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European Union Generalized System of Preferences: an effective tool of intensifying 

trade and promoting sustainable development? 

Introduction 

A fundamental aim of our paper is to examine the effectiveness of the European Union  

Generalized System of Preferences (especially its part called GSP+) as a tool of increasing the 

EU external trade with selected developing countries via additional tariff reduction, as well as 

promoting sustainable development and good governance.  

A current, revised system was introduced in 2008. It is supposed to promote 

international trade and support economic growth in developing countries. Its important part is 

GSP+, a special incentive arrangement for sustainable development and good governance. In 

GSP+ the EU grants additional tariff’s reductions to support vulnerable developing countries 

in their ratification and implementation of international conventions concerning 

environmental protection, human rights and labour standards. As a result, the GSP+ is going 

to serve as a tool of promoting in some countries values important for the EU. Currently 16 

countries have obtained additional preferences within this framework, but there is an 

opportunity to enlarge this group.  

Relations between the European Union and countries which are current or potential 

beneficiaries of the adjusted GSP scheme can be illustrated via strategic games. We construct 

a Bayesian game between the EU and its trade partners.  

Current and potential beneficiaries of GSP+ appear to differ due to its economic 

potential, structure of export to the EU Member States and other local specifics. We assume 

that each of these countries represents a special type of the EU partner (one out of a few, at 

least out of two types) with some probability. Identifying these types and value of probability 

of being one selected type of the EU trade partner is supported by analyzing the structure of 

trade and economy of these countries. Consequently, countries also differ due to their 
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willingness to fulfil necessary requirements of the GSP+ scheme. Fulfilling requirements 

occurs then with some probability in the case of potential beneficiaries or needs bearing 

different costs in the case of current beneficiaries.  

It is essential to find Nash equilibriums in such games in order to assess the 

effectiveness of the GSP+ scheme. These kinds of games have a number of equilibriums 

determined by a number of probabilities. In consequence, it is debatable that the reduction of 

tariffs (implementation of the GSP+) and fulfilling all GSP+ requirements is a pair of best 

responses in games between the EU and its trade partners.  

As the EU GSP system interferes also with the World Trade Organization (WTO) 

trade liberalisation, we refer as well to institutional aspects of the GSP and the GSP+ within 

the framework of the WTO. We also compare the EU GSP+ with other systems introduced by 

developed countries such as the United States GSP. 

 

1. Generalized System of Preferences – general information 

A Generalized System of Preferences (GSP) seems to be one of flagship programs of 

the United Nations Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD). When it was created 

in 1968 its aim was to accelerate development and economic growth of developing countries 

by increased export and industrialization
2
. A tool to achieve it was supposed to be tariff 

preferences given unilaterally by developed countries to developing ones.  

GSP was adopted during the second UNCTAD as a resolution, although the idea of 

tariffs preferences was presented in 1964 during the first conference
3
. The system was 

supposed to be based, as stated the resolution adopting generalized system of preferences, on 

the assumption that developing countries would benefit from “the generalized, non-reciprocal, 

non-discriminatory system of preferences”. However, from the very beginning it was quite 

clear that the system is not non-discrimatory and obviously, at least from a formal point of 

view, discriminates countries other than “developing”
4
. It was also contrary to a most-favour 
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nation clause – a pillar of the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) and some 

other integrating organizations. Despite the doubts, after adopting a waiver by the GATT 

parties in 1971, GSP has been a popular tool of policy used by developed countries towards 

developing ones. Despite some attempts to create one system of preferences, common for all 

developed states interested in granting preferences, each state has its own GSP with various 

rules. 

Over forty years after adopting the GSP resolution by the UNCTAD still 10 states and 

the European Union has the GSP schemes notified
5
. Two of them – Belarus and Russian 

Federation, despite claiming to have GSP schemes, did not make rules on which they grant 

preferences accessible via UNCTAD. What is more – Belarus itself is a beneficiary of GSP. 

On the other hand, a Turkish system is not fully independent. As Turkey has a custom union 

with the EU, its system is identical with the EU GSP
6
.  

Although every state (and the EU) has its own set of rules of granting preferences, 

three general rules are similar. Firstly, states define a list of goods covered by a lower tariff 

rate. Secondly, they define a list o states eligible for preferential tariffs, so called “beneficiary 

list”. Usually, states which obtain higher income for three consecutive years are withdrawn 

from the list. It was used in the past towards newly industrialized states. Thirdly – every 

system is based on a strictly defined rules of origin which is in fact a crucial factor for 

granting preferences. Here we can find significant differences between the GSP schemes – 

every state has its own way to determine those rules
7
. Some states introduced limits of 
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(2.02.2010); Canada require import directly from a state that is covered by GSP, Generalized System of 

Preferences: Handbook of the Scheme of Canada , http://www.unctad.org/en/docs/itcdtsbmisc66_en.pdf 
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quantities of goods that can be imported on preferential conditions
8
. Most of states give 

special preferences to least developed countries (LDC), mostly by granting zero rate to them
9
. 

Through the years the GSP has been treated by developed states as unconditional 

development aid for chosen poorer countries. Recently, the European Union and partly also 

the United States have been trying to achieve other goals trough their GSP schemes. They 

grant preferences not only because a given developing country is poorer and needs some 

additional incentives to develop but also because the given country shares some values 

important for the EU or the US. They grant so called conditional preferences in order to 

pursue some politics broader then economic aid. Such an attitude has been strongly criticized 

as a tool of protectionism, due to the rise of costs related to fulfilling requirements
10

. 

Those two schemes of the conditional GSP are based on a completely different 

requirements
11

. The EU grants additional preferences in the GSP+ scheme (it is discussed in 

details further in the paper) while the US simply can withdraw some states from the system as 

a result of “findings of violations of worker rights or intellectual property rights, or other 

statutory concerns”12.  

The US gives preferences to developing beneficiary countries on some eligible articles 

enumerated on a list. Eligible articles are only those imported directly from a beneficiary 

developing country. Although eligible countries – both BDC (beneficiary developing 

countries) and LDBDC (least developed BDC) can export to the US eligible articles duty free, 

the list of those articles is broader for LDBDC. It means that in contrast to all other developed 

countries that have their GSP schemes, the US gives zero tariff to all beneficiary countries 

(though only on some goods) and they give additional preferences to the LDC in a form of 

additional list of articles covered by the GSP and not by additional tariffs cut.  

                                                 
8
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Obviously the fact that a country is on a list and an article is eligible is not a guarantee 

that it will be covered by preferences. According to Section 2462 of the U.S. Code, Title 19 – 

Custom Duties
13

, the president of the US shall not designate as eligible a country which for 

example does not follow the US rules of intellectual property, acts on a way that can have 

significant adverse effect on the US commerce, has nationalized, expropriated or in other 

ways seized any US citizens ownership, has not taken or is not taking steps to afford 

internationally recognized worker rights to workers in the country. The list of requirements is 

not precise and therefore a wide margin of discretion has been left for the US president to 

decide whether some conditions have been fulfilled. The system though is completely 

different than a very rigid GSP + of the European Union. 

 

2. Generalized System of Preferences of the European Union  

 The European Community (EC) implemented its first GSP scheme in 1971, right after 

the decision of the GATT contracting parties on a waiver to tariff preferences for developing 

countries. In 1995 the EC decided to introduce some elements of the conditional GSP, 

initially based on the same mechanism as the US GSP – it was possible to suspend 

preferences if a developing country did not obey human rights and basic principles of 

workers’ rights
14

.  

 The first complete scheme of the positive conditional GSP has been introduced by the 

Council Regulation (EC) No 2501/2001 of 10 December 2001 applying a scheme of 

generalised tariff preferences for the period from 1 January 2002 to 31 December 2004
15

. In 

this regulation several conditional preferences have been set. For example, in the article 21 of 

the regulation 2501/2001 have been introduced additional incentives for environmental 

protection – tariffs could have been cut for the imports of tropical wood from countries which 

obey rules of international conventions related to tropical timber or have other norms related 

to sustainable usage of tropical timber. Other additional preferences were granted to 
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developing countries for fighting production and trafficking of drugs and for introducing 

norms of the International Labour Organization related to workers’ rights.  

 The initial system of preferential GSP was completely modified in 2005 in a new EU 

GSP perspective for years 2006-2015. In the Communication Developing countries, 

international trade and sustainable' development: the function of the Community’s 

generalised system of preferences (GSP) for the ten-year period from 2006 to 2015
16

 the 

European Commission stated that a priority of the EU tariffs preferences is firstly an aid for 

least developed countries (according to the United Nations criteria) and secondly 

simplification of the GSP scheme.  

As a result all those countries which receive preferences on some other legal basis 

(international agreements between the UE and its member states and third countries) can no 

longer be covered by the GSP. The GSP programs has been restricted to only three: (1) a 

regular GSP accessible for all developing countries (except those which can receive 

preferences on some other basis); (2) “Everything but arms” program dedicated to least 

developed countries, which can obtain a zero tariff rate for every article exported to the EU 

countries, except for military articles; (3) GSP+ program enabling to obtain a zero tariff rate 

for those developing but not least developed countries that fulfill certain conditions.  

Although the Commission in 2005 admitted that previous conditional GSP had been 

inefficient (a very small number of developing countries benefitted from the program), it 

decided not to resign from promoting sustainable development and corporate governance 

through additional preferences. As it has been told in the Communication, the Commission 

expected that this promotion should be more effective only thanks to a usage of already 

existing international instruments – multilateral conventions related to human right, 

environmental protection and workers rights as well as internationally agreed mechanisms of 

control of implementation of those conventions.  

The current EU GSP scheme, including so called GSP+, entered into force on 1 

January of 2009 on the basis of Council Regulation (EC) No 732/2008 of 22 July 2008 

applying a scheme of generalised tariff preferences for the period from 1 January 2009 to 31 

December 2011 and amending Regulations (EC) No 552/97, No 1933/2006 and Commission 
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Regulations (EC) No 964/2007 and No 1100/2006
17

. According to its article 8, special 

incentive can be granted for so called “vulnerable”
18

 countries which ratified and effectively 

implemented all 27 convention listed in Annex III to the regulation. A country which not only 

ratified but also has been convinced that it effectively implemented all conventions needs to 

file an application to the Commission. Then the process of verification starts. Granting 

preferences depends exclusively upon the Commission’s assessment of the implementation. 

However, the Commission uses internationally agreed instruments (mainly stated in a given 

convention) to verify how the convention is implemented in the country which applied for 

additional preferences. The Commission should take into account information from a relevant 

international organization. According to the article 7 of the Regulation the special incentive is 

understood as suspension of all duty for products imported from countries included in the 

special incentive arrangement.  

There are several questions concerning the effectiveness of the GSP+ scheme. First, 

there is a question concerning the real added value arising from the ratification and the 

implementation of the conventions. As the table 1 below shows, majority of the conventions 

have been ratified by a huge number of countries. Taking into account that there is around 

195 countries in the world
19

, some of the conventions have been ratified by all of them, 

obviously including vulnerable countries. It must be said, that a set of conventions that has be 

chosen consists of the most important conventions with the largest number of ratifications. 

Table 1. Conventions that need to be ratified to get additional preferences  

No TITLE OF THE CONVENTION No of 

Parties 

HUMAN RIGHTS CONVENTIONS 

1. International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 166* 

2.  International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights 160 

3.  International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial 

Discrimination 
173 

4.  Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination Against Women 186 

                                                 
17
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5.  Convention Against Torture and other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment 

or Punishment 
147 

6.  Convention on the Rights of the Child  193 

7.  Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide 141 

8. International Convention on the Suppression and Punishment of the Crime of 

Apartheid 
107 

ILO CONVENTIONS 

9.  Convention concerning Minimum Age for Admission to Employment (No 138)  155 

10.  Convention concerning the Prohibition and Immediate Action for the Elimination 

of the Worst Forms of Child Labour (No 182) 
172 

11.  Convention concerning the Abolition of Forced Labour (No 105) 169 

12.  Convention concerning Forced or Compulsory Labour (No 29) 174 

13.  Convention concerning Equal Remuneration for Men and Women Workers for 

Work of Equal Value (No 100) 
168 

14.  Convention concerning Discrimination in Respect of Employment and 

Occupation (No 111) 
169 

15.  Convention concerning Freedom of Association and Protection of the Right to 

Organise (No 87) 
150 

16.  Convention concerning the Application of the Principles of the Right to Organise 

and to Bargain Collectively (No 98) 
160 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONVENTIONS 

17.  Montreal Protocol on Substances that Deplete the Ozone Layer 196 

18.  Basel Convention on the Control of Transboundary Movements of Hazardous 

Wastes and Their Disposal 
174 

19.  Stockholm Convention on Persistent Organic Pollutants 170 

20.  Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and 

Flora 
180 

21.  Convention on Biological Diversity 193 

22.  Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety 160 

23.  Kyoto Protocol to the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change 192 

ANTIDRUGS CONVENTIONS 

24.  United Nations Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs (1961) 153 

25.  United Nations Convention on Psychotropic Substances (1971) 183 



 

9 

 

26.  United Nations Convention against Illicit Traffic in Narcotic Drugs and 

Psychotropic Substances (1988) 
184 

GOOD GOVERNANCE CONVENTION 

27.  United Nations Convention against Corruption (Mexico). 146 

* all data from: http://treaties.un.org/ 

On the other hand, those conventions that have not been ratified by the majority of 

developing countries would probably be costly or difficult for cultural or political reasons to 

implement. Among those conventions are probably all those concerning working conditions 

(ILO conventions). Another group of conventions might be problematic due to some political 

issues related to antidrug politics. Most of the conventions from that group concern penal law 

and require ruthless fight against production and trafficking of drugs. What can be surprising, 

environmental conventions seem to have quite a high number of ratifications by developing 

countries. It can be explained by the fact that they are based on a principle of common but 

differentiate responsibility for environmental protection and as a universal instrument have 

rather general character (regional instruments seem to be more restrictive).  

Apart from the choice of conventions and costs related to their implementation, there 

are also questions concerning advantages, that a developing country can get when it is 

covered by the GSP+ scheme. Least developed countries do not have any incentive to try to 

get additional preferences they are covered by the “Everything But Arms” program. Other 

developing countries, to get preferences that have quite narrow scope due to limited number 

of products covered, need to fulfill quite hard conditions. This problem will be the subject of 

further analysis in the part 4 of this paper. 

 

3. Legality of the GSP+ scheme  

 Before analyzing the effectiveness also the legality of the scheme must be discussed. It 

must be said, that because of providing tariffs preferences that are not mutual the GSP is 

generally contrary to the WTO law, namely the GATT most favoured nation clause as well as 

principle of nondiscrimination. As it has been said above, granting unilateral preferences to 

developing countries is in fact discriminatory to every other country. 
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 The problem of conflict between the Articles I of the GATT, stating that “[w]ith 

respect to customs duties and charges of any kind […] any advantage, favour, privilege or 

immunity granted by any contracting party to any product originating in or destined for any 

other country shall be accorded immediately and unconditionally to the like product 

originating in or destined for the territories of all other contracting parties” with the proposal 

of granting preferences made by the UNCTAD has been obvious from the very beginning. It 

was resolved in 1971 by the adoption of a waiver
20

 for ten years which enable developed 

countries to grant tariffs preferences within a framework of GSP schemes
21

. In 1979 the 

GATT parties adopted a Decision on Differential and More Favourable Treatment, 

Reciprocity and Fuller Participation of Developing Countries
22

, which is commonly known as 

the “Enabling Clause”. The decision do not have time limits and has remained in force until 

today (since 1995 as a part of GATT 1994). 

 It must be highlighted though, that the enabling clause covered only traditional GSP, 

granted without any conditions. That is why, conditional GSP schemes, such as the GSP+, 

should be examined separately. Key element for the legality of the conditional GSP from the 

WTO point of view is the Panel and the Appellate Body reports issued in the case European 

Communities – Conditions for Granting of Tariff Preferences to Developing Countries. In this 

case India accused the European Communities that its GSP scheme, including additional and 

conditional preferences breaks the Enabling Clause. India claimed, that the special 

arrangements for combating drug production and trafficking, for the protection of labour 

rights and for the environment create undue difficulties for India’s exports to the EC
23

 and 

because of it is inconsistent with requirements provided in the Enabling Clause. Although 

reports had been issued on the basis of a concrete dispute, in their report both the Panel and 

then the Appellate Body referred generally to any conditions upon which preferences could be 

granted by developed countries. As a consequence, the reports (especially the report of the 

Appellate Body) can be used to assess the legality of the present GSP+. 

                                                 
20

 Waiver - Permission granted by WTO members allowing a WTO member not to comply with normal 

commitments. Waivers have time limits and extensions have to be justified, WTO glossary, www.wto.org. 
21

 More about his waiver and enabling clause: J.H. Jackson, W.J. Davey, A.O. Sykes, Legal Problems of 

International Relations, Casus, Materials and Text, WestGroup, St.Paul Minnesota, 1995, p. 1126; N. Santos, R. 

Farias, R. Cunha, Generalized System of Preferences in General Agreement of Tariffs and Trade/World Trade 

Organization: History and Current Issues, “Journal of World Trade”, 2005, vol. 39, no. 4, pp. 637-670. 
22

 Decision of 28 November 1979, L/4903. 
23

 http://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/dispu_e/cases_e/ds246_e.htm, 9.08.2010. 
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 The panel in its report had been strongly against tariffs preferences granted to 

developing countries on any condition. According to the Panel, conditionality of preferences 

is contrary to the aim of the Enabling Clause, which was an unconditional help. The Panel 

stated, that any differences in a tariffs rate between countries can be explained only by their 

different needs resulting from the different stages of development. In the Panel’s view, the 

intention of the GATT contracting parties when they agreed on the Enabling Clause was to 

fulfill some special development needs of poorer countries. There is no reasonable basis for 

distinguishing between development needs “whether they are caused by drug production and 

trafficking, or by poverty, natural disasters, political turmoil, poor education, the spread of 

epidemics, the magnitude of the population, or by other problems”
24

, and therefore there 

should be no difference between tariffs cut for those developing states that fight with drug 

production and trafficking and those which simply try to overcome a development gap. In 

consequence of such an interpretation of the Panel, any GSP scheme based on conditional 

preferences should have been treated as inconsistent with the Enabling Clause. It would be 

also forbidden to use the GSP  as a tool to any kind of politics other than simple support of 

economic growth. 

  However doubts that could have arisen after the Panel report, have been explained by 

the Appellate Body. Although the Appellate Body did not reverse the Panel jurisdiction, it 

changed the Panel’s reasoning. The Appellate Body, sharing the EC arguments, compared the 

Enabling Clause to the Article XX of the GATT (the general exception). It underlined, that 

despite the fact, that both the Article XX and the Enabling Clause are exceptions from the 

most-favoured nation clause, on the contrary to the Article XX, the Enabling Clause is a 

positive mechanism, supporting international trade and not creating additional restrictions
25

. 

Moreover, the Appellate Body stated, that the phrase “to respond positively to development, 

financial and trade needs of developing countries”, used in the paragraph 3(c) of the Decision 

of 1979, should be understood as concerning a broad variety of needs of developing countries, 

not only economic needs. The answer to those needs should be positive and improve 

development, financial or trade situation of a beneficiary country. In consequence, according 

                                                 
24

 European Communities – Conditions for Granting of Tariff Preferences to Developing Countries, Panel 

Report, 1 grudnia 2003 r., WT/DS246/R, par.103. 
25

 European Communities – Conditions for Granting of Tariff Preferences to Developing Countries, Appellate 
Body Report, 7 kwietnia 2004 r., WT/DS246/AB/R, par. 96-99. 
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to the Appellate Body, the answer to not-homogenous needs of a developing country have to 

be non-discriminatory but not necessary identical
26

. 

 By that reasoning, the Appellate Body changed the basic thesis of the Panel and its 

finding about the EU conditional GSP
27

, without changing its final conclusion
28

. In the report 

of the Appellate Body we can it fact find the set of criteria usefull for the assessment of the 

legality of any conditional GSP scheme
29

: 

(1) any special incentive should be aimed at a positive response to special development, 

financial and trade needs of a developing country, 

(2) the existence of those special needs must be assessed according to broadly agreed, 

objective criteria, set out in the WTO Agreement
30

 or in any other international instrument, 

(3) the nature of the need should be of such a nature, that it can be addressed through tariffs 

preferences, 

(4) identical preferences are available to all developing countries covered by the GSP scheme, 

not only de iure but also de facto. 

 The current EU GSP+ should be assessed using the set of criteria listed above. First of 

all, we need to examine the aim of the special incentive. In the Article 8 of the Regulation, as 

well as in the point 7 of the preamble to the Regulation, it has been clearly stated that the aim 

of the special incentive is sustainable development and good governance. Both aims are 

commonly recognized as important needs of every country in the world. Sustainable 

development is mentioned in the preamble to the WTO Agreement. Good governance is 

understood as standards of human rights, working conditions, combating drugs trafficking or 

fighting corruption and these are without any doubts broadly agreed values and aims both 

within the WTO system and by other international organizations including the United 

                                                 
26

 Ibidem, par. 163-166. 
27

 Ibidem, par. 174. 
28

 More comments of the jurisdiction: G. Duran, E. Morgera, WTO India-EC dispute: The future of Unilateral 

Trade Incentives Linked to Multilateral Environmental Agreements”, “Review of European Community and 

International Environmental Law”, 2005, vol. 14, no. 2, pp. 173-179; M. Irish, GSP Tariffs and Conditionality”: 

A comment on EC – Preferences, “Journal of World Trade”, 2007, vol. 47, no. 4, pp. 683-698; M. McKenzie, 

European Communities – Conditions for the Granting of Tariff Preferences to Developing Countries, 

“Melbourne Journal of International Law”, 2005, vol. 6, pp. 118-140; J. Stamberger, The Legality of Conditional 

Preferences to Developing Countries under the GATT Enabling Clause, “Chicago Journal of International Law”, 

2003, vol. 4, no. 2, pp. 607-618. 
29

 Classification based on: G. Duran, E. Morgera, op. cit., s. 176. 
30

 Agreement establishing the World Trade Organization, http://www.wto.org/english/docs_e/legal_e/04-

wto.pdf. 
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Nations. Using multilateral conventions with a high number of ratifications as a tool of 

assessment proves, that also the second criterion has been fulfilled. The GSP+ is available for 

every country covered by the general EU GSP and the Commission uses international 

instruments for verification of the implementation of the conventions. It may serve as a proof 

that the instrument is not discriminatory.  

We can say, that three out of four legality criteria of a conditional GSP have been 

fulfilled by the GSP+. The problem is though with a verification, whether sustainable 

development and good governance could be addressed through tariffs preferences. It is in fact 

the question of effectiveness of the system as a tool of promoting those values and aims. If tge 

system is ineffective, it should also be treated as inconsistent with the WTO Enabling Clause. 

 

4. GSP+ framework as a game between the EU and developing country 

In order to analyze the effectiveness of the GSP+ we describe the special incentive 

arrangement for sustainable development and good governance (GSP+) as a set of sequential-

move games. In a single game, there are two players: the European Union and a developing 

country which apply for tariffs reduction within the framework of the GSP+. This application 

means bearing additional costs
31

 for a developing country, namely costs linked to the 

ratification and implementation of all the conventions listed in the table 1. These additional 

costs are not identical for all developing countries. Let’s assume that there are two groups of 

developing countries
32

. First group consists of countries which have to bear high costs in 

order to ratify and implement all the conventions (eg. countries hit by political or economic 

crisis; countries which have already ratified only few conventions from the list; countries with 

highly-polluted environment due to local industries; countries which need substantial 

technological changes in industries; non-democratic countries; countries with bureaucratic 

institutional system; countries with high criminality, countries with lack of acceptance for 

changes in law due to culture, religion, etc.). Second group encompasses countries for which 

                                                 
31

 Additional costs includes various categories of costs: costs of economic reforms, costs of political and social 

consensus, costs of eliminating bureaucratic tangles, costs of institutional reforms etc. Therefore, costs should be 

understand rather as a total effort of country in relation to its possibilities (economic, political potential) than as 

expenses.  
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additional costs are definitely lower (eg. countries which have already ratified the majority of 

the conventions; countries which have already implemented substantial reforms in areas such 

as: the environment, human and labour rights; countries with relatively stable political 

situation etc.). The European Union does not know exact costs linked with an application 

within the framework of the GSP+. It can only estimate these costs and assume with a 

probability q that they are high, or with 1-q that they are low. Consequently, a sequential-

move game illustrating the GSP+ framework is a game of incomplete information.  

Each player has two strategies. A developing country moves first and it can submit or 

not to submit an application to the European Commission. The European Union observes a 

move of a developing country and then it can reduce or not to reduce tariffs under the 

framework of GSP+. However, if a developing country does not submit an application, the 

EU actually cannot reduce tariffs under the framework of GSP+ (only one strategy available, 

the second one remains only hypothetical – see figure 1).  

Figure 1. Extensive-form of game between EU and developing country (illustration of the GSP+ 

framework and hypothetical system of preferences*) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

* the GSP+ does not include strategies and payoffs in grey (they are only hypothetical)  

Source: Own study 

                                                                                                                                                         
32

 Group of developing countries includes more than 100 countries and for sure is not homogeneous. This group 

includes countries from different regions of the world, countries with different socioeconomic and political 

Nature 

Developing 

country 

Developing 

country 

EU EU 

EU EU 

High costs, q 

Low costs, 1-q 

Application 

Application 

Lack of 

application 

Lack of 

application 

Reduce tariffs 

Maintain tariffs 

Reduce tariffs 

Maintain tariffs 

Maintain tariffs 

Reduce tariffs 

Reduce tariffs 

Maintain tariffs 

(0,1) 

(-1,0) (0,0) 

(1,0) 

(0,0) 

(1,1) 
(1,0) 

(0,0) 
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The GSP+ framework is aimed at promoting sustainable development and good 

governance and appears to be an incentive for developing countries to implement some 

necessary reforms. If these reforms are implemented, in other words a developing country 

ratifies and implements all conventions, and fulfills all criteria of the GSP+ scheme, the EU 

obtains 1 (positive payoff). A developing country also gets 1 (positive payoff) due to tariffs 

reduction. If the European Commission reject the application submitted by a developing 

country, the EU receives zero
33

 (neutral payoff) and tariffs are not reduced (a developing 

country is not granted – also payoff zero). Therefore, submitting application means for a 

developing country additional costs. These costs can be also translated into payoffs. For a 

country with high costs of an application is equal to -1 (negative payoff) and for a country 

with low costs is equal to zero (neutral payoff). Naturally, if a developing country does not 

submit application, it does not bear costs (neutral payoff). Construction of all payoffs is aimed 

at illustrating positive, neutral or negative impact of elements of the GSP+ framework on the 

EU and on a developing country. Consequently, the payoffs does not represent adequate value 

of benefits and costs linked with the GSP+ framework
34

.  

A sequential-move game of incomplete information between the EU and a developing 

country can be transformed into an imperfect game of complete information. This simply 

entails including nature as a player in the game and conditioning payoffs on nature's 

(unknown) moves (see figure 1). 

 

                                                                                                                                                         
situation. Consequently, identifying types of developing countries is reasonable.  
33

 The EU is indifferent to reduction of tariffs (reduction of tariffs in trade with one developing country does not 

bring significant benefits). Therefore, GSP+ framework is not aimed at reduction of tariffs, but at promoting 

significant principals for the EU.  
34

 On one hand, rigid and unrealistic assumption, due to possible differences in potential costs and benefits 

between developing countries. On the other hand, adequate estimation of these costs and benefits is not possible. 

Consequently, payoffs representing only type of impact (not its strength) are reasonable.  
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Table 2. Strategic-form of game between EU and developing country (illustration of the GSP+ 

framework) 

0<q<1 

  
EU 

   Lack of 

application 

Application Lack of 

application  

Application 

 High costs Low  
costs 

Maintain 

tariffs 

Maintain 

tariffs 

Maintain 

tariffs 

Reduce 

tariffs 

A
 

d
ev

el
o
p

in
g
 

co
u

n
tr

y
 

Lack of 

application 

Lack of 

application 0,0 0,0 
Lack of 

application 

Application 
0,0 1-q,1-q 

Application Lack of 

application -q,0 0,q 
Application 

 

Application 
-q,0 1-q,1 

 

Source: Own study 

 

Three pure
35

 Bayesian Nash equilibria (see table 2) illustrates three possible scenarios, 

Namely, what may happen if the EU offers conditional system of preferences (the GSP+ 

framework): 

1.  a developing country does not submit an application (the costs of ratification and 

implementation of conventions do not matter), and the possible reduction of tariffs is not a 

good incentive to implement necessary reforms (failure of the EU)
36

; 

2.  only a developing country with low costs linked with the ratification and the 

implementation of the conventions submits an applications and tariffs are reduced (the EU 

grants only preferences to countries which have not to bear significant costs in order to 

fulfill criteria of conditional system of preferences)
37

; 

3.  a developing country submit an application (the costs do not matter) and tariffs are 

reduced (success of the EU – conditional preferences are enough to induce developing 

country to introduce reforms)
38

.  

Analysis of this game does not give any answer which of the scenarios is the most 

(more) likely. Consequently, the GSP+ framework might be efficient (scenario No. 3), but 

might be also inefficient (scenario No. 1 and No. 2). On one hand, conditional preferences 

may allure developing countries to ratify and implement conventions concerning human and 

                                                 
35

 Analysis does not include mixed strategies. 
36

 Pooling Bayesian Nash equilibrium (every developing country does not submit an application) 
37

 Separating Bayesian Nash equilibrium  
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labour rights, protection of the environment and the principles of good governance. On the 

other hand, for some developing countries possible reduction of tariffs is not enough to induce 

them to bear the costs linked with ratification and implementation of all conventions. A rigid 

rule: “reduction of tariffs only for all conventions” might discourage some countries. 

Bayesian Nash equilibrium No. 2 suggests that more flexible rules (e.g. the size of tariffs 

reduction dependent on a number of ratified and implemented conventions) could allure more 

countries to implement necessary reforms. However, equilibrium No. 1 suggests that in some 

cases trade preferences are not good incentive at all for developing countries to introduce 

necessary changes in the areas such as: human and labour rights, the environment and good 

governance. 

Table 3. Strategic-form of game between EU and developing country (illustration of hypothetical 

system of preferences) 

 0<q<1  
EU 

   Lack of 
application 

Application Lack of 
application  

Application Lack of 
application 

Application Lack of 
application 

Application 

 High costs Low  

costs 
Maintain 

tariffs 

Maintain 

tariffs 

Maintain 

tariffs 

Reduce 

tariffs 

Reduce 

tariffs 

Maintain 

tariffs 

Reduce 

tariffs 

Reduce 

tariffs 

A
 

d
ev

el
o
p

in
g
 

co
u

n
tr

y
 

Lack of 

application 

Lack of 

application 0,0 0,0 1,0 1,0 
Lack of 

application 

Application 
0,0 1-q,1-q q,0 1,1-q 

Application Lack of 

application -q,0 0,q 1-2q,0 1-q, q 
Application 

 

Application 
-q,0 1-q,1 -q,0 1-q,1 

 Source: Own study 

 

Let’s move back to the strategy excluded from the game illustrating the GSP+ 

framework. Now suppose that the EU could reduce tariffs even if a developing country did 

not submit an application. The EU could assume that a developing country did not decided to 

ratify and implement conventions due to high costs. In game including such a situation, there 

are additional Bayesian Nash equilibria (see table 3). Two of them suggest that such a 

hypothetical system of preferences would lead to “cheating”. Even a developing country with 

low costs would not submit an application and would try to get reduction of tariffs for 

nothing. The EU does not distinguish between countries with high and low costs of 

ratification and implementation of conventions.  

                                                                                                                                                         
38

 Pooling Bayesian Nash equilibrium (every developing country submit an application)  
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In other words, rigid rule in the GSP+ framework: “reduction of tariffs only for all 

conventions” eliminates “cheating” – situation when developing country which could 

implement necessary reforms without bearing high costs, but it would try to persuade the EU 

that the costs are high and try to get trade preferences actually for nothing. However, the EU 

introduced special arrangement for least developed countries (LDCs)
39

, which actually enable 

to get preferences for nothing. These countries have no incentive to implement reforms as 

they are being granted only due to fact of being included on the list of the LDCs prepared by 

the United Nations.   

 

5. Economic review of the GSP+ beneficiary countries 

To present a full picture of the GSP+ and countries interested in it we present a brief 

economic review of the countries that currently benefit from the special incentive. 16 

countries have been granted preferences under the framework of the special incentive 

arrangement for sustainable development and good governance (GSP+). Group of beneficiary 

countries includes: Armenia, Azerbaijan, Bolivia, Colombia, Costa Rica, Ecuador, Georgia, 

Guatemala, Honduras, Sri Lanka
40

, Mongolia, Nicaragua, Peru, Paraguay, El Salvador and 

Venezuela. This group appears not to be homogenous, however some countries have common 

features.  

Firstly, majority of countries are upper middle income countries
41

, however there are 

disparities in GNI per capita between them (see figure 2). Therefore, Venezuela belongs to 

high income countries, but Nicaragua, Honduras and Mongolia are lower middle income 

countries. On one hand, the statement that only developing countries with relatively higher 

gross income per capita decided to submit an application under the framework of GSP+ seems 

                                                 
39

 The Common Customs Tariff duties shall be suspended totally for all products coming from these countries, 

with the exception of arms and munitions (EBA arrangement: "Everything but Arms"). A reduction of 80% in 

duties is granted to husked rice (until the date of their total suspension planned for 1 September 2009) and white 

sugar (until the date of their total suspension planned for 1 October 2009). Until Common Customs Tariff duties 

are entirely suspended, these products shall benefit from a global tariff quota at zero duty for every marketing 

year. 
40

 Reduction of tariffs has been recently suspended, as Sri Lanka do not satisfy requirements in practice.  
41

 The World Bank classifies countries into four groups: low income countries, lower middle income countries, 

upper middle countries and high income countries. The criterion is value of GNI per capita. Generally, low- and 

middle income countries are classified as developing countries and high income countries as developed ones. 

However, classification by income does not necessarily reflect development status.  
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to be oversimplified. On the other hand, it is possible that such countries have to bear 

relatively lower costs linked with requirements of GSP+ framework
42

.  

 

Figure 2. GNI per capita (PPP, current international $) in 16 countries granted under the 

framework of GSP+, 2008 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Own study based on World Bank data 

Secondly, shares of exports (imports) of goods and services in the GDP in these 16 

countries are also differentiated (see table 4). It is related to disparities in size of economies 

(the GDP and the population) and differences in the structure of economies. Generally, the 

statement that only countries with high share of export in the GDP decided to submit 

application under the framework of the GSP+ is false.  

                                                 
42

 As in scenario illustrated in game by Bayesian Nash equilibrium No. 2. 
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Table 4. The role of foreign trade in 16 countries granted under the framework of GSP+, 2008 

 

Country 
Exports of goods and services as % of 

GDP 

Imports of goods and services as % of 

GDP 

Armenia 14.73 39.79 

Azerbaijan 69.47 24.78 

Bolivia 44.91 37.96 

Colombia 18.17 21.70 

Costa Rica 45.84 55.18 

El Salvador 27.68 49.80 

Ecuador 37.80 37.75 

Georgia 28.73 58.26 

Guatemala 24.73 39.59 

Honduras 48.57 81.59 

Mongolia 57.19 71.54 

Nicaragua n/a n/a 

Peru 27.08 26.48 

Paraguay 53.06 58.85 

Sri Lanka 24.90 38.32 

Venezuela 30.36 20.24 

Source: Own study based on World Bank data 

Thirdly, majority of 16 countries which obtain additional preferences under the 

framework of GSP+ represents medium level of human development (see table 4). However, 

according to the HDI, 5 countries represents high human development. Consequently, the 

conclusions concerning relationships between level of human development and participation 

in the GSP+ framework is similar to those concerning links between the height of gross 

income per capita and attendance in the GSP+ framework
43

.  

Table 5. Human development index (HDI) in 16 countries granted under the framework of 

GSP+, 2007 

Country Value of HDI Rank (among 182 countries) 

Armenia 0.798 84 (medium human development) 

Azerbaijan 0.787  86 (medium human development)  

Bolivia 0.729 113 (medium human development) 

Colombia 0.807 77 (high human development) 

Costa Rica 0.854 54 (high human development) 

El Salvador 0.747 106 (medium human development) 

Ecuador 0.806 80 (high human development) 

Georgia 0.778 89 (medium human development) 

Guatemala 0.704 122 (medium human development) 

Honduras 0.732 112 (medium human development) 

Mongolia 0.727 115 (medium human development) 

Nicaragua 0.699 124 (medium human development) 

Peru 0.806 78 (high human development) 

Paraguay 0.761 101 (medium human development) 

Sri Lanka 0.759 102 (medium human development) 

Venezuela 0.844 58 (high human development) 

Source: Own study based on World Bank data 
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Finally, tables 6 and 7 encompasses data concerning geographic structure and 

commodity composition of EU-27 import from 16 developing countries granted under the 

framework of GSP+. Again, one conclusion concerning all 16 countries is not possible. 

Germany, Netherlands, Italy and Spain are significant partners for the majority of those 

countries, however in some cases also Belgium and the United Kingdom belong to the group 

of the crucial trade partners. Historical links between Latin countries and Spain are also 

noticeable. Therefore, commodity composition reveals disparities between countries. In major 

cases one or two sections dominate (agriculture products, raw materials or textiles). 

Consequently, benefits from reduction of tariffs under the framework of GSP+ can be 

differentiated
44

 and countries with higher potential benefits can be more eager to fulfill 

requirements of GSP+ framework.  

Table 6. EU-27 import from 16 countries granted under the framework of GSP+ by EU Member 

States (% of total EU-27 import), 2008 

Reporter/Partner 
Armenia Azerbaijan Bolivia Colombia Costa Rica Ecuador Georgia Guatemala Honduras Sri Lanka  Mongolia Nicaragua Peru Paraguay 

El 
Salvador Venezuela 

Austria 1.32 0.00 1.76 0.08 0.09 0.20 0.27 0.46 0.27 0.67 1.21 0.29 0.11 0.05 0.20 5.02 

Belgium 18.05 0.20 17.64 13.08 14.44 14.63 2.04 4.73 26.23 14.52 0.51 10.16 7.02 1.18 3.80 8.83 

Bulgaria 0.78 0.01 0.00 0.05 0.01 0.54 45.34 0.00 0.27 0.08 0.01 0.00 3.97 0.00 0.02 0.00 

Cyprus 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 7.80 0.00 0.01 0.08 0.00 0.03 0.04 0.91 0.00 0.00 

Czech Republic 0.51 10.01 0.04 0.08 0.17 0.06 0.50 0.04 0.39 0.35 2.85 0.03 0.12 0.00 4.32 0.01 

Germany 40.36 17.52 13.08 10.55 5.36 14.29 5.00 18.37 30.35 15.46 22.34 12.32 19.51 15.12 40.99 13.54 

Denmark 0.02 0.00 0.26 2.79 0.10 1.01 0.11 0.53 0.97 0.95 0.13 0.18 1.52 0.60 0.02 0.33 

Estonia 0.23 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.13 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Spain 2.70 6.37 17.52 9.34 2.18 18.34 4.88 12.80 7.40 2.23 0.29 22.52 19.94 30.20 28.32 20.84 

Finland 0.07 0.00 0.03 1.04 0.07 0.04 0.01 2.86 1.90 0.32 0.00 6.55 3.82 0.00 0.60 0.00 

France 1.04 15.82 7.50 4.69 1.49 5.72 7.01 6.46 4.40 6.08 4.56 6.25 4.89 4.23 3.05 4.19 

United Kingdom 0.35 2.93 9.64 16.39 18.44 7.52 10.54 7.40 10.83 35.95 9.86 8.58 5.33 1.86 2.22 12.76 

Greece 0.10 0.57 0.06 0.18 0.03 1.33 0.84 0.03 0.06 0.38 0.00 0.09 0.25 4.28 0.04 0.97 

Hungary 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.13 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.14 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.04 0.03 

Ireland 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.12 0.76 0.06 0.01 0.45 0.54 0.42 0.24 0.26 0.15 0.00 0.26 0.03 

Italy 3.77 39.87 13.06 10.79 3.57 16.50 4.51 13.52 3.42 14.13 47.34 5.95 16.56 17.18 3.72 5.66 

Lithuania 0.07 0.06 0.21 0.01 0.00 0.08 0.71 0.05 0.01 0.15 0.07 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.00 0.01 

Luxembourg 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Latvia 0.22 0.02 0.04 0.02 0.00 0.03 0.45 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 

Malta 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Netherlands 28.60 3.48 17.72 23.70 50.11 13.10 1.91 26.84 8.69 3.89 9.63 22.08 12.14 20.10 10.83 18.33 

Poland 1.18 1.08 0.31 1.44 0.12 2.07 0.64 0.33 0.06 1.23 0.05 0.68 0.71 0.11 0.02 0.04 

Portugal 0.00 0.50 0.35 4.02 1.64 0.68 0.05 1.58 1.42 0.16 0.00 1.20 0.48 3.63 0.80 2.22 

Romania 0.04 0.97 0.40 0.39 0.10 2.25 0.22 0.29 0.10 0.20 0.22 0.01 0.27 0.30 0.01 0.04 

Sweden 0.21 0.46 0.30 0.94 1.11 0.51 0.01 3.20 2.59 1.87 0.60 2.79 2.99 0.03 0.74 6.74 

Slovenia 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.20 0.02 0.92 6.96 0.03 0.01 0.12 0.04 0.01 0.05 0.12 0.01 0.41 

Slovakia 0.18 0.07 0.05 0.05 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.06 0.46 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.04 0.01 0.00 
EU-27 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 

 

                                                                                                                                                         
43

 Disparities in socioeconomic development among development countries granted under the framework of 

GSP+ confirm that identifying two types of developing countries (two types of players; game of incomplete 

information) is reasonable.  
44

 Differences in commodity composition of import reveals one of the drawback of presented sequential-move 

game (in game reductions of tariffs always means positive payoff equal to 1).  
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Table 7. EU-27 import from 16 countries granted under the framework of GSP+ by section* (% 

of total EU-27 import), 2008 

Section/Partner 

Armenia Azerbaijan Bolivia Colombia 

Costa 

Rica Ecuador Georgia Guatemala Honduras Sri Lanka  Mongolia Nicaragua Peru Paraguay 

El 

Salvador Venezuela 

Section 1 0.72 0.01 0.03 1.13 0.17 15.82 0.01 10.08 7.25 5.33 5.19 19.69 3.86 0.55 0.96 0.69 

Section 2 0.03 0.07 24.03 29.82 37.94 46.63 2.80 61.01 74.32 5.84 0.19 57.34 18.81 79.48 39.97 0.14 

Section 3 0.00 0.00 7.52 3.31 0.00 2.11 0.02 5.30 3.20 0.14 0.00 0.06 1.77 3.88 0.00 0.00 

Section 4 1.30 0.06 11.34 3.33 3.71 31.41 4.18 15.54 4.71 2.19 0.02 7.28 11.45 4.15 35.13 1.66 

Section 5 0.84 99.20 9.64 51.18 0.00 0.00 73.15 0.23 0.00 0.14 21.55 9.20 35.52 0.54 0.01 82.62 

Section 6 0.17 0.05 0.96 0.65 0.03 0.20 9.98 0.56 0.13 0.58 2.86 0.03 1.89 0.47 0.05 4.57 

Section 7 3.51 0.03 0.01 0.62 0.26 0.01 0.05 1.19 0.26 10.38 0.00 0.00 0.09 0.08 0.78 0.06 

Section 8 0.09 0.01 6.17 0.59 0.06 0.11 0.01 0.13 0.04 0.42 1.58 1.62 0.10 2.60 0.08 0.31 

Section 9 0.08 0.01 8.04 0.03 0.09 1.94 0.50 1.12 0.58 0.24 0.18 0.07 0.15 7.06 0.19 0.00 

Section 10 0.38 0.01 0.01 0.06 0.08 0.02 0.04 0.02 0.02 0.81 0.02 0.04 0.05 0.01 0.18 0.00 

Section 11 3.41 0.00 2.71 0.79 0.07 0.42 0.36 2.93 8.64 54.20 62.48 3.72 3.76 0.48 11.62 0.01 

Section 12 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.07 0.00 0.12 0.02 0.29 0.01 0.97 0.09 0.00 0.03 0.01 0.97 0.01 

Section 13 0.08 0.00 0.11 0.17 0.01 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.01 0.62 0.00 0.01 0.15 0.02 0.01 0.01 

Section 14 16.80 0.07 0.65 0.48 0.05 0.03 0.55 0.02 0.00 8.73 0.41 0.22 0.56 0.00 0.01 0.32 

Section 15 71.68 0.15 24.69 6.99 0.14 0.62 7.07 0.98 0.32 0.43 0.04 0.10 21.35 0.27 1.58 9.25 

Section 16 0.54 0.28 1.17 0.45 54.74 0.31 0.64 0.33 0.31 3.84 2.25 0.41 0.24 0.24 8.18 0.21 

Section 17 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.24 0.05 0.03 2.70 1.32 0.15 0.01 0.03 0.05 0.08 

Section 18 0.11 0.02 0.11 0.16 2.54 0.04 0.28 0.05 0.09 0.73 1.06 0.02 0.06 0.04 0.16 0.03 

Section 19 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Section 20 0.01 0.00 2.29 0.14 0.08 0.16 0.04 0.11 0.06 1.71 0.72 0.03 0.14 0.08 0.04 0.00 

Section 21 0.21 0.01 0.44 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.02 0.01 

 

* Each section is composed of groups of commodities (detailed list in appendix, see table A).  

Source: Own study based on Eurostat data  

 

6. Conclusions 

 Tariffs preferences granted for developing countries under the framework of the GSP 

scheme seem to be an important part of the EU external trade policy. The scheme introduced 

in 2005 was supposed to be more effective. Rigid rules of granting preferences might be 

judged positively. They are a guarantee, that the whole program is consistent with the 

requirements of the WTO law. On the other hand though those rigid rules might have adverse 

effect on the willingness of developing countries to introduce  necessary reform. The problem 

is, that if the preferences are ineffective, they are also illegal. 

 There is no unambiguous proof that the GSP+ is an effective tool of supporting 

sustainable development and good governance. We cannot say which equilibrium occurs in 

reality and two of them did not give a positive result for achieving set goals. 
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Appendix 

Table A. Composition of commodities: contain of sections 

Section Group (CN2) 

1 

01 LIVE ANIMALS  

02 MEAT AND EDIBLE MEAT OFFAL  

03 FISH AND CRUSTACEANS, MOLLUSCS AND OTHER AQUATIC INVERTEBRATES  

04 DAIRY PRODUCE; BIRDS' EGGS; NATURAL HONEY; EDIBLE PRODUCTS OF ANIMAL ORIGIN, NOT ELSEWHERE SPECIFIED OR INCLUDED  

05 PRODUCTS OF ANIMAL ORIGIN, NOT ELSEWHERE SPECIFIED OR INCLUDED  

2 

06 LIVE TREES AND OTHER PLANTS; BULBS, ROOTS AND THE LIKE; CUT FLOWERS AND ORNAMENTAL FOLIAGE  

07 EDIBLE VEGETABLES AND CERTAIN ROOTS AND TUBERS  

08 EDIBLE FRUIT AND NUTS; PEEL OF CITRUS FRUITS OR MELONS  

09 COFFEE, TEA, MATE AND SPICES  

10 CEREALS  

11 PRODUCTS OF THE MILLING INDUSTRY; MALT; STARCHES; INULIN; WHEAT GLUTEN  

12 OIL SEEDS AND OLEAGINOUS FRUITS; MISCELLANEOUS GRAINS, SEEDS AND FRUIT; INDUSTRIAL OR MEDICINAL PLANTS; STRAW AND FODDER  

13 LAC; GUMS, RESINS AND OTHER VEGETABLE SAPS AND EXTRACTS  

14 VEGETABLE PLAITING MATERIALS; VEGETABLE PRODUCTS NOT ELSEWHERE SPECIFIED OR INCLUDED  

3 
15 ANIMAL OR VEGETABLE FATS AND OILS AND THEIR CLEAVAGE PRODUCTS; PREPARED EDIBLE FATS; ANIMAL OR VEGETABLE WAXES  

4 

16 PREPARATIONS OF MEAT, OF FISH OR OF CRUSTACEANS, MOLLUSCS OR OTHER AQUATIC INVERTEBRATES  

17 SUGARS AND SUGAR CONFECTIONERY  

18 COCOA AND COCOA PREPARATIONS  

19 PREPARATIONS OF CEREALS, FLOUR, STARCH OR MILK; PASTRYCOOKS' PRODUCTS  

20 PREPARATIONS OF VEGETABLES, FRUIT, NUTS OR OTHER PARTS OF PLANTS  

21 MISCELLANEOUS EDIBLE PREPARATIONS  

22 BEVERAGES, SPIRITS AND VINEGAR  

23 RESIDUES AND WASTE FROM THE FOOD INDUSTRIES; PREPARED ANIMAL FODDER  

24 TOBACCO AND MANUFACTURED TOBACCO SUBSTITUTES  

5 

25 SALT; SULPHUR; EARTHS AND STONE; PLASTERING MATERIALS, LIME AND CEMENT  

26 ORES, SLAG AND ASH  

27 MINERAL FUELS, MINERAL OILS AND PRODUCTS OF THEIR DISTILLATION; BITUMINOUS SUBSTANCES; MINERAL WAXES  

6 

 

28 INORGANIC CHEMICALS; ORGANIC OR INORGANIC COMPOUNDS OF PRECIOUS METALS, OF RARE-EARTH METALS, OF RADIOACTIVE ELEMENTS OR OF 

ISOTOPES  

29 ORGANIC CHEMICALS  

30 PHARMACEUTICAL PRODUCTS  

31 FERTILISERS  

32 TANNING OR DYEING EXTRACTS; TANNINS AND THEIR DERIVATIVES; DYES, PIGMENTS AND OTHER COLOURING MATTER; PAINTS AND VARNISHES; 

PUTTY AND OTHER MASTICS; INKS  

33 ESSENTIAL OILS AND RESINOIDS; PERFUMERY, COSMETIC OR TOILET PREPARATIONS  

34 SOAP, ORGANIC SURFACE-ACTIVE AGENTS, WASHING PREPARATIONS, LUBRICATING PREPARATIONS, ARTIFICIAL WAXES, PREPARED WAXES, POLISHING 

OR SCOURING PREPARATIONS, CANDLES AND SIMILAR ARTICLES, MODELLING PASTES, 'DENTAL WAXES' AND DENTAL PREPARATIONS WITH A BASIS  

35 ALBUMINOIDAL SUBSTANCES; MODIFIED STARCHES; GLUES; ENZYMES  

36 EXPLOSIVES; PYROTECHNIC PRODUCTS; MATCHES; PYROPHORIC ALLOYS; CERTAIN COMBUSTIBLE PREPARATIONS  

37 PHOTOGRAPHIC OR CINEMATOGRAPHIC GOODS  

38 MISCELLANEOUS CHEMICAL PRODUCTS  

7 
39 PLASTICS AND ARTICLES THEREOF  

40 RUBBER AND ARTICLES THEREOF  

8 

41 RAW HIDES AND SKINS (OTHER THAN FURSKINS) AND LEATHER  

42 ARTICLES OF LEATHER; SADDLERY AND HARNESS; TRAVEL GOODS, HANDBAGS AND SIMILAR CONTAINERS; ARTICLES OF ANIMAL GUT (OTHER THAN 

SILKWORM GUT)  

43 FURSKINS AND ARTIFICIAL FUR; MANUFACTURES THEREOF  

9 

44 WOOD AND ARTICLES OF WOOD; WOOD CHARCOAL  

45 CORK AND ARTICLES OF CORK  

46 MANUFACTURES OF STRAW, OF ESPARTO OR OF OTHER PLAITING MATERIALS; BASKETWARE AND WICKERWORK  
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10 

47 PULP OF WOOD OR OF OTHER FIBROUS CELLULOSIC MATERIAL; RECOVERED (WASTE AND SCRAP) PAPER OR PAPERBOARD  

48 PAPER AND PAPERBOARD; ARTICLES OF PAPER PULP, OF PAPER OR OF PAPERBOARD  

49 PRINTED BOOKS, NEWSPAPERS, PICTURES AND OTHER PRODUCTS OF THE PRINTING INDUSTRY; MANUSCRIPTS, TYPESCRIPTS AND PLANS  

11 

50 SILK  

51 WOOL, FINE OR COARSE ANIMAL HAIR; HORSEHAIR YARN AND WOVEN FABRIC  

52 COTTON  

53 OTHER VEGETABLE TEXTILE FIBRES; PAPER YARN AND WOVEN FABRICS OF PAPER YARN  

54 MAN-MADE FILAMENTS  

55 MAN-MADE STAPLE FIBRES  

56 WADDING, FELT AND NONWOVENS; SPECIAL YARNS; TWINE, CORDAGE, ROPES AND CABLES AND ARTICLES THEREOF  

57 CARPETS AND OTHER TEXTILE FLOOR COVERINGS  

58 SPECIAL WOVEN FABRICS; TUFTED TEXTILE FABRICS; LACE; TAPESTRIES; TRIMMINGS; EMBROIDERY  

59 IMPREGNATED, COATED, COVERED OR LAMINATED TEXTILE FABRICS; TEXTILE ARTICLES OF A KIND SUITABLE FOR INDUSTRIAL USE  

60 KNITTED OR CROCHETED FABRICS  

61 ARTICLES OF APPAREL AND CLOTHING ACCESSORIES, KNITTED OR CROCHETED  

62 ARTICLES OF APPAREL AND CLOTHING ACCESSORIES, NOT KNITTED OR CROCHETED  

63 OTHER MADE-UP TEXTILE ARTICLES; SETS; WORN CLOTHING AND WORN TEXTILE ARTICLES; RAGS  

12 

 

64 FOOTWEAR, GAITERS AND THE LIKE; PARTS OF SUCH ARTICLES  

65 HEADGEAR AND PARTS THEREOF  

66 UMBRELLAS, SUN UMBRELLAS, WALKING-STICKS, SEAT-STICKS, WHIPS, RIDING-CROPS AND PARTS THEREOF  

67 PREPARED FEATHERS AND DOWN AND ARTICLES MADE OF FEATHERS OR OF DOWN; ARTIFICIAL FLOWERS; ARTICLES OF HUMAN HAIR  

13 

68 ARTICLES OF STONE, PLASTER, CEMENT, ASBESTOS, MICA OR SIMILAR MATERIALS  

69 CERAMIC PRODUCTS  

70 GLASS AND GLASSWARE  

14 
71 NATURAL OR CULTURED PEARLS, PRECIOUS OR SEMI-PRECIOUS STONES, PRECIOUS METALS, METALS CLAD WITH PRECIOUS METAL, AND ARTICLES 

THEREOF; IMITATION JEWELLERY; COIN  

15 

72 IRON AND STEEL  

73 ARTICLES OF IRON OR STEEL  

74 COPPER AND ARTICLES THEREOF  

75 NICKEL AND ARTICLES THEREOF  

76 ALUMINIUM AND ARTICLES THEREOF  

78 LEAD AND ARTICLES THEREOF  

79 ZINC AND ARTICLES THEREOF  

80 TIN AND ARTICLES THEREOF  

81 OTHER BASE METALS; CERMETS; ARTICLES THEREOF  

82 TOOLS, IMPLEMENTS, CUTLERY, SPOONS AND FORKS, OF BASE METAL; PARTS THEREOF OF BASE METAL  

83 MISCELLANEOUS ARTICLES OF BASE METAL  

16 
84 NUCLEAR REACTORS, BOILERS, MACHINERY AND MECHANICAL APPLIANCES; PARTS THEREOF  

85 ELECTRICAL MACHINERY AND EQUIPMENT AND PARTS THEREOF; SOUND RECORDERS AND REPRODUCERS, TELEVISION IMAGE AND SOUND RECORDERS 

AND REPRODUCERS, AND PARTS AND ACCESSORIES OF SUCH ARTICLES  

17 

86 RAILWAY OR TRAMWAY LOCOMOTIVES, ROLLING-STOCK AND PARTS THEREOF; RAILWAY OR TRAMWAY TRACK FIXTURES AND FITTINGS AND PARTS 

THEREOF; MECHANICAL (INCLUDING ELECTRO-MECHANICAL) TRAFFIC SIGNALLING EQUIPMENT OF ALL KINDS  

87 VEHICLES OTHER THAN RAILWAY OR TRAMWAY ROLLING-STOCK, AND PARTS AND ACCESSORIES THEREOF  

88 AIRCRAFT, SPACECRAFT, AND PARTS THEREOF  

89 SHIPS, BOATS AND FLOATING STRUCTURES  

18 

90 OPTICAL, PHOTOGRAPHIC, CINEMATOGRAPHIC, MEASURING, CHECKING, PRECISION, MEDICAL OR SURGICAL INSTRUMENTS AND APPARATUS; PARTS 

AND ACCESSORIES THEREOF  

91 CLOCKS AND WATCHES AND PARTS THEREOF  

92 MUSICAL INSTRUMENTS; PARTS AND ACCESSORIES OF SUCH ARTICLES  

19 
93 ARMS AND AMMUNITION; PARTS AND ACCESSORIES THEREOF  

20 

94 FURNITURE; BEDDING, MATTRESSES, MATTRESS SUPPORTS, CUSHIONS AND SIMILAR STUFFED FURNISHINGS; LAMPS AND LIGHTING FITTINGS, NOT 

ELSEWHERE SPECIFIED OR INCLUDED; ILLUMINATED SIGNS, ILLUMINATED NAME-PLATES AND THE LIKE; PREFABRICATED BUILDINGS  

95 TOYS, GAMES AND SPORTS REQUISITES; PARTS AND ACCESSORIES THEREOF  

96 MISCELLANEOUS MANUFACTURED ARTICLES  

21 
97 WORKS OF ART, COLLECTORS' PIECES AND ANTIQUES  



 

25 

 

 

Source: Adapted from the writings of Elżbieta Czarny and Katarzyna Śledziewska (studies on 

structure of intra-industry trade) 


