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JATbHENIIIEMY COBEPIIICHUIO OIIEPALIM C TAKUMHU ToBapaMu. K Takum JIOKyMEeHTaM MOTYT
OTHOCHUTBCS aKThI MPHUEMA-TIEPENAYN TOBAPOB (B CIyyae OTCYTCTBHS TPaHCIIOPTHUPOBKH
BO3BpAIlIEHHBIX TOBApPOB), TPAHCIIOPTHBIE (TOBAPOCOMPOBOIUTENLHBIC) JOKYMEHTHI (B
Cllyyae TpPAHCIIOPTUPOBKH BO3BPALIEHHBIX TOBAPOB), AKTbl YHUUYTO)KEHUS WM HMHBIE
JOOKyMeHThL. [Ipy BO3Bpare TOBapoOB MO MUCTEYCHHUH MECSLA, B KOTOPOM TOBapbl ObLIH
MPUHATBI HAa y4Y€T, HAIOTOIUIATENBIIMK TIPEJCTABIIICT B  HAJOTOBBIA  OpraH
COOTBETCTBYIOIIYI0 YTOYHEHHYIO (JIOTIOJIHUTEIBHYIO) HAJOTOBYIO JIEKJIApalMIi0 M|
JOKYMEHTBI (MX KOITHH).

B nensx pa3BuTHs BHEIIHE3KOHOMHUYECKUX CBA3EH MOYKHO MPEUIOKUTH MPOEKT
co3faHusi eauHoi 0a3bl EBpa3uiickoro 3KOHOMHYECKOTO CO03a, KOTOPbI OCHOBaH
Ha TMOXEJIaHUSX W TpeOOBAaHUAX IUIATEIBIIMKOB W COTPYIHHUKOB HAJOTrOBBIX
WUHCIEKIUHN.

MoxHO  BBLACIUTH  CIEAYIONIME  HAMPABICHUS  COBEPIICHCTBOBAHUS
CYILIECTBYIOIIEH CUCTEMBI KOCBEHHOTO HaIOroo0noxeHus B Pecybnuke benapych:

1) coBepiIeHCTBOBaHHE CHCTEMbI HAJIOTOBOTO KOHTPOJA B cepe KOCBEHHOTO
HAJIOT000JI0KCHUS;

2) mepexo]] Ha €UHbIe CTaHIAPThl B AAMUHUCTPUPOBAHUHM KOCBEHHBIX HAJIOTOB
co ctpaHamu EBpa3uiickoro 3KOHOMHUYECKOrO COK03a;

3) co3nanue KOMQOPTHBIX YCIOBUWA JUIi (DYHKIIMOHMPOBAaHHUA CYOBEKTOB
X031 CTBOBAHUS;

4) 6oppba ¢ TeHEBOW YKOHOMUKOM;

5) YnpaBieHue KOCBEHHBIM HaJOro00JIO)KEHUEM B PEAJbHBIX 3KOHOMHUYECKHX
YCJIOBUSIX;

5) co3zanue NOHATHON U (QYHKIIMOHAJIBHOM 0a3bl IJIATEIIBIIIUKOB.

Peamuzanmsi mpeaioKEHHBIX MEPONPHUSATHH B 3aKOHOAATEILCTBE PecrryOnuku
benapyce mo3Bonaut B Oousblieil cTeneHW MPHOIM3UTH CYIIECTBYIOIIYI) CHUCTEMY
KOCBEHHOTO HAJIOTOOOIOKEHHS K PHIHOYHBIM yCIIOBUSAM XO3SIHICTBOBAHH.

Panchenko Volodymyr,
PhD,
The Director of Dnipro Development Agency

THE PATTERN OF PROTECTIONIST POLICY IN THE PERIOD OF
GLOBAL RECESSION

According to OECD forecasts, after the average 3.1% growth over the decade
till 2015, the global GDP grew by 2.9% in 2016; its estimated growth is 3.5% in
2017, and 3.6% in 2018. The global economy has remained in the trap of low growth
rates, weak investment, trade and productivity, slowly increasing wages and the
growing inequality in some countries. OECD argues that the expected measures to
reduce spending and taxes, taken by the new administration of Donald Trump, will
push up economic growth in U.S. and other countries. But somebody believe that as
the growth in global trade was “too weak”, the number of jobs is expected to fall if
liberalization of trade is abandoned by politicians [1].
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New trade restrictions were introduced in G20 countries over the period of
January 2008 till October 2015. There are five countries (India, Russia, U.S.,
Argentina, and Brazil) taking discriminative measures against trade partners more
frequently than others. China is a country affected most adversely from foreign
protectionism in trade. Its commercial interests were stricken 2429 blows from
November 2008 till October 2015. Other countries affected most severely from
restrictive measures are 28 members of EU: they have been targets of 2297 blows
since the beginning of the crisis. It is surprising that 256 of them were blows stricken
by some EU countries on another.

The third country by number of restrictive measures is U.S., whose commercial
interests were targets of 1790 blows over seven years following the first crisis in
November 2008. The EU market continuously removing non-tariff barriers is one of
the most open markets in the world. However, the practice of non-tariff barriers in
EU countries has followed the global tendency towards the dominance of technical
barriers over a wide range of regulatory measures. The number of initiated measures
was 77 in 2012. Strict requirements on product safety called for the extensive use of
sanitary and phytosanitary measures, which number was 31 in 2012 [2].

The use of non-tariff restrictions varies by economic sector, due to technical and
economic reasons. Agricultural production, manufacturing of electric devices or
footwear is strictly regulated by rules of consumer rights protection, environmental
protection and technical standards. Some other commodities tend to be exempt from
regulation by legal or normative acts due to their origin. For example, technical
barriers prevail in foreign trade in textile, paper, wood, rubber and plastic, mineral
products [3].

According to the results of 2015, U.S. and Russia are the top two in the list of
countries using protectionism more often than others. Also, it should be noted that
G20 countries are responsible for the lion share of global protectionism. While 736
new discriminative measures were taken across the world in 2015, G20 accounted for
599 (or 81%) of the fixed cases of discrimination of commercial or trade interests of
partner countries.

At the same time, results of a monitoring conducted by Centre for Economic
Policy Research demonstrate that the top ten sectors most severely affected by
protectionism account for a smaller share of the global exports (40.6%) relative to the
sectors where protectionist instruments have not been found (59.4%).
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