were crowded-out by Singapore’s
negotiations with the US. Additionally, the manner in which Singapore’s FTAs with
Mexico and Canada started, and in which their negotiations became stagnant, is quite
interesting. After being approached by New Zealand in June 1999, Singapore decided to
actively pursue FTAs with various partners. By the time of the APEC Summit in
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September 1999, Singapore had already proposed FTAs to Mexico, Chile and Korea 9
(Munakata 2001, 18), and Mexico had agreed to begin negotiations. The first round of
negotiations between Singapore and Mexico occurred in July 2000 (Dent 265). After four
rounds of negotiations, the two countries adopted the Joint Declaration on November 13,
2000. After this, negotiations slowed down significantly, partly because of the installation
of Mexico’s new administration, though this does not seem to be the only reason.
It is also interesting to note that Singapore suddenly proposed an FTA with Canada, which
led to the announcement on June 5, 2000, that the two countries were exploring an FTA.
The launch of these negotiations was agreed upon in October 2001. However, it was not
until January 2003 when the first round of negotiations was held. After this, additional
meetings were held, but the negotiations for the FTA drifted.
It seems that both the Singapore-Canada and Singapore-Mexico negotiations were on
hold while the US-Singapore FTA negotiation was at a critical stage. Singapore’s
negotiations with Canada and Mexico stagnated when Singapore started negotiations with
the US, implying resource constraints on the Singaporean government. In fact, Singapore
launched no new negotiations until 2003, after the conclusion of the US-Singapore
negotiations. Soon after this conclusion, Singapore’s negotiations with Canada and
Mexico resumed, but gaining momentum was difficult.
6. Conclusion
This is an initial attempt to begin systematically analyzing FTA negotiations, both
successful and unsuccessful. We differentiate country pairs that started but did not
conclude negotiations, from pairs that did not start negotiations, though previous studies
treat the two groups equally as “absent of FTA.” By comparing successful and
unsuccessful negotiations, we can observe some factors associated with the negotiation
process that may affect negotiation outcomes. We examined three factors associated with
nagotiations: (i) the existence of a diplomatic mission between negotiating partners; (ii)
reciprocity of tariff cuts under FTAs; and (iii) the number of parallel negotiations
conducted by one country. While our sample size is small - 25 FTA negotiations
conducted by Singapore (17 successful and 8 unsuccessful cases) - the following
conclusions can be drawn based on comparing the two groups. First, when negotiating
parties have diplomatic missions in the partner country, they are more likely to conclude
FTA negotiations. Second, when the levels of MFN tariff rates between negotiating parties
are similar, the countries are more likely to conclude FTA negotiations. Third, when one
country is conducting too many parallel FTA negotiations, its (less important) pre-existing
negotiating partners may be crowded out by its new, more important negotiating partner.

9

Singapore also approached Chile (ibid.), while, ultimately, a bilateral FTA with Chile was not pursued.
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Appendix 1: List of Unsuccessful Negotiations of Singapore 10
The US unofficially floated the idea of a “Pacific 5,” or “P5,” FTA in November 1997
(Munakata 2001, 13). At the margin of the APEC Summit in November 1998, the P5 FTA
was discussed among the five countries present. However, the likelihood of successfully
concluding P5 had diminished by the middle of 1998. 11 In June 1999, New Zealand
proposed an FTA with Singapore 12 . New Zealand was an APEC chair in 1999, and
intended to promote the new WTO negotiations and APEC Bogor goal (Munakata, 2001,
18). After being approached by New Zealand in June 1999, Singapore decided to actively
pursue FTAs with various partners, which led to its involvement in a large number of both
successful and unsuccessful FTA negotiations.
Singapore-Mexico (unsuccessful)
At the APEC Summit in September 1999, Singapore proposed FTA negotiations to
Mexico, Chile and Korea 13 (Munakata 2001, 18); Mexico agreed. The first round of
negotiations between Singapore and Mexico started in July 2000 (Dent 2006, 265). After
four rounds, the two countries adopted the Joint Declaration on November 13, 2000. In
the following month, Vicente Fox assumed Mexico’s presidency, which may have had
some impact on Mexico’s FTA policy. However, it should be noted that bilateral
negotiations continued even under this new administration. After the adoption of the Joint
Declaration, six more rounds of negotiations were held by the end of 2003 (Low, 2003).
However, no negotiations have been held since then. By 2005, the Singaporean
government was of the view that negotiations were no longer active (Spring Singapore
2005).
In the following month, a new president, Vicente Fox assumed presidential office, which
may have some impact on Mexico’s FTA policy. The fifth and sixth rounds of negotiations
were held in July and September 2003 respectively. However, no negotiations held since
the sixth rounds in late 2003. At least by 2005, the Singapore government was of the view
that the negotiating was no longer active (Spring Singapore 2005).
Singapore-Canada (unsuccessful)
Singapore also approached Canada and proposed an FTA. 14 On June 5, 2000, the two
parties released an announcement stating that the two countries would begin exploring
the possibility of negotiating an FTA. 15 On October 21, 2001, on the margins of the
meeting of the Asia-Pacific Economic Co-operation (APEC) economic leaders in China,
Singapore and Canada announced the official launch of negotiations towards a bilateral
10

Singapore’s FTA negotiations with Japan began in 2000, and resulted in an FTA in 2002. Singapore approached a
cautious Japan in October 1999. (Munakata 2001, 20).Singapore’s negotiations with Australia were launched in 2000
and the FTA was signed in 2003.
11
P5 was discussed at the margin of the APEC Summit in September 1999, though it did not reach any conclusion
(Dent 2006, 46).
12
At the 1999 APEC Summit held in Auckland (September 1999), Singapore and New Zealand agreed to pursue a
bilateral FTA, partly because the P5 FTA, which was also discussed alongside the Summit, turned out to be difficult to
achieve in the short run. The Singapore-New Zealand FTA was signed in November 2000.
13
Singapore also approached Chile (ibid.), but this bilateral FTA with was ultimately not pursued.
14
http://www.international.gc.ca/trade-agreements-accords-commerciaux/agr-acc/singapore-singapour/singapore-easingapour.aspx?lang=eng
15
http://www.sice.oas.org/TPD/CAN_SGP/Negotiations/explore_e.pdf
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free trade agreement. Formal negotiations commenced in January, 2002. Six rounds of
negotiations were held by October 2003, but the negotiations stagnated thereafter. At the
APEC ministerial in 2006, the two parties agreed to resume negotiations, and a seventh
round was held in late February 2007. 16 After this meeting, Canada issued a press release
stating that it was not yet prepared to conclude this FTA. Another round of negotiations
was held in 2007, but no further progress has been made since. 17 Negotiations have been
on hold by mutual agreement since November 2009. 18
Singapore-Bahrain (unsuccessful)
The Prime Minister of Bahrain visited Singapore in October 2003, and the leaders of the
two countries agreed to pursue an FTA (Feng 2004, 211). Primary discussion on this FTA
was held when Singaporean Prime Minister Goh visited Bahrain on February 17, 2004.
Singapore-US (successful)
At the margin of the APEC Summit held in Brunei, on November 14, 2000, Singapore
PM Goh persuaded President Clinton regarding the significance of a US-Singapore FTA
(Khaw, 2011, xvi). On November 16, the two sides formally agreed to launch the
negotiations which started in December 2000. Intensive negotiations occurred in 2001
and 2002, and were concluded in the eleventh round, in November 2002.
Singapore-India (successful)
Singapore also approached India in 2000. When Prime Minister Goh visited Delhi in
January 2000, the two parties agreed to set up a task force on bilateral economic
cooperation, including a study on a possible FTA. The progress of the study was slow, but
Indian officials appreciated that an economic partnership agreement that covers not only
goods but also services would be more beneficial. At an April, 2002, meeting between the
two countries’ leaders, India accepted Singapore’s position that a Singapore-India FTA
would be useful, although India proposed a Comprehensive Economic Cooperation
Agreement (CECA) covering services to be studied by the task force. India seemingly
valued the tie with Singapore as a stepping stone towards India-ASEAN cooperation. The
launch of the Singapore-India FTA negotiations followed the signing of the Declaration
of Intent on April 8, 2003, witnessed by Goh Chok Tong (Singapore Prime Minister) and
Shri Atal Bihari Vajpayee (Indian Prime Minister)in which a joint study group report on
economic cooperation was presented. 19 The Singapore-India CECA was signed on June
29, 2005 after 13 rounds of negotiations.
Singapore-Sri Lanka (unsuccessful)
Singapore and Sri Lanka agreed to launch FTA negotiations on August 29, 2003, soon
16

http://www.sice.oas.org/TPD/CAN_SGP/Negotiations/7R_e.pdf
http://www.asiapacific.ca/sites/default/files/internal/backgrounder_2___canadas_trade_negotiations_with_asia_final.pdf
18
http://international.gc.ca/trade-commerce/trade-agreements-accords-commerciaux/agr-acc/singaporesingapour/fta-ale/background-contexte.aspx?lang=eng
19
During the Indian Prime Minister Vajpayee’s visit to Singapore in April 2002, the formation of study groups was
agreed upon.
17
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after the signing of the Declaration of Interest between India and Singapore. The
inaugural discussions, concerning the Comprehensive Economic Partnership Agreement,
were held on October 20, 2003, in Colombo; this negotiation has not yet been concluded.
Singapore-Pakistan (unsuccessful)
The first meeting of the joint study group between Singapore and Pakistan was held at
Islamabad in February 2005. 20 At this stage, the parties had already agreed to negotiate
an FTA at their next meeting. The first round of negotiations between Singapore and
Pakistan was actually held August 24 through 26, 2005. By June 2006, four rounds of
negotiations had been held. However, since then, no further negotiations have occurred,
despite Pakistan’s efforts in June 2011 to resume them.
Singapore-Egypt (unsuccessful)
The Singaporean Prime Minister visited Egypt on February 11, 2004, and he and Egyptian
leaders agreed to launch FTA negotiations at this time (Low 2009, 51; Feng 2004, 211).
The two countries signed a Declaration of Intent regarding this FTA on November 14,
2006. In March 2010, two Egyptian ministers visited Singapore and reviewed the progress
of negotiation with the Senior Minister of Singapore. The Singaporean government
secured the budget to negotiate this FTA for FY 2010 (April 2010-March 2011); 21 in
contrast, Singapore’s FY 2011 budget does not include costs associated with negotiating
an FTA with Egypt. 22
Singapore-Morocco (unsuccessful)
Moroccan King Mohammed VI was in Singapore on April 29, 2005. The statement issued
during his visit mentions the commencement of FTA negotiations. Negotiations were
launched in 2007 (Low, 2009, 57); however, it appears that negotiations encountered
problems soon after this. 23
Singapore-Ukraine (unsuccessful)
On May 8, 2008, Singapore and Ukraine launched FTA negotiations. Material from
Singapore’s Trade Policy Review prepared by the WTO Secretariat in 2008 mentions that
Singapore was negotiating an FTA with Ukraine (WT/TPR/S/202). Singapore’s budget
for FY 2008 (April 2008-March 2009) and FY 2009 (April 2009-March 2010) include the
Singapore-Ukraine FTA, but the FY 2010 budget does not.

20
At almost the same time, during the visit of the Malaysian Prime Minister to Pakistan (February 15-18, 2005), the
two countries agreed to negotiate an FTA (the first meeting was held in April 2005).
21
http://www.singaporebudget.gov.sg/budget_2010/expenditure_overview/mti.html
22
http://www.singaporebudget.gov.sg/budget_2011/expenditure_overview/mti.html
23
It is difficult to locate information regarding these negotiations.
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Appendix 2: Table of Diplomatic Missions of/in Singapore
Singapore-NZ
Singapore-Japan
Singapore-Australia
Singapore-US
Singapore-Mexico
Singapore-EFTA
Singapore-Canada
Singapore-Jordan
Singapore-India
Singapore-Chile (TPSEP)
Singapore-Korea
Singapore-Bahrain
Singapore-Sri Lanka
Singapore-Panama
Singapore-Peru
Singapore-Pakistan
Singapore-GCC
Singapore-China
Singapore-Egypt
Singapore-Morocco
Singapore-Ukraine
Singapore-Costa Rica
Singapore-Taipei
Singapore-EU
Singapore-Turkey

Of Singapore
High Commission
Embassy
High Commission
Embassy
No
Permanent Mission (Geneva)
No
No
High Commission
No
Embassy
No
No
No
No
No
Embassy (Riyadh)
Embassy
Embassy
No
No
No
Trade Office
Permanent Mission (Brussels)
Embassy

Source: Author’s compilation
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In Singapore
High Commission
Embassy
High Commission
Embassy
Embassy
Several Embassies
High Commission
No
High Commission
Embassy
Embassy
No
High Commission
Embassy
Embassy
High Commission
Several Embassies
Embassy
Embassy
No
Embassy
Embassy
Representative Office
Permanent Delegation
Embassy
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